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Freeman: So let’s start with where you were born and how you became, well, a little bit of biography I guess. So I should say we’ll start off, I’m talking to Philinda Masters, it’s, we’re in Toronto, Nov. the 8th, 2008.

Masters: OK, you want to know where I was born, I was born in Toronto, one of the few people in Toronto that was actually born here, I think, I went to school here, um, and I went to University of Toronto, and you asked in your questions you wondered where I got, became interested in journalism, or whatever. Actually, at my school, when I was a kid I was the junior school editor of my school magazine, and I was the editor in grade 13. So I started then, I think that’s when I got interested. And then I worked at the Varsity for, I think, a couple of years, and I was actually there for sports editor. Sorry, The Varsity is the University of Toronto student newspaper. And in those days there was a big, and I don’t know whether you can tell me whether this is still true, whether you should be in the school of journalism or whether you should just go to, you know, a student newspaper and learn that way. Um, and the, you know, basically The Varsity was of the opinion that you should work at a newspaper rather than go to, say, Ryerson or Carleton. I’m not even sure whether Carleton journalism, school of journalism, had started in, this was 1970? Oh, OK, so it was around, and so was Ryerson, I think. Um, anyway, I had worked, I was just a reporter for the first year, um, doing everything, you know, any kind of stuff, but I hung around a lot so they decided that they needed a woman sports editor. This was Tom Walkom and Linda McQuaig when they became editor, the co-editors. So...

Freeman: What year are we talking about?

Masters: I’m not sure. I think it was ’71, maybe. Um, and I said, I turned them down. Because I was not interested in sports that much so I thought, you know, what’s the point of being an editor, a sports editor. Um, and then over the summer I thought you know, I know people in the magazine editing world, and the editors don’t necessarily know anything about the topic of, you know like at Mclean’s Hunter, my brother worked there, and then the editor of the jewelry magazine or the waste magazine magazine, they didn’t necessarily know anything about it, so I thought OK, I can do this. So I got in touch with them and said do you still need somebody, yes they did. So I spent a year being a sports editor, which, it was fun, you know, the actual jocks didn’t like me one little bit, but I had a good time. And then I went to the Financial Post, the magazine, which was at Maclean-Hunter. They’re the people that now, it’s now Rogers, but they edited, um, Chatelaine, Maclean’s, etc. etc. I did that for a year, and then I realized I didn’t fit, it wasn’t, mainstream journalism really wasn’t for me. So then I, at that time I was becoming interested in actual feminist activism, so I just went and worked in the women’s centre after that, and, uh...

Freeman: Which one?

Masters: In Toronto. And it was called Women’s Place, um, at the time, and I think that for the next four or five years it was on, in a building on Dupont St., and it was called The Women’s Place, and it had an enormous amount of things happening, at that time it was, you know, these women’s centres across the country were just sort of the focal point for so much activism, sort of ground level, grassroots activism. So at that, you know, I had, so I’d done a lot of journalism in one form or another, but I wasn’t doing it at that point, and then you remember The Other Woman newspaper which was, it was also Toronto, and it was, it had started in 1972 I think and by about ’77, they’d gone through a number of  different configurations, they’d moved it to Waterloo, and they were running out of steam, so they just, they just folded it at some point, I mean it, what was true of all the magazines, unless you had somebody who was totally dedicated to it and put in more than the usual number of hours, it wasn’t going to, it wasn’t going to keep going. So I think those, they folded their, um, the newspaper down, and I think they at the time had a meeting wondering if anyone wanted to take it over, but the other thing that’s true also is that everyone wants to put their own stamp on their publication. So people didn’t feel comfortable, I remember being at the meeting, with just, you know, pitching into that particular, oh, sorry, that particular, um, newspaper. So some time went on, and a bunch of us, um, realized that Toronto really hadn’t, you know, once it had, once The Other Woman had left Toronto, there were several years there where there was, there was no publication coming out of Toronto, um, that, of the sort of, the grassroots feminist variety. Um, do you want to...

Freeman: I just wanted to ask you what kind of feminism, if you want, did you sort of learn at the, at Women’s Place, or what sort of, what clicked for you, if I can use that old Gloria Steinem expression?

Masters: Um, it’s hard to say. I think it was probably, um, informed by socialist feminism, but it was basically what we called non-aligned feminism. Um, if you use terms like radical feminism, it has so much baggage. But it was a sense of very radical change in all aspects. Um, so we were doing theatre, we were doing health, we were doing law, we were doing politics, we were doing everything. So everything got scrutinized, everything got critiqued, and, um, various theories were being developed. ’72 was the first year that U of T had women’s studies, um, any kind of women’s studies presence at all, and I think that was probably true of universities all over, and it was very much informed by what was happening in these women’s centres. There was, somebody came across, it was a graphic arts exhibit, display, at A-space, which is a gallery in Toronto, and this is in about ’85, and they’d come across a flier from 1972 which was, um, the various lectures that women’s studies were presenting at OISE, which was part of U of T’s women’s studies group, and the reporter, who was Mary Louise Adams, said she was just amazed at how much things had not changed since 1972. The radicalism was obvious in ‘72, and it was surprising for the generation that was sort of coming of age in ’85 to see how much had been going on in ’72, anything from, you know, witchcraft and spirituality to, you know, to basically racism and the kinds of things that were beginning to be much more visible in the mid ‘80s.

Freeman: Now, so, for a while in Toronto, you had a real gap in a way to get the word out, I assume, since The Other Woman wasn’t publishing. Is this what spurred you to start Broadside?

Masters: I think so. And it was a group of us, and we’d been, we’d come out of WAVA, which is Women Against Violence Against Women, an activist group, um, and I’m just trying to think who and where we all, where we coalesced. It was Eve Zaramba, Susan Cole, Beverley Allison, Judith Laurence, who is Casey, Casey and Finnigan’s, so. Um, so you wondered where that was coming from, but anyway. And, you know, there were about eight of us, I think.

Freeman: Maybe you should explain Casey and Finnegan, because I don’t know that everybody would get that.

Masters: Well, I’m a little bit older than people who watched, you know, what was it, Mr. Dressup, and Casey and Finnigan were puppets, and Judith Laurence was the puppeteer. And she was, for many years, and then she retired, um, but she was, she was very involved in Broadside for about five years, um, so.

Freeman: So we’re talking about the gang who started Broadside in, and it was a company, wasn’t it?

Masters: It did become a company. We thought about it, now this is a very bizarre kind of period of time. This was late ‘70s, it was coming out of a period, I remember my first awareness of sort of political activism was early, early ‘70s, War Measures Act. And, and then, any kind of political gatherings after that, they were always getting broken up by, you know, the various, basically right wing, um, uh, Edmund Burke Society kinds of people, and the Trotskyists, so there was this real fear that these kind of heavy duty people were going to come in and infiltrate various...

Freeman: Trotsky was left.

Masters: I know, it’s bizarre. That’s what I was saying, this was a bizarre time. It was, there was this sense that the, the male, doctrinaire, sectarian left was going to come in and mess around with feminism. And I’m sure they tried, you know, I know that there was stuff going on, but when we think back now, it’s like, what were we thinking? Um, but we decided we didn’t want, we wanted to be, um, a corporation rather than just an open collective, so that we would actually have, you know, a much more structured kind of infrastructure, something that we could then somehow would protect us from infiltration.

Freeman: More control, in other words.

Masters: Yeah, more control than, and really, so we set it up, and then really it was basically not necessary, um, but that’s the way it happened, and so it was, it was a company, it was a not for profit, um, you know, company. Which, it just meant that we had to file corporate taxes, which was sort of insane.

Freeman: Did people buy shares in your company?

Masters: Yeah. Yeah, they did but it was not, it was not like, you know, research in motion, it was not publicly traded shares or anything like that, it was just, people would, would invest, um, and, but essentially because we were not really, you know, corporate minded, we tended to run it as a collective anyway. So the corporate structure was, um, was basically there but not, not very useful to us after all. And we, as far as I know, we were never infiltrated by any, you know, sectarian, um, Trotskyist groups. Does that actually make a difference?

Freeman: It might. Um, so, let’s see, now what was your, when you envisioned Broadside, what did you want to cover exactly, what, why did you want Broadside to be there, or what, did you have a particular take on what kind of feminism you wanted out there, or were you more general?

