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» — Morning Session. (///\\

Introductory Remarks

The Conference begap with brief opening
remarks by William Fore,[assistant general
,secretary for communication of the National

Council of Churched of ¢hrist, and David

. Randolph, the pastoy of/ Christ Church.

Fore, who has convened the National Coalition's
meetings for over three years, read to conference
participants the Coalition's Statement of Concern,
the basis for its work:

"Freedom of communication is an indispensable
condition of a healthy democracy. In a pluralistic
society it wduld be impossible for all people at all
(times to agree on the values of all ideas, and fatal
[to moral, artistic and intellectual growth if they did.

. . {

"Some of the participating organizations reject
all .barriersabridging access to any material, however
controversial or even abhorrent to some, others reject
barriers for adults, so long as their individual right
of choice is not infringed. All of us are united in
tte conviction that censorship of what we see and hear
and read constitutes an unadceptable dictatorship over
our minds and a dangerous opening to religious, political,
art‘stic and intellectual repression."

Fore also emphasized that the Coalition is not
an official programmatic entity. "We are a voluntary
organization of people," Fore said, "with a modest
staff and a. not immodeést budget, come together to
explore a very important issue in our lives and in
our society." ’ ‘ "

Dr. Randolph welcomed the Coalition.to his church,
and added: "We're glad you're here in a church rather
than in a hotel somewhere, because it undersccres the
common cause that we all have.in the concern for the
First Amendment and freedom.

+
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Panel Discussion - A

Four experts in the field of communications
discussed possible limitations on free speech during.
a panel discussion which pégan the day-long conference.
The audignce heard remartks from Peggy Charren, president
of Action for Children's Television (ACT), Nat Hentoff,
Village Voice columrist; John O'Connor, New York Times
television critic; and Harriet Pilpel, a leading com-
munications lawyer. Their discussion was moderated by
Richard Heffner, chairman of the.code and rating
administration of the Motion Picture Association of
America. 4 ’

The panelists discussed a variety of possible
allowable abridgements to freedom of speech, weighing -
such considerations as the unique nature of television
and conflicts with other constitutional rights. The
panel was instructéed to speak to the question: "Is
there a line between group expression of opinion--
legitimate and desirable participation in the democratic
process--and undesirable pressure on achannel of
communication? "Those fights are involved, and when?"

Two of the panel members--Nat Hentoff and
Harriet Pilpel--came out strongly against any
limitations whatsoever on free speech. "At 1:45, a
number of people are going to be speaking about
.permigsible, desirable regulation of sneech," Hentoff
said. "Without having heard them, I disagree with ¢
them entirely." Said Pilpel: "There must be no :
restraint permitted on freedom of speech in the
absence of compelling necessity, and the other side
must demonstrate the compelling necessity."

Peggy Charren and John O'Connor were less broad
in their remarks, restricting themselves to the
peculiar problems of television. ‘But both expressed ,
wariness over the dangers imrlicit in any governmental
regulation of expression. ~ : '

°X



After opening statements from each of the
panelists, moderator Heffner led the panel into a
prolonged discussion which focussed mainly on. the
controversjal Fairness Doctrine, which requires
broadcasters to presentMcontrasting points of view
when dealing with a controversial issue of public
importance, and which was thrown out for discussion
by O'Connor in his opening remarks.

5 ) |

While al} four panelists recognized some problems
with the Fairness Doctrine, Hentoff was the only panel
& member to oppose it outright. The Village Voice columnist
spoke strongly against the doctrine, stressing that,
teleyision must have freedom'‘equal to the print med ium.
T?he Fairness Doctrine is doing to television," Hentoff
saidqd, - at nobody--not even the Burger court--would dare
to do to'a newspaper or a magazine. I think it's flatly
wrong." . . . .

Hentoff said that mandating anything in terms of
-content gets him worried. “As horrendous .as much of
television is," Hentoff said, "I think anything that
gets the government involved in content is censorship."

Hentoff dismissed the scarcity argument usually
~ promoted by Fairnegs Doctrine proponents, saying that
a limited number of channels doeg not-exist relative
to the printed press. "I defy you to find me more
than two places in the United States where there
aren't more TV channels than newspapers," Hentoff
said. "In terms of numbers, "™ hn zaid,."acccsc to
newspapers .is much more difficult,"

Charren agreed that there are "tremendous censoring
askects" in the Fairness Doctriﬁe, but felt that at /,
present it remains the only effective means available
to the public to obtain access to television. She
emphasized that, among other things, criticism of

‘broadcasting itself has been virtually eliminated
from the® airwaves by the networks. Said Charren:
"If ACT wants to-come on and say 'That's just one side
to the story,' the only doctrine we.could use to get
our case across- is the Fairness Doctrine."

