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these limits?

defending freedom of expression.

Censorship in the Media

The principle of freedom of expression in the press, book publishing and broadcasting ha,si
been one of the hard-won battles in human history. Without this freedom, 2 democratic society .:
could not exist. Yet every community and nation has to make painful decisions about what will -
or will not be communicated. Libel and privacy are obvious examples. Otherwise our societies
would virtually disintegrate. Does freedom of speech have limits? If so, how do we decide on *

New forms of censorship are always creeping in. Currently it is insinuated that consumer pro-
tection groups such as Action for Children’s Television in the United States are censors in disguise.
ACT itself is accusing the fundamentalist religious group, Moral Majority, of censorship goals. -
What are the norms for judging who is a censor? -

This issue reviews some of the profoundly new patterns of thinking about freedom and censor-"
ship that have emerged in the last generation and the debate that surrounds the new logic for

REVIEW ARTICLE

I Current Patterns of Thought on Censorship

Censorship and Obscenity, ed. by Rajeev Dhavan and Christie Davies. {Totowa, N.J.: Rowman and Littlefield, 1978).

The chapters by Dhavan and Davies together provide a helpful
“‘map’’ of the continuing debate and research on censorship.
Their framework is applicable not only to obscenity but other
questions such as violence in the media and political censorship.

Dhavan cites two major lines of argument in the obscenity
issue: 1) that concerned with upholding community standards and
protecting various classes of individuals within the community
from interests pushing pornography and 2) the libertarian tend-
ency which emphasises the freedom and the right of individuals
to express themselves and to develop their personalities as they
wish,

The community standards tendency argues that many indi-
viduals need more than personal discretion to protect them-
selves. Underlying this is an assumption, much questioned by
recent research, that permissiveness, in itself, produces an
attitude of moral laxity which is bound 1o affect attitudes of
responsibility and which may lead to sexual crimes. A more
liberal statement of the standards argument is that even if most
people can protect themselves they still might be confused,
misled or have their privacy invaded by the indiscreet,
aggressive advertising of the porn pushers. The broadest
argument would be that at least children are not sufficiently
mature to protect themselves. Others argue that literary
standards are degraded by pornography or that the aesthetic

appearance of cities need protection if there are indiscriminate
posters, sex shops, etc.

The libertarian tendency argues that there reaily is no
common societal consensus or standard and that attempts to
apply a blanker protection of the community restricts individual
artistic creativity and the right individuals to read or see what
they like in privacy.

Christie Davies proposes that the gradual shift from a
community standard to a libertarian position regarding
obscenity censorship is not so much a result of liberalised legi-
slation — in fact legislation in Britain and the U.S. is ambiv-
alent — but a gradual change in cultural attitudes toward
censorship. Juries and judges are now more reluctant to convict
in obscenity cases, and this signals to writers, publishers and
proeducers a continually broadening horizon of public tolerance.

Davies notes a profound shift in the reasoning both for and
against censorship from a ‘‘moralist’’ to a *‘causalist’’ position.
Formerly, the moralist seeking to protect community standards
argued that sexual permissiveness is evil in itself and appealed
to God’s law, some understanding of natural universal law or
personal disgust. The moralist libertarian, on the other hand,
would argue that censorship, per se, violates a person’s inherent
right to freedom of expression. Davies suggests that the




American Constitution 1s essentially a moralist document, and
that appeals to the First Amendment generally lead to a moralist
position.

Today, both protectionists and libertarians are likely to
“debate in casualist logic, namely, on the grounds of ¢ffects caused
by either restriction or permissiveness. In a society with ever
less consensus on moral philosophy, both sides seek proof of
the pragmatic, utilitarian effects: harm to personal safety, severe
personality disorders, public security, aesthetic standards,
protection of property, etc. While moralists tend to be more
concerned with the infernal intentions of authors, the conscience
and happiness of users and the longer-term integration of family
and society, the casualists tend 1o be more concerned with the
immediate external, observable behaviour.

Once the argument begins to appeal to behavioural science
research to prove effects, there is a spiraling debate that draws
former moralists into an ever more exhaustive quest for the

maze of possible effects. When the American Civil Liberties
Union found in 1967 that they could no longer prevent censor-
ship by appealing to the First Amendment on moralist grounds,
they chose to go causalist and to call for scientific studies into
effects.

In Davies” view, the moral elite of a country has generally
moved toward causalist-effect arguments while the general
public has tended to remain moralist. Bureaucratic admini-
strators looking for clearly applied norms and pragmatic uncon-
troversial solutions have recently favoured the causalist logic
while writers, artists and producers tend to be essentially
moralist,

Davies would admit that not everybody fits neatly into a
moralist or causalist line of reasoning, And it may be that ulti-
mately moralists are just as concerned with effects, but in a
much broader, humanistic and cultural values sense.

II: ““Effects Research’’ and Media Policy

Behavioural scientists are sought out in the debate on **effects”’
precisely because they provide ‘*casual’” models of how human
behaviour functions and of what influences specific behaviours.
They also provide a supposedly more controlled sociological
or psychological method for proving or disproving certain
“‘cause-effect’’ relationships. The chapter of H.]. Eysenck in
Censorship and Obscentty, **Psychology and Obscenity’’, provides
an overview of this kind of research.

A Psychological Model of the Effects of Pornography
Eysenck emphasises the seemingly obvious but often forgotten
fact that there are wide personality variations in the reactions
to pornographic material due to innate characteristics, early
childhood experiences and cultural differences. He detects in
his research two basic personality dimensions relevant to porno-
graphy: 1) degree of libido or sexual desire — ranging from
aggressive, extrovert interest in sex and pornography to
prudishness and sexual shyness; and 2) degree of satisfaction —
ranging from a strong experience of satisfaction to neurotic
disgust. These dimensions seem to be unrelated. Strong sexual
desire does not necessarily mean high satisfaction, and porno-
graphy may be equally attractive to the sexually satisfied and
dissatisfied. Since no set of rules can satisfy both the more
extreme ‘‘puritans’’ and ‘‘libertarians’’, some policy compro-
mises are important.