Masters: That’s a really, I guess a complicated question. When you look, when you run by the various, sorry, feminist categories that are kind of prevalent, we weren’t thinking in terms of ourselves as categorized. Uh, we basically felt that there was no, there wasn’t a feminist voice, and that that was really crucial. There were other things, I mean you could read Ms. magazine if you wanted to get the American view, or you could, the other thing of course was the newsletters, which were very, you know, prolific, across the country, all the women’s centres had newsletters. And they were, I mean at one point we had 3000 subscribers in the women’s centre, which was in those days that was, you know, that’s quite a lot, when you think that something like 85 per cent of periodicals in Canada have subscriptions of under 2000, to be over, you know, 3000 was, you know, quite a coup. So we were really basically working on that tradition of explaining what was going on to our membership, so it was basically a newsprint version of that. Um, but a number of the people had some experience with, with community journals, community, uh, I work for a journal now so I call them journals, but (laughs), um, community newsletters and magazines, and university, definitely university magazines, uh, newspapers, were kind of in our background for the most part. Um, but yeah, there was a, I’ve written about this, so it may have come up before, but there was a print media conference in, I think San Francisco in the mid-70s, I think it was then, and they brought with them a leaked report from the FBI which said that the women’s movement was kept together by its presses and periodicals. So if it weren’t for us, we failed, we agreed with them, you know, that there would be a very much harder time keeping, you know, it’s like, the States and Canada are vast countries, so to keep the connection between Vancouver and Halifax and Toronto, Montreal, this was a way to do it. And it spawned not only, I mean interest, because we had subscribers from all over, we were based in Toronto, we tried not to be just Toronto-centric but it was very difficult because we had no resources, but we connected with the other, you know, Kinesis and, you know, Herizons used to be the Winnipeg women’s newsletter or newspaper or something, it was actually very good. I shouldn’t say actually, but it was, it looked, it looked better than most newspapers or newsletters, uh, so when it went to, you know, through its changes it became Herizons, it wasn’t really a big surprise. Um, but Pandora came along, um, and so there was a lot of connection, partly just natural connection but also through the conferences that we put together in the mid-’80s to bring people together.

Freeman: Now I think, in fact I know that Kinesis covered, uh, the birth of Broadside, I’ve been through all the articles, um, and um, they also covered the trial of, Kinesis also covered the trial of Pandora, um, and so on, um, so you wanted to be a voice of the women’s movement in Canada, but you wound up basically dealing with Toronto and Ontario, is that correct, aside from anything that you imported from outside?

Masters: Yeah, it’s funny, I think that when you were doing feminist work, you know, in those days, you were connected to really in some ways a kind of global, um, movement, so that we were in Toronto but we were connected to this much larger movement, um, so that meant that even though we were, we had to be, we were stationed in Toronto and you know we didn’t have the money to, to be, you know, have reporters all across the country, or you know, the globe, we wanted to reflect what was going on, not just in Toronto. But that was always a tension, because, you know, we couldn’t do it, so,  obviously the local newspapers in Toronto and Vancouver and Halifax did a lot of that, so we were all essentially trying to be national but essentially local. But, you know, think big, you know, act locally.

Freeman: That’s right, that’s right. Um, I’m just looking at my list of questions here, and, um, we’ve pretty well covered a lot, actually, we’re already at, um, oh yes, how was Broadside financed? Talk money to me.

Masters: Well, at one point at one of the conferences, we were doing an exercise and people were talking about their budgets, and so they wanted to know what everybody, every magazine’s or newspaper’s sort of annual budget was, and ours was about $30,000 a year. And there was one editor of a magazine who was working at the university and she was just shocked that anybody could get by on so little money. Which was everything, that was salaries, that was production costs, that was, you know, office administration. So $30,000, I mean it was in the ‘70s and ‘80s, so, you know, oh I guess it was pretty well all ‘80s, um, but still, you know, that’s not very much money. So it meant that people who worked there worked for, you know, like I worked, essentially I was paid part time although it was a full time job. The other people that worked there got, we got some sort of kind of little grants that would help, and everybody worked part time, um, when I say everybody it wasn’t a huge number of people. There was usually two or three people at a time at the most, and then the rest was volunteers. In terms of financing, we got Canada Council grants, we got Ontario Arts Council grants, we got occasional little bits and pieces of money through various different programs that were happening.

Freeman: Secretary of State?

Masters: We got Secretary of State money. We had struggles with them because they didn’t, because we were so Toronto-centric, they didn’t consider us national, um, so we could go through the regional body, but they didn’t have as much money. So I think we got, you know, a couple of grants from them to do sort of kind of promotion kinds of things. It’s always, Secretary of State has always been a little bit, um, leery of funding publications. They would fund conferences. So our conferences were well financed by them, but not the journalism, the magazines.

Freeman: So you’re talking about the feminist publication conferences?

Masters: Yes.

Freeman: Yes. Um, now, you had all these bits and pieces of money coming in to pay your salary and those of two or three other people, um, I’m assuming production coordinators and advertising, would these be the people who were paid?

Masters: Circulation, um, and then sort of general assistance. Everybody did everything, I mean that’s the thing about feminist collectives, um, even though I was sort of nominally the editor, and did a lot of that kind of stuff, um, everybody was involved in pretty well everything. So I knew every subscriber, like I knew where they lived, it was like, I knew who they were living with and where the moved to when they broke up, I mean you couldn’t help, it was, you know, we didn’t have like, you know, 10,000 subscribers, and that’s the other thing in the, in the financial part, we got a lot of our money from subscribers. Um, so, that, and that’s a piece that’s often forgotten. It’s, people pay for it. So, uh, even though, you know, in those days we didn’t charge a lot for a subscription, um, we still, that was the bedrock. Our supporters, the people who read the, the magazine, the newspaper, or even just supported it and didn’t read it. My aunt subscribed, but she didn’t actually read it (laughs). I think she shoved it under the bed.

Freeman: Would she be shocked if she did?

Masters: Well she once asked me what percentage of the people who worked on the paper were lesbians. And I said oh, about 95 per cent, and she went oh. And then that was the end of that. She wasn’t particularly intolerant, she just was, she was sort of curious, but after that she decided that she wasn’t going to subscribe any more. She said she was having eyesight problems, so her husband was having, my uncle was having to read it to her, and he couldn’t cope (laughs). So that was the end of that.

Freeman: That’s very interesting, because I did a sort of account of how much lesbian material was in Broadside, and it came out to I think roughly, I don’t think you ever went much beyond 12 per cent, ever.

Masters: Well it’s interesting because I remember, it was a, there was a tension there. Not all of our collective members were lesbians. Some of them who were, were teachers at a time when that was not acceptable and it was dangerous to their careers. So we were in that position, do we want to be just like, a lesbian newspaper, um, no. We weren’t in a position to do that. Somebody wrote us a letter saying why don’t you just come out, and it was like, do you think we’re going to publish this? Of course we’re not going to publish it, because that’s the whole problem. Um, so yeah, but the thing is that we didn’t see ourselves as a lesbian paper, we saw ourselves as a feminist paper which was fueled by, um, concerns of lesbian politics as well as socialist feminist politics as well as, you know, so it was, and it was a much more divided period than there were, you know, the socialist feminists were mostly straight, and the lesbian feminists, well, the radical, quote, feminists were mostly lesbian. I mean, that’s the way people saw it. Um, so we were not, we were not engaging in that divide.

Freeman: Where did the liberal feminists come in?

Masters: I don’t think there were any (laughs). It wasn’t really, that was, it was not a liberal feminist newspaper. If they read it, fine. Usually what would happen is the liberal feminists would go and they would try and start up a magazine called Women, and put it out in the subways, I mean that happened a number of times, in fact there’s still one in Toronto. And it’s totally, I would say it’s not, you’re not even liberal, it goes the other way. The other thing is there were some magazines like the NAC, National Action Committee on the status of women, they had a magazine, as well as a newsletter, that was much more liberal, interesting, um, a lot of, I think that we would have believed that most of the liberal feminism was in Chatelaine, which was then quite feminist. But it was liberal feminist, or it was, that was its reach, that was its audience, really, its readership, was liberal feminist, although some of the articles themselves had something, and the authors were not necessarily liberal, um, that’s the way it was couched, so. We weren’t really interested in, in uh, liberal feminism, the way, you know, student activists aren’t interested in, you know, sort of the liberal mainstream either, it was the same kind of thinking.

Freeman: If we could get back to, um, I want to, uh, try to make some connections between, uh, the content and advertising. Was the content considered too, um, controversial for advertisers to be attracted, or did you feel that you had to vet who your advertisers would be, because you did have some, I believe.

Masters: We had some advertisers. We didn’t get into the kind of problems that Herizons did. Partly we didn’t have national advertising, um, so we did very local advertising. We were very successful with the kinds of, you know, we would have pages with people’s business cards, we started off doing that, and that was, you know, easy to get that kind of advertising, you know, celebrating international women’s day or whatever. Um, we would have, you know, local businesses, restaurants, gay restaurants, etc., that kind of thing. But we didn’t, we didn’t attempt to get, we got bookstore advertising, um, and if you’ve ever worked on a journal, you know how much time advertising takes, so unless you have a person dedicated to it, um, and who’s got a thick skin and can accept the no’s, because most people say no, um, you don’t get very far with it. So we put our energy into other things. You know, we made some money on advertising, but, per issue, but not a huge amount. So we didn’t get, we didn’t leave ourselves open for that kind of, um, controversy that Herizons got into with the REAL women and the advertising and the, you know, the religious right. They paid no attention to us whatsoever.

Freeman: Well, you also did fundraisers, did you not? Did you have your own t-shirts and do dances and things like that, do you want to talk about...