9
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Pilpel agreed with Charren. She opposed
Hentoff ‘s censorship arqgument by stating that the
fairness doctrine is a "neutral principle" devoid
of censorship elements. She also disputed Hentoff's
claim that the scarcity argument ddesn't hold con-
tending that there is never TV time available in any
.of the’top 50 markets. "The Fairness Doctrine,"
concluded Pilpel, "is not a violation of the First
Amendment, but a way of fectuating t.",

O'Connor backed up Pilpel, saying that thére is o
noticcable lack of &dccess to "get back at the TV."

He cjited the ABC special Roots, which reached an
estimated audience of 80,000,000 people, as evidernce
of the phenomenal power of the three major networks.
And he pointed out that, to the netwoqks, the Fairness
Doctrine is basically an economic issue. In his ¥iew,.
the networks do not find it feasible to make time for,
all points of view., This causes the networks to act
as self-censors'by avoiding controverxsial issues.

‘Hentoff conceded that the power of the networks
is indeed tremendous, "Thére haye never been more
dangers in the history of the republic," he said, "than
there are from the powers of television." But he re-
mained unshaken in his opposition. When asked by
Heffner if he thought that a suspension of the
Fairness Doctrine would improve the quality of televxslon,
Hentoff replied that although it might not,."it would at
least keep people from complaining that they weren't
d01ng anything" becaugse of the doctrine. "Justice Burdger
even said it," Hentoff submitted. "Bad journalism is
also protected. Journalism must be unfettered--no
Fairness Doctrine, no nothing."

Heffner then turned the discussion to the future
possibilities of cable television, and whether or not it-
may scme doy make the Fairness Doctrine ‘obsolescent: ‘@as
a means for insuring access and effective diversity on
the airwaves. He directed his question to Pilpel, who
had pointed to cable as an eventual successor to the
Fairness Doctrine during the previous discussion.




Pilpel responded that since "there ‘could be
as many cable channels as there are telephones,"
access would eventually be available to all, and
there would be no need for the Fairness Doctrine.

»

‘ But Heffner remained unconvinced Ahat cable TV- )
could ever serve, as does the Fairness Doctrine jin th-ory -
now, to protect the mass audionce -frem the “paucity" of
input. "I've never seen that the kind of diversity.

which may be provided by cable will solve the problem,
Heffner reiterated.

Hentoff agreed. "At the moment, to have any

faith at all in cable television--especially if

you live in New York and have seen what's on it--is to
r-quire 8 kind of a Kierkegaardian leap into real

faith," Hentoff said. He feared that the impact

of cable would always-be local, and would not affect

the ‘mass audienc¢es that watch -major network programming.
""I'm not arguing for the Fairness Doctrine," Hentoff
warned. "I'm just recognizing the problem. I think

this is one of those situations in my, perhaps, eccentric
libertarian views in which there.is no satlsfactory answer.

Earlier in the morning, Peggy Charren spoke about
.the genesis and accomplishments of ACT, whlch she organlzed
with friends in 1968 /

The founders of ACT were concerned, said Charren,
that children's television in 1968 was mostly "Wwall-to-wall
monster cartoons." However, ACT floundered without :
doing much for about a year, Charren said, while deciding
how to proceed, "We weren't sure," she said, "what we
could say--if anything--about the content of pxograhs

without raising the hackles of censorship."
(X .

But ACT soon began to move. It began by working
within the FTC mandate against mlsleadlng or unfair
advertising. By calling for the removal of certain
conmerc1als, with the eventual goal of removing all
commerc1als from children's tel-vi~ion, ACT hoped, in-’
Charrén's words, to free the broadcaster to think about
the child before the pdvertiser.
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ACT has made some progress, in CHarren's.view,
since 1968, "We've gotten rid of 'some of the
advertlslng on children's television," she said,

"and we've even increased the diversity of offerxngs
for children."

Charren then emphaSLZed that ACT is also very
¢oncerned about prime-time violence and the rest
of the broadcast day, "in addition to - .. regular
children's fare. She said that child. 1 watch, }
on an average, over 25 hours of television a week,
and that 84% of what they watch isn't children's
television. ACT feels that putting the onus en
parents to monitor their chijildren's viewing-habits
is not a feasible solution. "It's too easy to say
they can turn off the set,” Charren said.

Instead of taking such a simplistic approach,
Charren said, ACT is working to increase diversity in
children's programming in a number of ways. It is
pushing technological changes--such as cable and
satellites--which would seem to allow a greater
mix in the TV fare.. It is working at changing
mihority and female hiring practices in broadcasting,
so that these groups might have more regponsibility
for programming, and possibly. effect change. And it .
is pushing for representation on the regulatory agencies
that control broadcasting as well.,

.In addition, Charren said, ACT is trying to
increase, through hearings and open license renewal
processes, public participation in the programmlng
process. It hopes that part1c1pat10n will create a
more aware public, “We thing, ‘Charren said, "that
increasing. opportunities for people to participate will
“lead to a public that wants to participate,"

]

Charren also noted the complications which
public participation brings. "It's at this point,"
- she said,. "when the public demands access, that we
get the screams of censorship."
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Coe As well as recognizing the problem, Charren

A said, ACT is also unhappy with network solutions
. - %' like the Family Hour which don't address the issue.

s 7 ~*  And she noted potential problems with some of ACT's

. . T own attempts to deal with the situation. Through use

: ; of the violence index, ACT is now putting pressure on
D advertisers mnot to sponsgr certain programs. "We have
v ; to worry whether it is an infringement of our rights,” {
. . Charren said, "and whether or not this is another form-
- of cqnnoralup.