Eysenck also notes that recent research has provided a much
needed correction to the primitive view of sex as a biological
instinct like hunger or thirst. In this view pornography does
not stimulate sexual appetite, but is just one more outlet for
an instinctual urge. In fact it is now clear that sexual appetites
are in large part socially acquired, often with little relationship
to biological and physiological needs. Thus, Eysenck suggests
that the increase of sexual stimulus in our society is not simply
a response to sexual needs, but a conscious decision about the
kind of society we want.

Who Uses Pornography?

In his chapter in Obscenity and Censorship, ‘‘Pornography in
Denmark’’, B. Kutchinsky proposes that interest in porno-
graphy has a socially-conditioned natural history that period-
ically rises and subsides in waves. He notes a wave of porno-
graphy in 18th and 19th century Europe largely among the
affluent classes. In Denmark a porno wave began in the early
1960s with literary pornography and then gradually evolved
toward the more popular, explicit and bizarre. Initially, as the
public debate on censorship developed, there was increasingly
broad consumption by the curious. After some years, however,
‘‘pornography has found its very modest place: as something
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quite indifferent to most people, as entertainment and a spice
in the daily life of a minority — and perhaps as important as
their daily bread to a small handful of individuals™.!
Kutchinsky and Eysenck outline a similar pattern of users
of pornography based on factors of strength of sexual desire
and the degree to which these desires can be satisfied in a social
context: 1) the great majority of “‘erdinary people’’ superficially
exploring to satisfy a temporary curiosity, especially when there
1s & more permissive porno wave; 2} steady users, those who
have stronger sexual desires but suffer from a ‘‘socio-sexual
deficit’” — the sexually lonely or those whose sexual abnormalities
made them sexually lonely; and 3) relatively heavy users, those
with strong sexual desires but who are sexual extroverits with an
unusual and varied interest in sexual matters and activities,

Does Pornography Influence a Rise in Criminal Offences?
Kutchinsky and others cite the evidence of the Denmark
experience where virtually all obscenity statutes were repealed
in 1969. In that country, parallel with the rise in the use of
pornography, there were substantial decreases in all reported
sexual crimes except rape which remained relatively unchanged.
There is widespread agreement in the research literature that
removal of censorship does not lead directly, in overall statistics,
to an increase of sexual offences.

Indeed, studies of a possible direct relationship between the
use of pornography and sex crimes have shown that adolescent
exposure to erotica is significantly less for all deviant and
offender groups in comparison with non-deviant, non-criminal
groups regardless of social class, education and socio-ethnic
background. Eysenck cites clinical studies of early family back-
grounds of offenders which suggests that sex offenders come
from more repressive homes with punitive or indifferent
parental responses to children’s sexual curiosity and interest.
However, there is little evidence regarding the effect of exposing
children to pornographic materials, and Eysenck observes that
one could hardly argue that erotica is an adequate substitute
for proper school and parental guidance in sexual education.

Also, there is no firm evidence to conclude that removal of
censorship would, in itself, actually reduce rates of sexual
offences.

Does Pornography Have No Significant Effect?
Experiments of exposure of individuals with apparently normal
personality ranges to erotic films or other pornography indicate
that there are no significant long-term changes in sexual activity
or changes in sexual standards or moral attitudes. The major
effect has been that most people became “‘sick and tired’’ of
pornography.




However, Eysenck points out that relatively short, laboratory
exposure of fairly experienced people, usually of good education
and mentally non-pathological, may be of relatively limited
value. ‘“The crucial question is what exposure would do to
youngsters of poor education and with slightly pathological
make up”’,? And here there is little real information.

Eysenck strongly questions the argument that pornography
or violence in the media has no important effect on the emotions
or behaviour. Most advertisers do not, in practice, believe this,
He raises objections on the basis of psychological evidence of
desensitisation and modelling. Individuals exposed to porno-
graphy over a long period of time in normal social contexts are
likely to build up greater tolerance of permissiveness and rein-
forcement of existing attitudinal tendencies. The validity of
sexual information ordinarily found in pornographic material
is also gquestionable.

Eysenck concludes that pornography does not have just one

set of consequences; what is good for one person may be bad
for another. There is little evidence about the broader, longer-
range personal or cultural effects. He cites the majority report
of the President’s Commission on Obscenity and Pornography
in the U.8. as one example of too hasty generalisation on insuff-
icient evidence and superficial interpretation of existing data.

After reviewing the research Eysenck hesitates to favour
decidely either censorship or permissiveness. The real question,
he suggests, is ‘‘what kind of society do we want?’’ Some sort
of compromise may be necessary which allows greater freedom
for the type of pornography which has to be sought out and
is often hidden, but less freedom for the type that is so public
that a person cannot easily avoid it. Although compromises are
open to the accusation of hypocritical ‘“‘zones of tolerance”,
this may at least avoid the extreme reactions and periodic swings
to either permissiveness or puritanical censorship.