Masters: Yeah, yeah, we did a lot of that. Um, you know, and we would do things that people go “what?” Things that, sorry, um, things like, we had a bingo night. And it was like, “what? Bingo? No one’s going to go to that.” But of course it was very popular. We also had on the other end of the class continuum, we had a strawberry and champagne brunch. Um, we had, um, kind of cabarets at some of the sort of, um, night clubby places in Toronto, the Rivoli, um, the Bamboo club. Um, the Rivoli is around but the Bamboo isn’t any more. But, um, they were always extremely well attended, and then it was also people, it was a good idea so other people would do them as well, this similar kinds of things. But we made money on them, but it wasn’t just that. We supported, for instance, in the cabarets, we supported all sorts of people like Ann-Marie MacDonald. She did skits at our cabarets when she was like, 20. Um, and uh, and other, other performers, and, you know. So it was a lot of fun, and uh, we, I don’t know, I think we did, um, we did quite a lot of them. We had auctions, art auctions, and, you know. And we usually got people to print up our tickets free and, you know. So the publicity was cheap. Um, so we didn’t spend a lot of money putting them together. Um, and people would know somebody at the Bamboo, so we’d put on an event there, at sort of their, you know, low rates, etc.

Freeman: Tell me a little more about production nights. How exactly physically was Broadside put together, did you go through various stages of technological innovation in your production?

Masters: Well, it started off pretty old fashioned. Um, we had everything typeset. Um, it was actually a production weekend. We would start Friday and go through ‘til Monday. Um, we were lucky in that we had a lot of support. So our collective, our, you know, group of members would always be there, you were expected to be there, but people were good at showing up, and then we had for the kinds of things we had as many volunteers as were interested in joining, and that meant they were actually there designing pages and doing the pay stub. At the end I would go over everything and just make sure all the lines were straight and that things weren’t, like, crazy, and you know, irrational. But basically, um, people, it was a hands on kind of thing, and I would do these little training sessions with people to show them how to do it and then, OK, here’s a page, do it. Um, and that would go on for the Saturday and Sunday, and then we would do all the corrections on Monday, and then I would take it to the printer. We did everything on a, such a shoe string that I would drive to the printer and take the stuff and work with the, with the guys there to make sure that, you know, that it was printed the way we wanted it. Um, and then we would, a few days later we would have a distribution day when we got a whole bunch of volunteers. We had a lot of interest. So in those days I think there were a lot of groups that were physically there and you could actually come and join in with them and do whatever, and that was one of the things people did, they would come and they would help us, you know, label and bag up the newspaper, and then we would take it to the post office. So it was really, it was really, um, you know, hands on. When I went to RFR, which is Resources for Feminist Research, which is a journal at OISE, I was actually astounded at the financial support. You could use couriers. You could, you know, you could do things that we just could not think of. The supplies, we didn’t have to scrounge around for paper clips from, you know, it’s just really, I’m just remembering all this stuff, you know, we had to get friends to donate stamps and things like that. We had no money, in other words. And so working at a funded journal was a very, very different experience.

Freeman: Well when you, uh, did you go through it, uh, I think you did, in a bit of a transition with technology at one point, going to desktop, or did you get that far before you finished, uh, publishing?

Masters: No, we did, we did. We started doing basically putting it on, you know, floppy disks, literally, the big old floppy disks, five inch disks. And giving it to the typesetter, who then would just translate it into galleys. But then we would have galleys. The old style galleys. Which we would then paste up. So it was, I think in fact Pandora was one of the first that got into getting a Mac and doing actual desktop, and Betty Anne was very, you know like, here’s how you do it, this is what you do. That was towards the end of my tenure. Um, I think that Broadside kept going for a little while after I left. Actually, when I sort of officially left, I still stayed around for a while, but at one point, um, I think that, you just really need somebody who’s there all the time. And willing and able. And there just wasn’t anyone after that.

Freeman: Yeah, I was going to ask who actually took over from you?

Masters: Nobody, really.

Freeman: I’m just checking. Keep talking.

Masters: I don’t remember. You know, I think that there were four more issues after I stopped doing it, uh, and I came back for the last one. So there were three or four issues in there. And I think it was a group of people that had been there, um, but I’m just trying to remember who would be doing the kind of work that I was doing. Dina Raski, who was on our collective and was a graphic artist and worked for the Star and various things and was actually in their graphics union which was a coup for her, anyway, she took over, um, the actual production, kind of making sure it went through and that you got to the printer, but she didn’t have the temperament for it. I mean that’s, she would tell you that. Um, she just found it too stress making. And I’m much more sort of even, it didn’t stress me out too, I mean I guess it did, but not enough to stop me. She hated it. Um, so other people kind of took over, you know, and they all had migraines all the time and wondered how I managed. Um, and so I think that they just found that it was more work than they wanted, and they didn’t have somebody, they had other jobs, you know, Lisa Freedman, she was a lawyer, Helen Lenskyj was becoming an academic, and, you know, so people didn’t have the kind of time that I had. Um, so basically, and I mean there were other political reasons for, but you might want to get onto that at some other question.

Freeman: Yeah, first of all I think while we’re still, while Broadside is still running in our conversation here, I’m interested in knowing the strengths and, or I should say the positives and, uh, the drawbacks if there are any of working collectively. I mean, what was your experience of, first of all how did the collective actually work, did everybody share the load equally, or did it naturally fall more to you than other people, as you were there most of the time, or how did that work first of all?

Masters: Well first of all, we’d all read The Tyranny of Structurelessness, which was an article that was published in Signs in ’75 I think. So we’d all worked on collectives where there were no stories and no bosses and nobody had any particular role and everybody shared everything, and they all imploded. Uh, it’s very, very difficult to do that. So by the time we came along, people had roles. Um, so that there wasn’t, there wasn’t the confusion. Um, I just was lucky, they were, the Broadside collective was just a really good group of people. They were smart, and they didn’t, their egos were not, you know, right in the room all the time. So we didn’t have major hassles. Um, and major tugs of war. Everybody sort of knew what their, you know, like Susan Cole was the one that we could call on to write an opinion piece, in half an hour, and she, zap there it was, so that was great. Eva Zaremba was her, you know, she was always thinking about things that most of us weren’t thinking about, so she would go do that.

Freeman: Edgey stuff?

Masters: Yeah. Some of the edgy stuff. Sometimes it got her in trouble, but not with our collective necessarily. Um, and other people were happy to be, you know, to work on circulation, or to work on the distribution, and people had sort of roles in that. Um, and basically we met once a week, um, and you know, discussed, you know, what it was we wanted to, I mean we had four weeks to put out a newspaper, so it was, we didn’t have a lot of time to discuss what was going to go in an issue, um, but everybody seemed to be of a mind, you know, relatively smoothly, so that we could, we could agree pretty quickly on what kinds of things we wanted to cover. So we didn’t get into a whole, a lot of hassles. We did have one hassle early on with somebody who didn’t want us to be known as a feminist newspaper. They wanted us to be known as a women’s newspaper. And that was a debate. I mean, in fact it’s come around and it’s a debate again, but for the period of time that we were, in the ‘80s, it wasn’t really a problem to be called a feminist journal, and there was no, newspaper, there was no way that we weren’t going to be called that. So that was, but that was one kind of tension that came up early on that didn’t last.

Freeman: Was this person afraid that you would pigeonhole yourselves outside the boundaries of most women’s interests if you called yourself feminist?

Masters: Yeah, it would alienate people. That was the way it was described or framed, that it would alienate people. Well, we figured it wouldn’t alienate the people who would be comfortable reading it, and that’s who we, we weren’t trying to prosthelytize, we were trying to make people think about things. And if they were not ready to think about the kinds of things, you know, maybe they would be later. So it really we wanted to be openly feminist and attract feminist readers.

Freeman: Now, you mentioned at one point that Eve Zaremba got into a bit of hot water over something, uh, which brings me, you know, I’m going to ask you directly about that particular instance first and then talk about reader response to Broadside.

Masters: Reader response was, it was generally good. I mean we got lots of letters. And usually with interesting, sometimes criticism, sometimes, you know, just taking it to another level, some discussion. Um, because we were part of a women’s movement, an activist group, it was, we were known, we knew the people, you know, it was like a, it was a community. So it was the, we would get feedback that wasn’t necessarily from way out there. It was like, our friends, or the people at that meeting, or the people at that rally, or whatever, and we were part of the community in the sense that we would sponsor things, or we would, um, we would have, you know, um, events etc. so there was, it was a, there was a lot of connection with the community that we were, so we were working with, if not to, um, the people that were our readers.

Freeman: Now, the things that sometimes got you into trouble, can you think of anything?

Masters: Well early on it was that we weren’t openly lesbian. That was a problem. Um, for a lot of people. And for some people on, you know, on our collective. But it wasn’t a mean, nasty kind of, it was just why aren’t you more open, why aren’t we more open, why aren’t we more lesbian? Um, but that was, that was uh, on the other hand we felt that sort of by the end I think I wrote an editorial in which I was saying that I actually in those days people didn’t outside a small group of people didn’t want to even use the word lesbian. Um, so that we were doing that as part of everything else in a way, um, that allowed a lot of publications, um, I remember we were told when we were putting together a conference that the Secretary of State was going to fund not to, not to highlight anything lesbian, not to have any lesbian workshops, not to have any lesbian this that and the other, because they’d had a lot of trouble in Pictou County or something with a lot of reaction just before that to a conference they’d tried to put on, it was actually the women’s program at Secretary of State which is now Status of Women Canada. I said, hm.

Freeman: What was your reaction to that? I mean, when you were told don’t do that?