III: The Socio-Cultural Sources of Censorship and

Permaissiveness

Erotic Communications: Studies in Sex, Sin and Censorship. George

George Gordon moves out of the behavioural effects literature
to take a much broader look at the contemporary culture of
erotic communication. In his view, ‘“Whatever changes have
occurred in the erotic climate in the West during the past
generation, they are the inevitable side-products ... of the
technological culture that produced them.’’3

Science and technology have weakened the search for
happiness and ultimate meaning in a religious system centred
on a transcendent God and have drained the mysticism out of
religion. Eroticism is perhaps the only insistent avenue of
mysticism that remains intact in the world we know, its
metaphysic reaching into every significant aspect of culture.
At the same time, our technological environment has made
instrumental technique the norm of every human action. In
the contemporary search for what ‘“‘works’’, our genitalia
provide ‘‘just about the only reliable and warm comfort
available that affirms our status as sentient animals or as human
beings, whichever you please’’.* For Gordon, contemporary
permissiveness is not a plot of libertarians, the commercialised
mass media or dirty old men, but only the fact that in a practical
age, erotic communications are the most intensely practical sort
of communications in the modern world. This is the real reason
for the vanishing censor.

A New Socio-Political Religion

Gordon opposes censorship of erotic communication of any sort
under nearly all circumstances. But he balks at the attempts
of some to find in obscenity the highest form of literary genius
and human creativity. Whether a novel is good or bad depends
more on literary skills than on its eroticism. He rejects even
more strongly the proposal of some philosophers to make erotic
communication a new religious system and a new metaphysic
of ultimate meaning.

Gordon also questions the tendency in some liberal circles
to equate the progressive introduction of erotic communication
in the mass media as a new form of socio-political liberation.
In the battle against Victorian hypocrisy, sexual repression and
prudishness, the opponents of obscenity censorship have taken
up the classic thesis of John Stuart Mill on freedom of political
speech and have extended it to erotic communication. Mills
argued that removal of censorship of political speech was
essential for opening up the natural process of liberal political

N. Gordon. (New York: Hastings House, Publishers, 1980).

and economic progress. It is now proposed that freedom of
erotic communication will also mean the amelioration of a host
of inequalities and cultural irrationalities. In Gordon’s analysis,
the presupposition in this argument is an emphasis on the
perfection of human existence through the natural sexual givens
of human nature rather than through what is learned — a
concept akin to Rousseau’s natural man. But to emphasise the
given in human nature as the norm of culture is to deny the
primacy of human intelligence and the possibility of genuine
human change or social progress. It is to remove human culture
from the realm of reasonable questioning, and it is a retreat
from the liberal ideal of socio-political change.

Gordon would admit that every generation probably has to
liberate sexuality from the taboos imposed by the past
generation — in whatever form these may take — but he would
prefer to defend erotic communication against censorship on
some basis such as personal privacy, not in terms of a new socio-
political religion or dogma that generates its own type of
censorship.

The Mind of the Censor

Whitehonse. Michael Tracey and David Morrison.
{London: The Macmillan Press, Ltd., 1979).

Tracey and Morrison, in their analysis of Britain’s National
Viewer’s and Listener’s Association, provide one of the few
systematic sociological studies of a national movement toward
media censorship. The NVALA, led for years by a remarkable
former schoool teacher, Mary Whitehouse, appears to find its
support largely among more fundamentalist religious groups
and presents a profoundly religious rationale.

The NVALA came into existence in 1963 when the BBC,
in order to gain back its audience from the Independent (com-
mercial} Television channel, changed from its rather staid pro-
gramming largely defensive of traditional values to lively, often
satirical, comedy and drama appealing to a younger audience.
The change was a success in terms of critical acclaim, in
winning the hearts of younger more radical producers, and in
growth of audience for the BBC. But it brought a vociferous
reaction from a more traditional constituency, and these formed
the NVALA,



As a teacher of art and sexual education in a secondary
school, Mary Whitehouse was alarmed at the sexual attitudes
she detected in the school children and which she believed to
stem from their exposure to television. She felt that the values
presented in the new BBC programming were totally opposed
to her emphasis on sexual education as a broad preparation
for family life.

When letters and interviews failed to influence BBC officials,
Mary Whitehouse and a few friends began to rally mothers in
a ““Clean Up TV’ campaign that intended to protect from the
“New Television’’ that most conservative of social institutions,
the family. In her account, *‘Nothing seemed left but for the
ordinary women of Britain to take matters into their own hands
and to make it quite clear to the BBC that we were prepared
to fight for the right to bring up our children in the truths of
the Christian faith and to protect our home from exhibitions
of violence” 5

Indirect Gensorship

Over more than fifteen years of action the NVALA, like many
consumer protection groups, has officially rejected censorship
and has opted instead to mobilise a mass movement of
“ordinary decent people’’ to pressure broadcasting into pro-
gramming consonant with their ideals. However, a major goal
has been to establish an independent Viewers and Listeners
Council, representing largely the NVALA type of constituency,
which could have 2 direct influence in the programming of all
broadcasting in Britain. The NVALA is generally judged to
have little significant impact on broadcast content, but it does
make writers and producers more cautious. Moreover, con-
stantly emerging in NVALA’s statements is a desire for a total
religious revival in England, a kind of theocracy which would
leave little space for other minorities.

A number of sociological theories attempt to explain how
movements such as the Moral Majority in the U.8. or the
NVALA come into existence. One explanation is that middle-
class groups which are losing traditional socio-political status
in a culturally diverse urban society try to restore their social
power through moral and cultural influence.® Tracey and
Morrison reject such a theory for the NVALA.7 It is primarily

a move to protect the traditional environment of child rearing
— the home, the school and the church — from hostile external
values. Since broadcasting is a major point of external
penetration of the protected environment, it is broadcasting that
becomes a major target for moral reconstruction movements.

The Educative Function of Censorship Law

Obscentty and FPublic Morality. Harry M. Clor.

(Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1969),

It is generally assumed that the law simply reflects the desires
and values of the people and is derived from cultural standards.
On this basis libertarians would argue that you can’t legislate
morality and that the law should change with changing social
norms and fashions.