Masters: Um, as it turned out, and you might have got more of this from Betty Anne Lloyd because she was more involved in this, the actual forming of the document, I mean the proposal that was going to Secretary of State, I don’t think the conference ever happened, but not just because of that, but that was probably part, the pressure was on, not to be who we were, not to have the kind of political position that we all pretty well held in all the magazines.

Freeman: Now political position, uh, people used to defend lesbianism on the strength of the idea that women should have control over their own bodies. Is this true of Broadside as well, was this part of, uh, your political stance?

Masters: Well you know, we never clarified our political stance, so I don’t know. It was, um, I think that was part of it, because most of the people were lesbians. Um, we just assumed that, you know, that this was, um, an important part of the world, and we, I know that some people felt every woman should be a lesbian, there’s just no question about, there was no reason not to be, so that might be, you know, control over your own body, the assumption was that that would be the automatic choice that you would make if only you could. Um, I mean that changed over time. Um, but yeah, I don’t, I can’t comfortably say what our position was.

Freeman: Well there was a tension, I think, between women who felt that they were innately lesbian and others who felt that, you know, any woman could be a lesbian, to quote the old song.

Masters: We were probably more the social construct side. Because basically in those days anyway the feeling was that it was a, it was a sort of a libertarian position, sort of the idea that you were, it was genetic, you were born a lesbian, you were born gay, and that let straight people off the hook. They didn’t have to worry about it themselves, because they weren’t, because they obviously were genetically straight. Um, so that was part of the thinking at the time, so we didn’t believe that, obviously we don’t, part of our position, lesbianism held the position within a feminist theory, um, and analysis, which was clearly that women’s roles, I mean if you read the French feminists and how women don’t even exist and therefore lesbians don’t exist as a category, no, you can get yourself really wound up by that. But that was sort of later ‘80s.

Freeman: I was going to say, theory is one thing, practice is the other. So, um, as far as Broadside was concerned, um, perhaps it, you’re saying that you actually didn’t put your philosophy out there. Of lesbianism.

Masters: Innately. I mean, not sort of, sometimes we did, I don’t know. I, um, yeah. But as I said we were, our activism was of the people that were involved was feminist, and socialist feminist, it was not lesbian, although our best friends might be like Valerie Edwards, who clearly was not involved in the women’s movement, but in the lesbian and gay movement, um, that’s where she put her energies. Um, so you know, there was connections between the two, but our focus was here and not there.

Freeman: So any lesbian content I think that appeared in, that I recall seeing off the top of my head in Broadside tended to be of, there’s this new book out about lesbianism, so there are often book reviews, or, um, reviews of performances, or that kind of thing, and occasionally an article about being a lesbian or about a lesbian issue, but I never saw the collective coming out as a lesbian collective.

Masters: No, it never did. No. Um, it didn’t come out, it came out as a feminist collective, that’s what it was. Um, I don’t think anyone was hiding the fact that most of us were lesbians. I think it was just like, it was kind of like, so? Um, you know, it was not, and I remember we had one article that somebody submitted to us which we thought, most of us thought was just the most sort of kindergarten-ish article on how to be, how to have lesbian relationships, and yet everyone loved it. The readers, it was like oh, maybe we’re missing something here, maybe people want to know how to deal with issues of money in their relationships, how to deal with issues of whatever. Um, to us it was like, no, we were sort of in another space. We weren’t thinking about the nitty gritty of what it’s like. And not that we didn’t think there was anything wrong with, you know, concerning yourself with issues of coming out, but there’s lots of places where people talk about, you know, coming out in books and stuff. So that wasn’t really where we were coming from.

Freeman: So let me ask you about other hot button issues. One of them was pornography. And, uh, in connection with that, later on, the whole discussion over S&M. Which I think came up in Broadside but not as much as it did in Kinesis, by the way. But, so starting with the pornography debate, uh, I know that was Susan Cole’s particular issue I understand.

Masters: You have to make a distinction between Susan Cole and Broadside, because we didn’t all agree with her. Um, individually. Um, however, because of who, you know, our limited resources, if somebody from our collective took on an issue and wanted to write about it, they would write about it. So it, I think we became identified with a particular position on pornography. Which was, you know, smash it. You know, that there’s no way of looking at, if you took sort of Varda Burstyn on one side, and Susan Cole on the other, we would be closer to the Susan Cole side in terms of what we published. Um, but there was never any, like, sitting there writing out like here’s our statement on. There never was on anything at Broadside. We did not do it that way. So we weren’t, we didn’t have a position on pornography. Or prostitution, which went together, in, you know, the conference in ’85 on, you know, prostitution and pornography. You know, they were considered as a kind of um, a twosome. So I can’t tell you what Broadside’s position was on that. I can only tell you what individual people’s position. S&M, I don’t know, I mean basically our feeling was meh. Uh, it wasn’t for the group of people that was putting out Broadside, it wasn’t scary but it wasn’t, like, necessarily something we wanted to do, that we could see that sometimes it involved issues of violence, and there’s a fine line, um, but on the other hand if you wanted to play certain roles, fine. You know, that was basically our feeling, it wasn’t either it’s great or it’s terrible.

Freeman: None of you felt pressured, you know, to, uh, take it on as, you know, an issue of freedom of expression for lesbians or straight women or anything else particularly?

Masters: You know, it’s 20 years ago. Or 20, we’re talking 25 years ago. I don’t remember any, one of the things about Broadside was we didn’t feel pressure, or we didn’t react to pressure necessarily, um, so if it was an issue that we thought was, you know, really crucial, we would deal with it, but not if somebody was saying why aren’t you dealing with this, why aren’t you dealing with, you know, we’d hear a lot of that. People always wanted us to be what they wanted us to be.

Freeman: Such as?

Masters: Um, that’s one of them. Or the lesbian, you know, the, as I told you, the letter that somebody sent us, like, you know, it’s really appalling you must come out, and then we were expected to publish that, it’s like no, don’t you understand why we’re not gonna publish this? But you know, that kind of thing. Um, issues around feminism, uh, when we chose the name Broadside people thought that’s a horrible name.

Freeman: Yeah, I thought it was a pun.

Masters: They thought broad, we shouldn’t use the word broad.

Freeman: But that’s not how you meant it.

Masters: No, of course not. But that’s the kind of thing, it’s like, OK, fine, we’re going to move on now. Um, because it wasn’t, it wasn’t where we were coming from, and we would explain that Broadside meant something completely different, um, and uh, interestingly I got an editor from Broadsheet, which was a New Zealand magazine, and they said “Great name!” (laughs) Um, so, and they had the same, they had the same kinds of people, you know.

Freeman: You had public meetings, I think in the beginning anyway, didn’t you, and did they continue, I was looking for a couple of the Broadside issues are missing in my collection, so, and I was looking for, oh have you, OK, I wondered if you covered your own public meetings and reported back, or did you just have the meetings, do you remember if you actually...

Masters: I’m trying to remember, I would have thought we would, but not necessarily in a, you know, let’s have a meeting and then we’ll give it a double page spread, we didn’t tend to do that, we might have, you know, said the meeting happened and we discussed this and that, but I’m not even sure I remember that. If somebody was there and wanted to do that, then it would happen.

Freeman: And if not?

Masters: And if not, we didn’t have somebody to do that, because our point wasn’t to publish, necessarily, it was to deal with issues that were coming up through the journal, through the magazine, whatever we called it. Review, I think, newspaper. Anyway.

Freeman: So if your readers came up with a, you know, a question about what you were doing, you might discuss it at the meeting but not necessarily sort of deal with it in an editorial or anything later.

Masters: But it might not be direct, it might not be, we had this meeting and people said this, so we’re going to respond in an editorial, but it would go into the mill, and then it would, and we might very well write, you know, go cover a story that had something to do with the issues that were being raised or put it in an editorial or whatever. But, you know, as I said, I haven’t read Broadside for a very long time, so I don’t really quite remember.

Freeman: So talk to me a little bit about the abortion issue. Did this have the same resonance among, uh, sort of funders like Secretary of State or some of the readers out there, because not every feminist was necessarily pro-choice.

Masters: I think our assumption at the time when we were publishing was that most were pro-choice. Um, and most of the people we talked to and met, yes, they were. And that was part of a movement. So if you weren’t pro choice, you were part of some other movement. Um, but I don’t remember, it became, it was an issue earlier for feminists than our period of the ‘80s, except of course the Morgentaler stuff was going on and we completely supported, not necessarily Morgentaler as a human being, but the whole move, the Supreme Court decision and stuff. That was happening during our, our time. But it seemed to me that we had more trouble when I was working with RFR, which was in the ‘90s, with Secretary of State and the issue of abortion, and you had to sign that you were not going to, um, publish anything or do anything that had to do with lifestyle, i.e. lesbian, or abortion, you could not mention, or you could not advocate on behalf of those. You could talk about lesbians as oppressed, victimized beings, but you couldn’t talk about anything positive lesbian, about the lesbian lifestyle. And they were quite clear about that.

Freeman: And that was because of pressure from REAL women?

Masters: Well not just, um, from the ministers, um,

Freeman: You mean the Conservative government.

Masters: Conservative government, but even when there was not a Conservative government, sometimes the usually male minister had trouble with the kind of things that say Broadside was doing. They didn’t want to take it seriously to start with, but when they realized that maybe there was something that they had to think about, um, then they, then they wanted to dismiss it. Uh, so they wanted to put, uh, restrictions on what we should do. Eventually they just stopped funding publications altogether in 1990.

Freeman: Now, how much did that affect what you could do at Broadside? I mean, you had so many other ways of getting money, so did this stifle you?

Masters: By 1990, you mean? Well, we weren’t, we stopped in ’89, so that particular thing didn’t affect us. But we had tried to get a national, um, Secretary of State women’s program grant for, you know, now that I think about it, practically nothing, but it was at the time substantial amount of money. It went all the way through, it was recommended, it went to the, it went to the, um, we were told we were going to get it, but not officially with the letter, and it went to the minister’s desk, sorry, and it was turned down. So it was clear that it was the minister. A Liberal minister.

Freeman: OK, a Liberal minister, do you remember who that was?

Masters: Serge Joyal, I think.

Freeman: Serge Joyal. And was this for your last edition? I’m just trying to remember.

Masters: No. We got, we did get funds for that, um, and uh, I’m trying to think whether that was national or what. I didn’t actually do the application for that, so I’m not sure whether it was through the national office or the regional office. But yes, that was fine, because that was sort of celebratory of a certain, you know, I mean, we didn’t call it our last, it was our 10th anniversary issue. Well, we knew it was our last. People didn’t want to do any more, they didn’t want to do it anymore. And that’s why I came back, to kind of help get it through. In fact, we had so much material, we could barely cram it in. It was like, design wise it was not the best of our, our issues, it just had too much text in it, but by then I was used to working with an academic publication and I was used to too much text, so. I think that’s what happened. But they funded us for that. And they would fund us for other things, like PR, um, initiatives and things like that. But they didn’t want to, they weren’t really comfortable funding just the ongoing, um, project operating costs.

Freeman: They felt you could pull that together yourself?

Masters: They didn’t care. No, they didn’t, they weren’t like, no, if we couldn’t do it, then it wasn’t their concern. It was a political issue. Um, because we might very well criticize, um, and I mean that’s true of any government. I mean, it’s a fine line what they can tolerate. And the more doctrinaire conservatives, you know, the worse they are, so.

Freeman: You alluded earlier on to, um, to the process whereby Broadside sort of ceased, and were there difficulties within the collective, or what happened?

Masters: I can only tell you from my perspective, OK? About a year before I realized I personally couldn’t keep up the pace and the, you know, I couldn’t be not paid. I was, you know, late 30s, I didn’t want to be doing...

Freeman: Can I ask you how much you made? Do you mind me asking that?

Masters: I don’t actually remember, but it was never more than about like, 13, $14 000 a year. Um, and in those days, 20 was a, you know, like, that would have been acceptable. Um, so, it’s different times than now, but still, it was nothing. It was part time work. And that’s why this other editor from another journal, I don’t know, I don’t want to mention her, but she just laughed, and then she went, and then she was just so embarrassed that you know, she was making herself more than our entire budget. So she was at a university, so that’s why she could make that kind of money. We would have all loved to do that, so at some point things just started to percolate and I thought, you know, I don’t have to do this for the rest of my life. I love it, but it’s not going to get better or easier because there is no money, in fact there’s probably going to be less money coming in, um, we don’t have the resources to make it the kind of publication that would, um, bring in, you know, a lot more funding. We didn’t seem to have the interest, well, certainly not to turn it into, say, something like Herizons, which they did successfully, although they had to fold for a while. Um, and I was just, so I just decided I’m going to look around and see what else there is. And just around that time, um, RFR had an opening. And I thought this, I think I’ll do that. Um, they invited me to, to apply, so I knew that I, you know, had a reasonable chance of being successful. It was sort of respectable and paid well. And I thought this is good, because then if I want to go do something else, it’s better to go from there than from, you know, like a little community feminist rag that nobody’s ever heard of. So, you know, in the feminist community it had stature, but nowhere else. So that’s why I thought I’m going to have to do this, so I was perfectly prepared to help with the transition to get other people, um, so I, I sort of pulled slowly out for the next year, and then I said OK, as of the, I think it was the summer of ’88, I’m not going to do it any more. And I started getting questions like OK but when you’re at our production weekend, and I was like, no, that’s what I mean, I’m not going to be there. Shock, I think, because they were so used to having somebody do it, um, and I remember talking to, uh, Jackie Claxton who’s the head of, I think even still, um, Status of Women Canada. And she said, well then it’s going to fold. I said, no it isn’t, no, people will take it on. And they did for a while, but then they realized that it needed somebody who was willing to just take it on and they didn’t have that person any more, so. And it was getting harder, and you know, I did a survey in about, I put it in RFR in about 1990 I guess. There was still about 43 magazines and publications, and now how many are there? Very, very, very few. There’s much more online, but there’s nothing, very little paper, um, journals or, Herizons is really the only one I can think of that is not an academic, is not supported by a university. So that’s really changed, and it was changing, um, so that’s, um, I know that as I was saying people were getting like, you know, so stressed out, they were trying to deal with the new technology which was the way it had to go, um, and uh, basically I was doing the same kind of thing only with in an environment where it was basically financially supported, so that’s, you know, and that’s where I’ve been really ever since. So I think it was, the other thing is, I think it was The Body Politic, it just, it shut down around the same time, maybe a little before. And they just, they just ceased to exist. And people were so upset. So sort of outraged at them for not saying, you know, like, just making a decision. So we had a meeting, a couple of meetings, I think, of OK, community, what do you want to do? Here’s what it, here’s what the situation is, here’s where the difficulties, the challenges are, here’s where it’s really, really rewarding, um, you know, and we don’t want to let it go altogether, but this group of people is not going to be doing it any more, you’re welcome to, you know, we’ll work with you. But there wasn’t a good enough group of people, when I say good enough, large enough, really, or established enough that would want to take it over. So what we did was we gave our subscription list to, it was a new woman of colour magazine that did not really last very long itself. So, um, I mean that was part of our thinking was that really things that, the sort of leadership of the movement was and should be changing. So if you look at the newspapers as a kind of leadership of a movement, in some ways we were, then we were pretty well all white. We had, you know, it wasn’t 100% white, but it was certainly a white mentality. And we were trying to deal with the issues, um, that was certainly, you know, for the last few years anyway, clearly something that we wanted to do, and it was, by the time I was moving on to RFR I was thinking, you know, really it would be really great if there was a group of women of colour that wanted to take on this kind of presence. Um, and there were, but because of other historical reasons it didn’t really go anywhere. So.

Freeman: Yes, it was just beginning I think, that period where women of colour were certainly demanding more voice and demanding more representation and that sort of thing. And I do remember your editorial saying well, I think it’s time maybe to pass it on to them.

Masters: That’s what I, I felt very, very strongly about that. Not everyone in our collective did, and it was a funny experience for me because, and that’s where I mentioned Eve Zaremba getting into trouble, because at one point she made, it was around the Women and Words conference, and it was going to be, um, it had been in Vancouver and then it was going to be in Toronto and a group of women like Makeda Silvera from Sister Vision and others were going to take it on, and there was some resistance to them taking it on. Some sort of, on the part of the white people who had been doing it before, to having a collective of women of colour. It was just astounding that there would be that kind of resistance. But there was, and Eve made some kind of, you know, I’d have to read it to remember, but she made some kind of off-hand but not very constructive comment which, and I remember her meeting with Makeda and a few others, and like, what is going on here? So we invited some people, and would have some, we had some workshops for our people, sort of sensitivity, but not so that they would teach us what to do but just sort of point out, you know, where it was we really needed to think about things. And that was good, that was really good. A few people had trouble with it in our group, but I, you know, basically that was, I’m trying to think when exactly that was, but that started like, it had to have been ’84 ’85 that that was happening. Um, so that was just one issue that, you know, that we got into, sort of what we call a good kind of trouble. It had a positive outcome in terms of making people think, and not just saying what they’ve always said before, and, uh, you know, and making a group out of the community take notice. So there was sort of Eve quite visibly then responding to them, um, we had another, it wasn’t us, we didn’t have the controversy, but we had somebody writing a letter to Broadside about international women’s day. They were from the centre for women’s studies at OISE. And what they said was meant to be a joke, and it’s one of those jokes that should never be made, um, and they basically, um, it became a huge, huge issue.

Freeman: Do you remember what they said?

Masters: Yes, I do. Um, it was about international women’s day, and the themes were about, um, things that were going on in the third world, and at one point one of the women from OISE said, um, what, is the women’s movement now all Spanish? Which was just like, now this person is the kind of person who, this is the kind of thing she said all the time about everything. But it was just, how could she say, anyway, but we published her letter. Uh, she, and it was not just her, it was some eminent, well you can go and find out who it was, Mary O’Brien, um, people, and they, they just had, it was quite, anyway, the reaction was good, because it was like, what? You know, this is appalling. But that’s the kind of thing, do we publish this kind of thing or not, you know, that kind of issue did come up

Freeman: Why did you publish it?

Masters: We almost never censored stuff. Um, so, you know, I can’t think, the only reason that we would not publish a letter is because it was really badly written. That kind of thing. I mean it was, but if it was part of a, if it was part of a community debate, yeah, we would. Um, and then we would get in trouble. We published an issue on, that was anti-Zionist before we, uh, published, and we were criticized for doing that. Not because it was, of its politics, but because you know we hadn’t done other stuff on Israel and then we immediately, or on issues of imperialism in that particular way, so why pick on Israel? And so, there was lots of tensions around that kind of thing.