Clor builds a strong case to show that, in fact, there is an
interactive relationship between the decisions of public authority
and cultural norms. The law does affect desires and shapes
values and the decisions of judges do in fact influence public
standards and provide moral guidance.

Clor cites the conclusions of anthropologist, Margaret Mead,
that every known society has some public standards and exer-
cises some explicit censorship in the area of sexual behaviour.
He then emphasises that maintaining common, public
standards requires at least some coordination and someone to
make authoritative decisions. Public opinion, the family, the
church or other cultural institutions may generate values and
exercise strong social controls. But in contemporary society,
these institutions do not have the recognised society-wide
authority to make decisions, especially in regard to the public
media. If public authority does not exercise some regulative
function, private groups tend to step in and there is more likely
to be an extreme puritan or libertarian imposition.

In Clor’s view, censorship law and the decisions of judges
is largely preventative and educative. In so far as judges define
and clarify public standrads their role is educative.

Clor’s analysis puts a great deal of responsibility on judges
to know and interpret community standards, and he provides
a lengthy section on how judges can so interpret public
standards and exercise a liberal but not necessarily libertarian
leadership.

IV: How Television is Censored

Television, Censorskip and the Law. Colin R. Munro. (Westmead, Farnborough, Hants., England: Saxon House, 1979).

Detailed descriptions of the actual extent and procedure of
censorship in particular nations are the necessary information
base for legal and philosophical discussions of censorship.
Munro provides a thorough analysis of the legal and admini-
strative structure of censorship in British TV and describes just
how external or internal pressures were applied in dozens of
cases of censorship.

There appears to be more censorship in TV than in the press
or in any other medium largely because TV has become the
most important mass medium of the nation, With fewer alter-
native channels, TV is under pressure to respect the consensus
of a broad spectrum of tastes and moral norms. However, most
censorship in both the BBC and Independent {commercial)
Television (ITV) is done within the broadcasting organisation
or in response to subtle external pressures. This internal censor-
ship is done to prevent alarm in government circles, political
parties, the puritan lobby or any other specific interest group
and to ward off possible direct intervention. Both the BBC and
ITV prefer pre-broadcast consultation with their internal
advisory councils, which represent politicial parties, the
churches, economic interests, etc.. Munro gives the example
of a private showing of a documentary on prison conditions
to a group of prison officials to eliminate the possibility of a
protest from that group.
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If the ““British establishment’” does have external control,
it is largely in the appointments to the Board of Governors
of the BBC and the corresponding board of the Independent
Broadcast Authority (supervisory commission of ITV). These
boards in turn select with great care the directors and key
administrators of the respective broadcasting systems. Con-
sequently, in such sensitive issues as Northern Ireland, the
government has quietly indicated to the governars and directors
that reporting and documentaries are to present the government
point of view, and the directors have acquiesced by laying down
strict rules to programme producers.

Munro proposes that the problems of censorship in TV may
be at least partially solved by the multiplication of channels
through cable or satellite so that specific tastes and norms can
be catered to beyond the consensus. Interestingly, in British
broadcasting history, the innovative exploratory phase of the
BBC in the 1960s was at least partially sparked by competition
with ITV. In the same competitive spirit, some drama and
documentaries that are rejected by ITV as too controversial
have been accepted and broadcast by the BBC, and vice versa.
If multiplicity of channels really brings diversity and com-
petition, then there might be greater freedom of communi-
cation.



V: Two Contrasting Political Philosophies of

Communication

Disenchaniment: Meaning and Morality in the Media. John Phelan. (New York: Hastings House, Publishers, 1980).

—.In Phelan’s view, public media policy in America is a confused

se-saw battle between competing interest groups and a maze
of ad hoc codes created in response to the group that can muster
the best public relations — all drifting without guiding
principles or goals. Characteristic of this confusion, the
consumer protection groups such as Action for Children’s
Television, whose concerns are putatively moral, are forced into
an idenrity as one more lobby defending themselves with the
same amoral realpolitik as other special interest groups. As good
liberals, they abhor censorship, but end up appealing to direct
government regulation to attain their otherwise laudable
objectives of improving the often distorted reporting and
degrading public entertainment.

Behaviourist or Humanist Approaches to Media?

In Phelan’s analysis the root of the confusion is the causalist
logic that underlies debate on media policy. The media are
evaluated not in terms of the intrinsic entertainment, artistic
or truth value, but'in terms of the instrumental effects they have.
Does content influence buying habits, the integration of the
family, better health, law and order, getting better jobs? This
evaluation by gffects rather than by the meaning of drama, news
and documentary is reinforced by an almost exclusive reliance
on social psychological research which has its background in
studies of marketing, public opinion and diffusion of
innovations. This research pre-supposes a stimulus-response
model of motivation — getting people to do specific, measurable
things such as picking a box off a shelf, tugging a voting lever
or coming forward for Christ. The less thinking, the better.

If a play such as Shakespeare’s Othello were evaluated
according to the effects norm, one would never ask about the
artistic intent of the author or how the drama opens up new
worlds of human meaning and value. Rather, you would ask
whether minority groups were offended or whether it caused
violence or sexual crimes. Here are the seeds of censorship.
Ever since Plato feared the corrupting influence of poetry in
his utopia, censors have always been more concerned with the
instrumental effects than with truth and beauty as values in
themselves.

Phelan pleads for a critique that gives primacy to the human-
ities because the humanities tradition provides us with concepts
for understanding the media as an expansion of human exper-
ience, opening up worlds of ideas, ideals, hopes and values
worth living for.

The Need for a Public Philosophy

Phelan argues that the discussions on media policy make no
progress and public interest media groups are lured into the
trap of censorship because of the logic of the market modei of
morality. It is difficult to impute moral responsibility to media
organisations because these are simply corporate machines
programmed for technical efficiency and profits. The public
interest groups have accepted the argument of advertisers that
whatever the statistical majority of the market wants is the
morality of the day. Government encourages consumer pro-
tection groups to become lobbyists by giving them special status
as lobbies, and the current politics of minority rights movements
invites consumer groups to seck direct government regulatory
intervention rather than build consensus around moral prin-
ciples. The appeal to behavioural science to decide by proving
effects, usually brings only counter studies with other facts. In
the end, policy is determined by the group best able to pressure

the government —— a kind of might makes right — and censor-
ship enters in under the guise of government protection of that
interest group.

Phelan believes that the only way out of this vicious circle
of ad hoc solutions is to raise the discussion to the logic of the
public philosophy in the sense of Walter Lippmann’s use of the
term. The public philosophy is not a set of formulas to be
memorised, but a way of posing questions about media policy
which leads to the corporate moral commitment of the com-
munity to agreed-upon values. It appeals to the common good
of a community as wide as the human family, not just to
bargaining among special interests. The method of the public
philosophy argues that human judgement, by studying the
experience of history and of different national and cultural
contexts, can arrive at common conceptions of public values
and can provide at least common objectives and general
principles of policy.

Phelan is less clear on how discussion of the public philosophy
can be carried on between powerful media corporations, a
government closely linked with the corporate economy and
countervailing consumer protection groups. But at least, by
lifting the debate to the level of broader principle, there is more
hope of protecting the media users and less powerful minorities.

The ‘“Social Responsibility’’ Thesis
Responsibility in Mass Communication, Third Edition. William L. Rivers, Wilbur
Schramm and Clifford G. Christians. (New York: Harper & Row, Publishers,
1980).

This book is an important reflection of American thinking
because it takes, as its basic framework, the concept of social
responsibility proposed by the landmark report of the Hutchins
Commission on the Freedom of the Press in 1947. It also reflects
the ethical ideal typical of most schools of communication and
the ideal, if not the practice, of most media professionals in
America.

Social responsibility in this book means above all the respon-
sibility of media owners and professionals to provide the public
with adequate and accurate information for the functioning of
a liberal democracy. It attempts to balance the libertarian thesis
of the absolute right of media owners with the public’s ““right
to know’’. It proposes that government intervention to control
the abuses of power by media owners and other forms of
external censorship can be avoided if media owners and
professionals recognise their responsibility to the public and
regulate themselves. The authors argue that an atmosphere of
media responsibility will be achieved by developing a personal
professional ethic in the education of media personnel. by
encouraging individuals to demand better media service and
by providing direct channels of public criticism of media abuses.

A Pragmatic Media Ethics

The authors tend to locate responsibility in individual rights
and in the duty of each person to act on the basis of his or her
conscience. They accept the individualism and competing
interest groups typical of Western liberal democracies. There
is a distrust of a personal ethics linked too closely with the over-
arching values of a strong cultural consensus whether that
consensus be expressed in a utopian state, ethnic ‘‘tribal’
nationalism, an all-encompassing “‘cultural” church or, the
concerted power of corporate economic interests. The authors
do not expect some central broadcasting authority to educate
tastes to a higher culture, but accept mass popular entertain-
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ment as the artistic genre of the common man. They will not
wait for philosopher kings to fashion a generally accepted
pattern of public values, but are content to seek more practical
solutions to each abuse of responsibility on the basis of parti-
cular issues. At times this may be inconsistent, but it is the most
workable system in the face of rapid change in pluralistic,
individualistic societies.

The authors admit that the Hutchins Report did not give
social responsibility a thorough moral foundation, and it is
difficult to spot such a clear statement of underlying moral
philosophy emerging in this book. But it is likely that the social
responsibility ethic will continue to function with even the most
loose and eclectic philosophical backgrounds because of its
essentially individualistic, pragmatic understanding of
responsibility to the public.

The Individual vs. Corporate Power

The authors rather optimistically expect responsible media to
develop from the aggregate of individual acts of moral courage
and personal conscience within newspaper and broadcasting
organisations. Likewise, the recommended form of public
pressure is the aggregate of individual protests of the *‘little
people’’, especially letters to the editor, station directors, etc.
*“The more individual the letter is, the better.”” Organised

public interest media watchers are treated with a certain distrust
as too negative or as exercising too much power.

On the whole, the authors never seriously discuss the limits
of what the individual media professional or media user can
do in the face of the amorality and corporate power of the
culture industries of today. One senses in the bock a wistful
looking back to the small-town America of a bygone age when
the individual perhaps could be a direct influence. (‘_
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GREAT BRITAIN

The International Defence and Aid Fund for Southern Africa (2 Amen
Court, London EC4M 7BX) publishes FOCUS on Political Repressicn in
Southern Africa which regularly reports on restrictions on the press and on
individual freedom of expression in Scuth Africa and Namibia.

M.B. Latey (102a Philbeach Gardens, Earl’s Court, London SW3 9ET) studies
censorship in Eastern Europe and contributes to Index on Censorship.

Colin Munro (Dept. of Law, University of Essex, Wivenhoe Park, Colchester
CO4 35Q) has recently published articles on **The Separation of Power: Not
Such a Myth'"; Public Law, 1981 and ‘‘The Control of Advertising in British
Television'', Jjournal of Media Law and Practice, 1980.

Ben Pimlott (Dept. of Politics and Sociology, Birkbeck College, Umversity
of London, Malet St., London WC2) has published extensively on the press
and censorship in Portugal (Chapters in Newspapers and Democracy, cf. bib. in
this issue; with Jean Seaton in Modern Portugal, (University of Wisconsin Press,
1981). He is currently writing, with Jean Seaton, on the BBC and left move-
ments in Britain.