Freeman: Because there are a fair number of feminists who are also Jewish.

Masters: Yeah. In our collective. So I mean, it was not, it was a, you know, it was a good debate, actually. So I think that’s how we took that kind of criticism, as an opportunity for debate, and often we would have meetings, to discuss it, not necessarily play it out. Although I remember, um, Doris Anderson saying, um, she always knew what the controversies were at Broadside because we just splattered them all over our pages. Um, I don’t actually remember doing it, but that’s how she saw it, like we didn’t hide things. So it was there. If you wanted to know what the tensions were, they would be there. So.

Freeman: A former editor of Chatelaine was actually watching, reading Broadside.

Masters: Oh yes, she was. And in fact she would, you know, I remember at one point she would, she had a meeting to decide what to do with the National Action Committee’s magazine, I forget its name, Action, something. And there was also a newsletter. Maybe the newsletter was Action, and the magazine, anyway. She doesn’t think it should, that they should do both. She thought it was too much work and it wasn’t going to go anywhere, but the president at the time thought it should. And there was obviously some struggle. Anyway, she invited Broadside to come and be part of the discussion as to whether it should happen, and it did, it went, you know, and then they hired Patty Daley who was from, wherever, for Upstream, and then The Clarion here in Toronto which was the sort of left, similar to Broadside but a left version. Um, and uh, so she worked there a couple of years, but then they didn’t have the money, it didn’t last. But anyway, yeah. Doris Anderson, she subscribed right to the end, um, and she subscribed to RFR right until, you know, she was still subscribing when she died. So she was definitely not just, you know, a career editor at Chatelaine. She was a, you know, she was supportive of all the different strands of feminism, I think.

Freeman: I wanted to ask you, you know you spent the better part of 10 years doing Broadside, and so the members of the collective didn’t seem to change that much as far as I can tell, um, is that right? I mean you had Susan, you had Eve, there was you, and most of you, Ingrid...

Masters: Well there was a core group, but then there were different people over the years.

Freeman: Come in and out, yes. So the core group didn’t change that much. So, you know I look at all these back issues of Broadside and Kinesis and Pandora, La Vie en Rose, Herizons and so on, and I think to myself you folks put a tremendous amount of work into this for circulation figures, or should I say subscription figures perhaps, or maybe I mean circulation, of about 2000 I think you put it there yourself at one point. So I guess I have to ask you what drove you to it?

Masters: Well I was, you know I have a different perspective on that. I think there was just no question. We wanted to. Um, it was important, it would have been great if we’d had 10 000, and I think at one point La Vie en Rose got up pretty high, and maybe Herizons, I don’t know what their subs is now, but it’s more than, you know, probably, maybe it was around 2000, I don’t know. But when you look at academic journals, very often they have 500, less maybe. Um, or, you know. But they still think it’s really important to do it, and it is. There’s a reason why people publish in the journals, you know, the various little or big journals, um, because they are supporting their discipline or their area of research. And in a sense, if you just shifted over to area of activism, that’s what we were doing, we were supporting our area of activism, and we were publishing to the people that, I mean I still hear people now saying they really wish there was Broadside, or they really miss Broadside. This is like, 20 years. Um, and they still want something like that. But it just, it’s not going to happen. It could happen in the future, I’m just saying that in this past 20 years it wasn’t really possible.

Freeman: Did feminist news dry up? Was that part of the problem?

Masters: (Laughs) No. I mean the thing is that it’s still there, um, it requires somebody to take an interest in translating it on paper. And that’s partly what we saw ourselves as, translators. So we would take an issue like the Charter, and for the average woman on the street she might not really get what’s going on there, so we would, you know, write it in a way that actually made sense in terms of a feminist perspective and for women to understand why it’s important to, you know, the little intricacies of, you know, under the law, on the law, above the law or whatever, you know, those debates that they really got into. Um.

Freeman: This is the Charter of Rights and Freedoms, for the record. 

Masters: That’s right, and in 1982 there was a lot of activism about that. I just had a cold, so. Um, so, uh.

Freeman: We were talking about whether there was enough feminist news out there. I mean a lot of the women’s groups had folded by 1990, right, and so...

Masters: Certainly within the ‘90s, yes. Um, and there was, there was nowhere for people to go, and there was a definite, um, media blackout, which still exists, I mean have we heard of Hillary Clinton in the last little while? Not that I, you know, hear that much, but one thing I was talking to a reporter from The National Post. She called up because she wanted to, um, talk about feminism. I can’t remember what her hook was. But really what she wanted to get at was, there’s no need for feminism any more. That was really what she, what her agenda was. So she would say that she was young, she’s 29, she can’t see what any, you know, benefit of the women’s movement or feminism or, you know, it doesn’t speak to her. It doesn’t have any relevance to her. Um, so, fine, I can’t tell her what she feels, but I said you know, and she wanted to know what feminists had ever done. And I just said, you have a lot of reading to do. There’s a lot. I can’t give you one thing, there’s hundreds of things. Um, you know, your life has changed because of a lot of the stuff that feminist activism did. Anyway, it was just interesting that she just, she was sort of interested, but she believed what the guys were telling her, that feminism was post, that it wasn’t important any more. And I was saying well, what about, what about violence against women, what about all the women that are being killed by their partners or, you know, their male partners? How, you know, don’t you see that as an issue? Um, you know, so just trying to like, abortion, you know, but she just was like, she didn’t get it. And that’s a concerted effort to make sure that people don’t get it. It’s not because she’s stupid. She was sort of interested, but she didn’t have any information. At all. And she’d never been given any. And there’s a project in Toronto called the Miss G project. It might be Ontario based. And it was started off as a group of young students in high school wanting there to be women’s studies put back into the curriculum. Um, and now they’re at university and they’re trying to, they’re still trying to work on getting it back into the schools. Because I think for a little period of time there was some in the sort of civics studies stuff there was some, um, paying attention to women’s issues, but basically it had, you know, women’s studies hasn’t been around for a long time. So there’s still some people that are trying to, you know, some young feminists, there’s still lots of young feminists, there was the big, um, in October there was a big meeting in a big sort of conference in Montreal on young feminists that I couldn’t go to because I’m an old feminist (laughs).

Freeman: They’re going to keep you out at the gate, are they?

Masters: Like, the lesbian conference in Ottawa in 1978, they decided to have an old, a young lesbian caucus, and you couldn’t join it if you were over 28 (laughs). And I think at the time I was 29 or something like that, OK, I’m old (laughs).

Freeman: Just getting back to Broadside, you, as I say you spent 10 years there being paid far less than you could have gotten anywhere else, you know, and I think that was true of most people who worked on feminist publications at the time. Um, I guess I have to go back to that question, was it also, aside from the fact that you wanted to get your feminism, or get feminist issues out there, did it have anything to do with mainstream media, because at some point, at certain points mainstream media did pay some attention to feminism.

Masters: Much, much later. Um, I don’t know, because I think that, I worked at the Financial Post when I was like 23 or something like that, and I never wanted to do that again. There were some very nice people there, but it was not a feminist environment. So that for me, working at Broadside was great, because it was a feminist environment, it was an environment we created. And when I moved to RFR, it was another feminist environment. So what I felt, I’ve always wanted to work within a particular, not just women, um, because I work in the union and that’s not all women, but it’s people with a progressive attitude. And I didn’t want to work anywhere that that was a struggle, and where feminism I had to explain, and where I’d be treated less than because, you know, I was female, and you know, blah blah blah. Or had, you know, just, random guys making jerky comments, which in the ‘70s did happen. Um, you know. And so, I think it was, you know, there was no question. That’s what I wanted to do. And I was used to, as most of us were certainly in our 20s, working for little government grants and little projects through the Y or whatever, um, and so it was not much different. And as I was saying, one of the people that we knew, an editor at Women’s Press was making about 20. So that was sort of like a good salary. And a little bit earlier another woman had got a job at the Y as a community organizer and she made 14. That was, that was considerably earlier than when I, you know, that was probably mid ‘70s. But that, like at the time, 14, wow, that’s great. You know, if I made five that was, you know, that was good. So by the time I was making 13 or whatever, that was becoming ridiculously low. In fact we got a subsidy to hire somebody who would, we could only hire somebody who had been on social assistance, which was many people we knew. So we hired somebody, she was making more than I was through the subsidy, because they considered entry level was more like 16, I was still only making, you know, whatever. So the irony of that kind of got to me, I think. But still, it’s like, you know, every so often I’d think why didn’t I become a lawyer? You know, then I could, you know, I would just, you know, I never wanted to become an academic because I saw too many academics having trouble. But say something like being a lawyer you can get millions of money, but I just never wanted to do that kind of thing. And I think most of the people I worked with weren’t interested in that, so. Although more people were transitional, like they’d work at a certain point and then they’d go off to their career. And then, you know, like Lisa Freedman is now the senior clerk in, if you look at shots of the Ontario Legislature she’s sitting right there in her legal gown. So that’s where she went, so I’m sure she carries her feminist sensibilities with her. Um, anyway that’s just an aside. Um, but yeah, I never really regretted just staying in an atmosphere where it, I can control it, I don’t have to, um, fight anybody really. I mean I fight the university as a union executive.

Freeman: At RFR.

Masters: Yeah, at OISE I was the, not any more but I was the president of the local, which was the research officers at OISE. And so I had to deal with the employer all the time. And that’s a kind of, you know, confrontational, um, relationship. But that’s different. I’m still in control as the union side. So that, you know, I think that’s why working in a feminist organization of any kind gives you a kind of backing for your views. It’s easier to do that than be an individual feminist working against, you know, whatever corporate agenda there is.

Freeman: Let me check our list of questions and I’ll see if there’s anything else. I think we’re at, is there anything else you want to add?

Masters: I was just looking at my comments about your questions, the role of editor, I think we talked about that. It was basically, I was really more publisher than just an editor, and I think anyone who works in a small, um, publication is everything. So I think it was Cheryl Cheetham who said she just looked in the mirror to see whether she was the circulation person, or the editor, or whatever, I mean that’s just the reality.

Freeman: Sorry, who was that, Cheryl...

Masters: Cheryl Cheetham, she was, she worked, she was a librarian then she worked on, there was a publication called, it had a funny name like Librarian Yes or something like that. And then she became the executive director of the Canadian magazine periodicals association, CMPA. So she was closely connected to a lot of the magazines that were being published. Anyway, and they had their annual, and still am through RFR, but I think definitely if you had to publish for something like three years and have, you know, look like you were actually going to exist as a publication and then you could become a member, so as soon as we could, and it was very useful for a small publication to be supported, to have a kind of an industry backing. And I think that that’s, that’s important. It’s important for academic journals, and it’s important for the little magazines and journals, the feminist stuff to to have that kind of backing. So that plays a role in that kind of thing. The other thing was, you asked about hot button issues, and one of the things that we were concerned with early on was the environment. Our first issue was about the meltdown, and we had pictures of Pickering, or you know Darlington or whatever, Chernobyl, no, it was Three Mile Island. Yeah, and I mean that was literally our very first issue dealt with that. And we dealt with that, I haven’t done a percentage thing, looked at it, but that was something that, you know, right from the ‘70s we were interested in.

Freeman: And how did that connect with feminism?

Masters: Well, there were the issues, you know, the feminist groups who were, I can’t remember their names, their acronyms, but working, you know, considered all the sort of corporate rape of the planet, it was another form of rape. So they could easily connect a feminist analysis of the world, they’d put it, you know, subsume it under a feminist analysis, it was very easy to do that. To understand how to fight against it as well, in those terms. So, and I think there was probably early on, the environmental movement was more driven by feminists than any other group. But then it became a much much wider, and then I think feminists have less impact, um, now than they certainly did at the beginning. I’m just looking at my notes here.

Freeman: Yes, please go ahead. While you’re looking at your notes we’ll have a little pause here. There’s one thing I did want to ask you about, um, there were a couple of gatherings of feminist, uh, editors and writers, I think the feminist periodicals conferences, I think they’re, I don’t know, were there one or two, and I would like you to tell us a little bit more about that.

Masters: Well, there was one in 1980, when we had first, um, just started to publish, and it was put on by basically Upstream. People at Upstream. Maureen O’Hara, Patty Daley, people, you know, maybe Esther, I can’t remember whether she was...

Freeman: I think Esther was around then.

Masters: Yes, because that’s when I met her, actually. Um, and uh, yeah, so that was ’80, and then it was very, um, it was really of interest to the sort of community of, um, of publishers, but then it became, and then there were a number of conferences put on by the women’s program, one with sort of a conference of newsletters and, um, sort of community activists. That was in Winnipeg, I think. And then there was another one that was women’s centres. And of course all the newsletters came out of, so it was always connected somehow, that sort of whole publishing part was always part of whatever other feminist activism, um, conferences were going on. So that would have been in the ‘70s, um, those were in the ‘70s so that the network Nelly and all those early, do you remember those, Nelly Grahams and things like, what came out of, was now in um, Herizons came out of, those early conferences.

Freeman: So little short news bites about what’s going on in the feminist movement it would appear in different periodicals.

Masters: And it came from an aboriginal string of, you know, little beads, that was the thought. Yeah, and so that there would be these little network, it would be a string, and there would be these little bits of things. And then there was another similar, around the same time was the feminist news network, which was going to be a kind of CNN for feminists, but, and that required, it was like a kind of news tree, but it required the kind, and it stuck around for a couple years, but it required a kind of energy and attention and money that we didn’t have.

Freeman: Who headed that, or who sort of coordinated it?

Masters: I’m just trying to remember, but I think it came out of Winnipeg. I mean it came out of the conference, so there were a lot of people involved, I can remember, you know, people at La Vie en Rose, although I’m not sure they had started yet, but people from the women’s centre like Lise Moisin, and Francine, probably. And then people in Winnipeg, I mean as I say I’m over 60 now and I can’t remember all their names (laughs). But yeah, it was a group of people, and it was always a group, it wasn’t like one person. But in the end I remember Pat Lesley who then went on to be, she was working with the archives, the Canadian women’s movement archives. She had a role in that as well, and she had been at the other women in its later years, at the time when it started to get taken over by wages for housework. Um, which was towards its end.

Freeman: Now, wages for housework was a whole other feminist movement, right, that advocated equal pay for women who worked at home.

Masters: It was very interesting, that. But it was unfortunately for itself it was part of the International Socialists. And so it had a way of doing things. And it hurt very may people, I mean individually, I lived with some of them. And they would, they would draw people in and then they would purge people. They were nasty. But that had nothing to do with their politics, which, or their process was bad, but their ideas had a lot of merit. So there was a, there was a lot of connection, or there was, you know, of minds, between the people doing wages for housework and the people doing feminist theory and activism.

Freeman: Getting back to the feminist periodical conferences, can you actually remember being there, being in a room, do you remember what you talked about?

Masters: Oh, yeah. Um, we did, because I was quite involved in organizing. Not the one in, not in 1981, but I think it was ’85 and ’86 and then we were going to do one in ’87 or ‘88, and it didn’t happen. But ’85, and I remember we were in St. Jean sur Richelieu, I think. And uh, that was, I can remember, you know, we invited people from the CMPA, and we had people from, you know, all different journals from across the country, um, several people. The Canadian Magazine Periodicals Association, is that how it goes? It’s not called that any more, it’s the, um, Magazines Canada. But it had, CMPA was what it was called. Um, and it was funded by the Secretary of State women’s program, and I would say it was 180 people doing journals from across the country. And there was a lot of, um, there was a lot of interest in process, really. That was a lot of it.

Freeman: Can you explain process?

Masters: Well, process in terms of how to work in a collective, and publish at the same time, and what was interesting was sometimes you would get people almost arguing not to publish because then we were dictating to people, you know, it was if you put your feminist politics and you push them to an extreme, um, you find yourself arguing that publishing and editing itself is not, is an unethical process. Um, so you have that. And then there’s the, do we want to have, do we want to have leaders of discussions, or do we want this just to be a round, you know, all this, just talk about everything. So there were different tensions. We want to hear from the people who’ve been doing it for years, on the other hand we just all want to have a say and, you know, an equal say. Um, in one, in the second one, there was a lot of interest in actually how to publish, how to do the work.

Freeman: Hands on stuff?

Masters: Really. And that was our most successful was, you know, OK we’re going to actually show you how to wax the galleys. And there were people that didn’t know about waxers. Now in those days, you needed to have that in order to do that, to paste up your issue. That kind of stuff it was interesting to see how people were doing amazing work with no training. And everybody was learning on the job, so to have these workshops to show you how to do it was really really excellent for a lot of people. And then issues, I don’t really remember now, um, specifically political issues that came up. But we were more talking about how we publish. And that’s where, the second one, the one in Orangeville in the Hawkley Valley, the Tai Chi Centre, actually. Um, that was the one I think where we talked budget. Um, so we were talking about how we raise money, how we, you know, how we distribute the money, who we pay for what, etc. That kind of thing. So it was very nitty gritty kinds of things. But we, as usually happens when you plan a conference, you have your idea of what you think it’s going to be and then it turns out to be this. So what we were doing is wanting it to be all those issues of, you know, the hot button issues, and what it would be was, but how do we actually, you know, cut our galleys to fit in the, you know, that kind of thing. So that was obviously what was needed by this group of people.

Freeman: Just for the record, because, you know, eventually somebody who spends all her time on the internet is going to be listening to the interview and she’ll wonder, what’s waxing a galley? And you know, what do you mean by that, and would you mind just sort of taking us through the process of just putting out the paper?