Geoffrey Robertson, London Barrister and chairman of the Commission of
Enquiry into the (British) Press Council, (1 Dr. Johnson's Buildings, Temple,
London EC4) 1s preparing a comprehensive textbook on The Principles of Media
Law (for Weidenfeld Publications) and will update his book, Obscenity (Weiden-
feld, 1979). Other recent publications include, **The Future of Fitm Censor-
ship’’, Britisk Journal of Law and Soctety, Vol. 7, No. I, 1980, and the forth-
coming, The People’s Court: A Study of the British fury System (Cuartet).

Philip Schlesinger (School of Social Sciences, Thames Polytechnic, Riverside
House, Beresford Street, London SE18 6BU) is currently researching the state
control of the media in Britain and Italy and has a forthcoming article in Soctal
Research, 1981, “*Terrorism, the Media, and the Liberal-Democratic State: A
Critique of the Orthodoxy™,

Peter Taylor (BBC, Lime Grove Studios, London W12 7RS) has published
Brating the Terrorists (Penguin, 1980} which includes an account of the problems
in trving to report British security policy in Northern Ireland. He continues
to write on censarship and Northern Ireland for Amnesty report and other publi-
cations.
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Writers and Scholars Educational Trust (21 Russell St., Covent Garden,
London WC2B 5HP) publishes Index on Censorship and is a major international
centre for study of problems of censorship. Staff includes specialists on censorship
in major continents and regions of the world.

UNITED STATES

Fred R. Berger {University of California, Davis CA 95616) is currently com-
pleting a book on the freedom of expression based on the moral theory of John
Stuart Mill as a philosophical underpinning for freedom of expression. The
book will stress a theory of rights and justice as central to political morality
and will apply this thesis to a number of practical issues such as racism and
sexism in the media, conflict of free expression and right of privacy, access
to the media and corporate control of the media.

Maurice Cullen (School of journalism, Michigan State University, East
Lansing, Michigan 48824) continues study of problems of censorship and free-
dom in liberal democratic societies, and has a forthcoming book, Bulwark of
Liberty: The Struggle for Freedom of the Press in the Early America.

Jane Curry (Institute on East Central Europe, Columbia University, 420 W.
f18th St., New York, N.Y. 10027} is completing with Joan Dassin an inter-
national comparative analysis of institution] and implicit censorship in Eastern
Europe. She is also studying the relationship between political systems and
censorship processes, perceptions of professionals on the question of information
control and the techniques journalists have used to evade censorship in Poland.
Forthcoming publications: Dissent in Eastern Europe (Pracger, 1982); and (with
Joan Dassin) All the News Not Fit to Print: Press Control Around the World (Praeger,
1981).

Joan Dassin (Institute of Latin American and Iberian Swdies, Columbia Uni-
versity, 420 W. 118th St., NY t0027) is completing a study on Press Censorship
and the Ideology of the Brazilian Military State, 196¢-1978. With Dr. Jane Curry
she is editing a volume on censorship under diverse economic and political
systerns, Afl the News Net Fit to Print: Press Control Around the World (Praeger, 1981).

Michael Emery (California State University (Northridge), 14701 Whitefield
Ave., Pacific Palisades, CA 90272) is studying the danger of increasing control
of information in new communication technologies as large corporations
dominate cable and videotext systems, This research is incorporated into his
latest edition of The Press and America: An Interpretive History of the Mass Media
(Prentice-Hall, 1978) and Reading in Mass Media: Concepls on Issues in the Mass
Media.

The Freedom of Information Center (Box 858, University of Missouri,

Columbia, Missouri 63203) carries on activities of research, publication and
documentation in the area of censorship and freedom of the press.

Fund for Free Expression (Room 1303, 205 East 42nd Street, New York,
10017), the U.8. associate of Writers and Scholars Educational Trust and Index
on Censorship {(London) is studying problems of free flow of scholars to U.S.
from other parts of the world.

Ralph E. McCoy (University of Southern Illinois, Carbondale, IL 62901) is
writing two articles, “*Censorship’’ and *“Theodore Schroeder’” (leading free
speech lawyer) for the projected Encyclopedia of Unbelicf ed. by Gordon Stein
{Greenwood Press). He is also joint editor with Robert B. Down of the revision
of First Freedom (American Library Association).



John M. Phelan (Center for Policy Studies in Ethics and Cormnmunication,
Fordham University, NY 10458) is developing a new programme to examine
models of communication ethics and the application of these models to policy
formation for government, industry and the media at the national and inter-
national level. A central focus of this programme will be freedom of information
and censorship problems.

PERSPECTIVES ON COMMUNICATION RESEARCH

The recent research of Frederick Schauer (Marshall-Wythe School of Law,
College of William and Mary, Williamsburg, YA 23185) on the philsophical
foundations of the principles of free speech and press will appear in the forth-
coming The Philosophy of Free Speech (Cambridge University Press, 1982). He
ts also exploring the relationship between free speech and democratic political
theory, specifically, a theory that ties the principle of free speech to distrust
of the motives of a censoring government.

Who Decides What to Communicate?

The question of freedom and censorship in the media is awe-
some because it implies nothing less than deciding what should
be communicated. Should there be absolute freedom to com-
municate anything? Should a certain degree of privacy be main-
tained? Should the integration of the family or the nation be
protected? As Prof. Eysenck has suggested (cf. Review Article),
we are virtually deciding what kind of society we want.

Two broad themes appear to be running through the debate
and research on censorship: 1) What are appropriate legal and
institutional procedures for deciding what we want to com-
municate? That is, how can we give wide access to all interested
groups, but at the same time reach compromises hetween con-
flicting interests? 2) What are valid methods of getting the
necessary information for deciding what we want to communi-
cate? Are we to rely mainly on the behavioural sciences? The
humanities? Political philosophy? Or some combination of all
of these?