Masters: Oh. OK, well, in the ‘80s, people had computers, but there wasn’t really a very easy way to get from the typed work to the printed item. So, and when Mac came along, that was when desktop publishing started to happen. Because PCs couldn’t cope. They had some very bad programs that didn’t work very well, so nobody used them. Um, they could use them for fliers, but they couldn’t use them to publish a magazine or a newspaper or whatever. So what we would do is we would type it up, we would actually edit it using typesetters markup language on the actual manuscript, send it off to the typesetter, they would actually typeset it on a big machine, and they would create these long long long, about, they were usually about six inches wide and 20, 30, 40 inches long. Uh, and they would be glossy paper, they would be the final paper that would go through the printing press. You would then actually proofread the galleys as they were called, and then you would mark up corrections on them, and the typesetter would have to make those corrections, sometimes they would strip them in, sometimes they would, which was always awkward, and you can see in old publications sometimes a crooked letter or a crooked line, you would actually literally have to paste that in, and you would paste it not with paste but with wax. So you would put a chunk of wax in this little, little thing that would melt the wax, and it had a roller, and you would roll it on the back of the galley, because you could pull it off and you could move it around. If you used glue, you’d never get it up again. So waxing was what everybody did. So you waxed the back of the galleys, and then you actually had to take what was an art board, and then you had to measure your text and measure your pictures and measure your headlines which were also typeset, and then fit them all onto the page. And that was, that became, that was an art, um, and that’s, but that’s what production was, was taking each page one at a time and fitting everything you could on that page in a way that was pleasing to the eye. And that you could read. It then went to the printer, and they took a photograph of it and made a plate from it. Sometimes they were plastic plates, sometimes they were metal plates, and then they put it on a big drum, and they put it on the actual printer. And it rolled off. And then they collated it, and then depending on what, if it was a magazine they might, they bound it somehow. With a newspaper they just folded it up. Um, and that was the process. And now, when we were at RFR we did sort of a mixture. We would do the computer stuff, and then we would do from, we would use galleys and put it onto the page for the journal. Eventually we just gave it to a designer who did the whole thing himself. And then sent it directly, and now by PDF, to the printer. And the printer deals almost now totally with PDF files. JPEGs. And that’s about it. And colour covers, you know, similar. Um, it’s a little bit more sophisticated for the covers, and the four colour, four covers. You know, in the interior if you want colour photographs inside your journal or magazine or whatever, um, that’s now so easy to do. It used to be impossible.

Freeman: I was going to say, Broadside never, I don’t recall any colour in Broadside.

Masters: We were two colour, black and blue. The blue was the banner on the front, and on the back we usually had an ad that said, you know, subscribe, and it had some blue. But everything else was black. No, we couldn’t afford more than the two colours. And the two colours were only on the, um, the outside, the, uh, outside front and back, and that was it. We just couldn’t afford anything else. 

Freeman: Who took your photos?

Masters: We did. Well, it depended what it was. If it was a review or, you know, theatre or film or whatever, their packages, they send us the photos. They’re very high quality photos. And then we would have, take them to a stat house where they would turn them into a mechanical, you know, basically if you look carefully it’s all just a bunch of dots. Not pixels, but dots. Um, and then you can print that. And, so that was another process. But we would then take that stat, that converted photograph, and wax the back of it, and cut it, and stick it in. That’s what cropping is. I mean, we physically cropped it with an Xacto knife, not with a photoshop. So it has changed a lot. And now I don’t do any of that. I do the editing for the journal, but that’s it, bye, send it to the printer and it gets all done. So that there’s a whole group of other people doing the work in a different way that we used to do hands on.

Freeman: When you were doing those weekends, did you experience it as a complete hassle to put together the paper over these weekends, or was this an opportunity to sort of be a little feminist community doing something, or, is that too optimistic a take on it or?

Masters: No, it was fun. Well, for me it was like, I was like having to be a sergeant major, you know, do this, now, do that now, and why isn’t anyone doing anything, let’s get back to work, that kind of thing. But basically I would have to crack the whip from time to time just to make sure by 5:00 we actually finished. But we never did night time. Um, and most magazines, most journals, most newspapers, university or community newspapers, they’re up till all hours. But we never went past, probably 7:00 was the latest. And then we would go have Chinese food, so. And that was a highlight. So yeah, we would, and it was interesting to meet new people coming in, and they would be, you know, feeling like they were part of, you know, they were contributing to it. So it was, it was hard work, and it didn’t stop from Friday morning till Monday night. But it was, except not night time. You know, during the day.

Freeman: Well, I can assume from that nobody had kids.

Masters: Some did, but not very many. Um, and that was an issue that we had, one of the people that worked there decided to have kids, so then it was, it became a little bit different, the way we, we had meetings and stuff. And Susan Cole had a baby, but, um, I think that was towards the end when we weren’t, I think it was after I was there, so. Yeah it did, yeah. Most were in their 20s, and hadn’t got to that, if they were going to, um, or weren’t going to. So, yeah. But we would have adjusted. I mean, if there had been kids that we need to deal with, we would have. It was just that we didn’t have to for a lot of the time.

Freeman: So you were, let’s see, fairly young, urban, white, relatively well educated, did you all, uh, were you all middle class or did you have some working class members?

Masters: First of all it wasn’t all white, but it was white mentality, I mean it was a white group, it started off as all white. Um, but I would say it was upper middle class. And I would think that that was part of, that sort of informed how we related to each other, how we worked together. When you were asking that earlier, I was thinking about pressure, it was like no, this is what we’re going to do, and it was probably a sense of comfort with making decisions about, I mean this sounds, you know, it’s um, it’s difficult to say but it was not, it was not a working class group. Although we were all in a sense doing working class, I mean we were working in a way that, say, our parents didn’t work.

Freeman: And you weren’t making much money.

Masters: We were making no money. Half the people, most of the people there were making no money on that particular, on Broadside. So it was, but that was, and we essentially had a class understanding. We had an analysis. So it wasn’t like we were just these, you know, like, rich white kids doing our fun thing. These were political activists who had an understanding of their location as class and ethnic, um, sexual orientation, whatever. We were aware of who we were and what we were doing. But it did affect how we worked.

Freeman: Do you think that you, that Broadside reflected who you were?

Masters: I don’t know. That’s hard for me to say. But I do know that, um, at some point, somebody was saying that we were the most literate of the sort of feminist publications, and that might have been a reflection of our education, I don’t know. I can’t really answer that.

Freeman: You famously wrote at one point that you figured out pretty early on that readers wanted a well-produced publication, that you really didn’t believe in sloppy writing for the sake of being defiant of the patriarchy of writing.

Masters: That must have been really early. I don’t remember saying that, but what I do remember is from doing some work for the other women and other publications that there was a sense that you shouldn’t edit, that editing was bad. And I don’t believe that. I think bad editing is bad, when you override somebody, but helping bring out the clarity, that’s good, that’s what editors and publishers are for. So I guess that’s what I was reflecting. And I know there was really a really strong feeling like, don’t do anything that’s slick, because it’s suspect. It looks like you, you know, four coloured glossy fliers? You can’t do that, no, you wouldn’t want to do that. Or, a publication that is too slick was in those early, I’m talking about early ‘70s, was suspect. Because we had to produce like, you know, I lived in a house, you shouldn’t have curtains. You know, your bed shouldn’t have legs on it. I mean, it was like, you want to live a life that is like, down to the bare bones, you don’t want to be bourgeois. So it was like, editing was bourgeois. So there was definitely that feeling. But our feeling, certainly mine was no, we want it to be something that doesn’t bump, you know, bump into when you’re trying to read it, you can actually just ignore the fact that you’re, that it’s a publication, and you just get the information without being distracted by bad spelling, bad editing, bad grammar, bad whatever. So I guess that’s what I meant.

Freeman: And one of my other favourite quotes from you is that producing a newspaper is like being a hen. I don’t know if you remember saying this or not, but that you sit, it’s like sitting on an egg and waiting for it to gestate, and then you, you know, you lay the egg, and then you have to go back and do it all over again.

Masters: I guess it is very cyclical, I don’t quite remember that. Um, but every so often somebody would ask me to write something on the process, and it was like writing out of a dream because it was so much what I did, I didn’t step outside it very often and look at it and critique it, I just did it. So I actually don’t remember the hen, but I do remember thinking that it just went, you know, it was more like housework. You were always tidying up after other people. And then there would be, you know, other, only not people, but manuscripts, or whatever. So I always felt like I was fixing things. Um, and it did, once you finished one, because it was monthly and people doing three days a week like university ones were, or, you know, once a week, that’s even worse, but you’re just constantly, you never stop, you just, you finish one, and literally the very next minute you’re onto the next one. And you’re actually doing some of the next one while you’re doing this one. Now, academic journals are completely different. I’ve got four on, right now we’re doing four issues that we’re starting, we’re different stages, but you have to do, you know, they take a lot longer, but you’re always, it is very cyclical. But for me it’s like, if there’s a deadline, I’ll get it done. And so with Broadside there was constant deadlines. So we were never late. Just because we didn’t let up on those deadlines, and they were always there, so we just kept going. And luckily everybody seemed to fall in with that. I’ll have to go back and read it, see.
Freeman: I’ll see if I can find it and send the quote to you, I think you’ll be amused. Anyway, any final thoughts before we sign off here?

Masters: Well, it’s been interesting talking about it. I haven’t really thought about Broadside a lot, uh, it was 20 years ago that we folded. I still think it would be good if there were, if there were something, if sort of a movement had more visibility now than it seems to have.

Freeman: The feminist movement.

Masters: The feminist movement. Um, well maybe even pretty well any, uh, progressive social movement. I don’t really, I see some stuff, but you know, it was a good time personally for me, so, um, I enjoy talking about it. But really, there’s a lot I’ve forgotten about it. Including what I said back then.

Freeman: Well, that’s alright. That’s on the record. So thank you very much.

Masters: Thank you.