Institutional Guarantees of Free Expression

In the question of institutional procedures for deciding what
we want to communicate, there are at least four debated *“prin-
ciples” which call for clarification and research.

The first is the *‘principle of minimum government inter-
vention’’. There is wide agreement that the coercive, policing
power of the state is so threatening to creative personal
expression that decisions on what to communicate should be
left exclusively to individual conscience or to norms of cultural
or professional consensus. One or other inrerest group fre-
quently manages to use the power of government censorship
for its own interest. Once controls begin, they multiply end-
lessly, and, in the end, censorship is never effective. Yet some
would argue that individual or minerity rights must be pro-
tected by government authority and that only government
authority can back up ‘‘the educative function of law’” which
shapes the kind of society we want.

The ‘‘diversity principle’’ proposes that the diversity of
public channels in 1tself will ensure that all groups will find some
adequate medium of expression and that the public “‘right to
know’” will be satisifed. It will no longer be necessary to
“‘protect’’ certain minorities or defer to all tastes. Such diversity
is more evident in the press than in the electronic mass media.
However, is not the concentration of control of the media
eliminating the possibility of this diversity? Some argue that
the muiti-channel possibilities of cable and satellite transmission
will bring diversity to the electronic media. But will not the
laws of economics drive them toward a single mass market?

A third major area of debate is what might be called the

““buffer principle’’. With all sort of groups protesting that the
media are not serving their interests, we need a buffer insti-
tution to prevent one group from dominating the media and
to ensure acceptable compromises. Should media admini-
strators or representative citizens’ councils decide on contro-
versial programming, or should we simply accept whatever the
market will bear?

A fourth set of questions revolves around the ‘‘protection
and privacy principle’’. Under the assumption that the less

¢

censorship there is the better, what are the limits to in-
discrimate, high-pressure porn marketing or extremist political
groups?

The Need for Comparative, International Research )
In the search for answers to these questions, comparative and
cross-national studies may be the most productive approach.
Although mechanisms guaranteeing freedom of expression are
much related to specific social and political contexts, every
country or cultural region tends to have its blind spots and dis-
tortions due to the domination of particular powerful interests
— large corporations, political parties, or traditional cultural
elites. The debate also tends to get caught up in the myopia
of its own age. As George Gordon notes, in particular historical
contexts, a libertarian generation expends its energy exorcising
the devil of Victorian puritanism only to have a new puritan
generation correct the libertarian excesses. Such comparative
cross-national research may be one of the best approaches to
developing the public philosophy suggested by John Phelan that
gives us broader socio-political and historical perspective.

A Marriage of Behaviourists and Humanists

In the discussion of the second major theme — what kind of
information is valid for deciding what we want to communicate
— there is obviously need for a more balanced, interdisciplinary
approach. Is social psychology a beast or a darling? We lack
a clear understanding of the respective contributions and limit-
ations of the behavioural sciences, the humanities, personal
ethics and public philosophy.

At present there may well be too great a reliance on the
behavioural sciences in the censorship debate. Sociology and
psychology are valauable in exploding popular but simplistic
“‘one-factor explanations’” of media effects. For example, the
belief that exposure to pornography in itself is the cause of
criminal offences, the disintegration of the family, etc. With
more sophisticated and controlled studies of factors influencing
human behaviour, we at least can see how complex the relation-
ships are. Usually we tend to conclude that pornography might
be one factor of one type of behaviour for ene group of individuals
if it is linked in the right way with many other factors under
very specific circumstances.

Because behavioural sciences are so complex, tentative and
narrow in their applications, they must be used in broad policy
discussions with great caution. Also, scientific method is con-
cerned with discovering existing relationships and it uses
relatively deterministic models of what #. But human behaviour
is also influenced by what could and 'ought to be, that is, by ideals
and values that continually transcend the existing situation and
continually create new cultural patterns.

Precisely in questions of freedom of expression, the relative
lirnitations of the behavioural sciences need to be balanced by *
the broader perspective of the cultural sciences and the human-
ities which take into consideration the purposive meaning of
human behaviour.

Robert A. White, Editor
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Additional Bibliography on Censorship

The Political Philosophy of Free Expression

Berger, Fred R. Freedom of Exgression. (Belmont, CA: Wadsworth Publishing
Company, 1980). Essays reviewing the philosophical and political theory
of freedom of expression.

Cline, Victor B. (ed.). Where Do You Draw the Line: Arn Exploration into Media
Vielence, FPornography and Censorship. (Provo, Utah: Brigham Young University
Press, 1974). Significant book. Balanced and comprehensive review of the
issues.

Cullen, Maurice R., Jr. Mass Media and the First Amendment: An Introduction
tg the fisues, Problems and Practices. (Dubuque, Iowa: Wm. C. Brown
Company, Publishers, 1981). Excellent basic text on the relation of mass
media and government in the US, including discussion of how each branch of
US government typically influences free expression. Also takes up issues
of obscenity, privacy, economic controis of media, and communication
ethics.

Drewitz, Ingeborg und Wolfhart Eilers. Muf zur Meinung: Gegen die zensterte
Fretheit. (Frankfurt am Main: Fischer Taschenbuch Verlag, 1980}, Essays
on problems related to censorship in the press, broadcasting and theatre
in the Federal Republic of Germany.

Emerson, Thomas 1. Taward a General Theory of the First Amendment. (New York:
Random House, 1966).

The System af Freedom of Expression. (New York: Random
House, Inc. 1970). A classic study of the problems that threaten freedom
of expression such as concern for external and internal security, public order,
libel, obscenity, abuses of academic freedom and regulation of broadcasting.

Legal Aspects of Censorship

Barron, Jerome A. and C. Thomas Dienes. Handbook of Free Speech and Free
Press. (Boston: Little Brown and Company, 1979). An outstanding compre-
hensive review of the central issues in contemporary legal discussion of free
speech and the free press.

Hemmer, Joseph J. Communication Under Law, Vol. I Free Speech. Methuen,
NJ and London: Scarecrow Press, Inc., 1979). A case-by-case treatment
of communication-refated issues including obscenity, political expression,
academic frecdom and privacy.

fournalistic Freedom. (Methuen, NJ: and London: Scare-
crow Press, Inc. 1980). A continuation of Vol. I {Communication Under Law)
focussing on libel, invasion of privacy, copyright, free press and {air triai,
broadcast regulation, and regulation of advertising.

Lewis, Felice Flanery. Literature, Qbscenity and Law. (Carbondale, IL: Southern
Illinois University Press and London: Feffer & Simon, Inc., 1976). One
of the few recent books analysing in-depth the historical trends in literature
and the changing legal norms for literary censorship.

Rohrer, Daniel Morgan. Freedom of Speech and Human Rights: An International
Perspective. (Dubuque Iowa: Kendall/Hunt Publishing Company, 1979). An
analysis of the contemporary social sources of freedom in speech in acts
of protest and the worldwide movement of human rights with a review of
cases in specific problem areas such as national security, obscenity and news-
mens’ privileges.

(ed. ). Mass Media, Freedom of Speech and Advertising: A

Study in Communications Law. {Dubuque Iowa: Kendall/Hunt Publishing

Company, 1979). Review of major issues regarding the debate on free

speech, deception in advertising, warranty limits on free speech and adver-

tising, defamation of character in advertising, and invasion of privacy with
materials drawn from principal legal cases.

Press Censorship

Calvocoressi, Peter. Freedom to Publish. (Adantic Highlands. NJ: Humanities
Press & London: Index on Censorship, 1980). Review of book censorship
in a sample of more than fifteen nations.

Funke, Klaus-Detlef und Ernst Theilen., Pressefreiheit und Mitbestimmung: Theorie
und Praxis der Deutschen Sozialdernokratie. (Bonn-Bad Godesberg: Verlag Neue
Gesellschaft GmbH, 1977). Essays by various authors on the werker partici-
paticn in press enterprises in West Germany and the influence on press
freedom.

Hohenberg, John. 4 Crisis for the American Press. (New York: Columbia Uni-
versity Press, 1978). Argues that exaggerated emphasis on national security
and increasing emphasis on privacy poses a threat to the press role as Fourth
Estate.

Lofton, John. The Press as Guardian of the First Amendment. (Columbia, SC:
University of South Carolina Press, 1980). A comprehensive survey of the
opinion of the press in the US regarding censorship and application of the
US constitational First Amendment over 200 vears covering issues such as
slavery, labour radicalism, nuclear power, obscenity and national security.

Paul, James C.N. and Murray L. Schwartz. Federal Censorship: Obscenity in
the Mail. (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, Publishers, 1977; reprinted from
1961 edition by Free Press of Glencoe}. An historical survey of censorship
through postal and customs offices in the US.

Sarabjee, Soli. The Emergency, Censorship and the Press in India, 1975-77. {Londen:
Writers and Scholars Educational Trust, 1977).

Smith, Anthony, ed. Navspapers and Democracy. International Essays on a Changing
Medium. (Cambridge, MA and London: The MIT Press, 1980). An
unusually valuabie book for its review of press-government relations in

- Norway, Sweden, France, Spain, Portugal, Japan, Italy with reference to
the US and other countries.

Radio and Television Censorship

Friendly, Fred W. The Good Guys, the Bad Guys and the First Amendment: Free
Speech vs Fairness in Broadcasting. (New York: Random House, Inc., 1975).
Presents arguments for and against ensuring equal access to broadcast time
for all sides of a debate {Fairness Doctrine) by analysing the legal disputes
it has provoked.

Quicke, Andrew. Tomorrow’s Telesision. (London: Lion Publishing, 1976).
Reviews censorship in Britain and attempts to influence TV programming by
politicians, populist and elitist sectors, churches and other groups and dis-
cusses the possible effects of new cable and satellite technology.

Silber, Jerome §. Broadcasting Regulation and the First Amendment. Journalism
Monographs, No. 70, November, 1980. Association for Education In
Journalism. Analyses restrictions on broadcasting freedom stemming from
the Fairness Doctrine and other forms of broadcast regulation in the US.

Windlesham, Lord. Broadcasting in a Free Society. (Oxford: Basil Blackwell Pub-
lisher, 1980). An essay by the Managing Director of Anglia Television in
Britain tracing the development of public policy in Britain regarding freedom
in radio and TV. He argues for internal institutional control as opposed
to a ‘‘free-for-all”’ or state control.

Film Censorship
Bertrand, Ina. Film Censorship in Australia. (St. Lucia, Queensland; University of

Queensland Press, 1978).

Brody, Stephen. Screen Violence and Film Censorship: A Review of Reseorch. (London:
Her Majesty’s Stationery Office, 1977).

Phelps, Guy. Film Censorship. {London: Gollancz, 19753).

i
Short, K.R.M. Feature Films as History. (London: Croom Helm, Ltd., 1981) -

Collection of essays discussing issues of film censorship in France (Renoir
and the Popular Front), Britain and the US (racism, MaCarthyism and
anti-semitism).

Wistrich, Enid. 7 Don’t Mind the Sex, It’s the Violence: Film Censorship Explored.
(London: Marion Boyars Publishers, Ltd., 1978). Description of an un-

successful attempt to abolish film censorship by the Greater London Council;
reveals inadequacy of local film censorship boards,
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