) . Charren concluded by not:.nq that there is much
d ' ' - less advertiser involvement in program content -today
"M than in the early days of television, and asked:
“Is this a d~siraable phonomcnon?¥

. Nat_Hentoff concentrated his opening remarks on
educational issues, beginning with high school journalism,
Speaking in the context of his "absolutist" First
Amendment views, Hentoff said that "the constituency
for freedom of expression in various parameters of the -
- . FPirst Amendment is rather weal." "And he blamed this
- . on the lack of a proper educational environment.
\ N "pPeople, in all those long years in proximity to
: education," Hentorf said, "get very little understanding
.- ) at all of the First Amendment, mainly because their
. teachers came out of the game educational environment."
\“ LT Hentoff said that studies in 1971 and 1974--years after
the Tinker decision affjrming high school students'
P. A, rights--showed, that censorship was pervasive Ll
. high school journaliam, and that students had no sense
b . ~at all of their First Amendment rights.

_ "In the last 18 months though," 'Hentoff noted,
"there has been a very interesting upsurge of.cases,
g A particularly in California.," Hentoff said that there
4 ,~“\“'\ ‘are more cases in the courtg now on high school students'
. S rights than ever hefore, ich he saw as hope for the
. = future, In addition, Hentdff added that the Reporters
R . Committee for Freedom of the ‘Rress has set up a Student
’ . Press Law Center [: coalition participating orqanizatio_/
] in Washington which represents to his knowledge, the
i ’ first C1- ringhous: ever on the issue of student' s’
‘Pirst Amendment rights.

- 13
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The remainder of Hentoff's comments were
-directed at textbook selection and library haterials.
Hentoff reviewed recent developments in the area
" including a Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals decision
in Strongsville Ohio, which said the First Amendment
prohibits school boards from removing books which are
in school libraries, and the textbook selection guidelines
handed down by the New York State Board of Regents, which
pleasantly aurprised Hentoff by prohibiting the schoolwide
banning of materials at the request of a group of concerned
parents, o

However, Hentoff's primary interest in the area was
with students rights. "One can't dismiss parents entirely
under the rubricvof professionalism," Hentoff said. )
"And what about the child? Don t ki.da have nghts that 4
supercede the patents?" '

Hentoff said that Justice Douglas had said as much
in his 'opinion in the case of Wicconson v. -Yoder, which
allowed Amish parents to pull their children out of school
after the Eighth .Grade.

N . ¢

Finally, Hentoffitook nate that 91 years after
Huckleberry Finn was /firat banned by the Concord, Mass.
publi¢ library, Mark/ /Twain's children’'s classic is still
in trouble with groups who consider it- racist and want to
ban it, Hentoff said he opposed banning even racist books,"
called that censorship, and asked: !Why not introduce thet;e ’
kids to something useful to them--an authentic exchange of
live ideas.” 2

“If you want to ax;;ou a bad, pervasive idea,"
Hentoff. said, "the way to do it is with another idea,
not by -tompinq the first one intb the groaund."

J&hn 0'Connor followed aent%ﬁ . In brief remarks; . -
he questioned whether television, 'as an *™unprecédented
machine, " - ‘should have First Amendment ‘rights.equal to
the print ledium. O/Connor said that there is very little
access to toleviaioh, ‘and "no mechaniem for the exchange
of idqai " He noted.that the Fadrness Doctrine provides
some’ Accese, but called it a form of censorship. The
crucial question here, said O'Connor, is which way does
it flow? ™Is the Pairneu Doctrine gensoring the networks,
-or are the networks censoring ideas?" O'Connor asked.

. ¥ .
..
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Harriet Pilpel was the final panelist to present opening
remarks at the morning session. Pilpel attempted. to wade
through the confusion around censorship by outlining the variou:
ways in which censorship occurs, and expressing her reactions
to each. ' i
.

At_the outset, Pilpel made her intolerance of censorship
clear,  She then pointed out that there is a long standing

‘constitutional doctrine which states that the government must

prove a "compelling necessity" before infringing on any
constitutional right, and wondered why the courts have never
applied that’doctrine to obscenity cases. ’ ’

Pilpel broke down all censorship into four types: race
or religion, sex, violence, and politics (RSVP). She said
that most censorship has to do with sex, and charged that the
Motinn Picture Association's "R" Classification of "All The
President's Men" (later changed), for the.usd of the word ,
fuck shnws the insanity of all censorship,”whatever the type.

Censorship on the grounds of race or religion is, for
Pilpel, the greatest personal problem. She said she is most
uncomfortable when a race or religion is depicted in a bad
light., However, Pilpel said she agreed with-the Supreme Tourt'
TYandmark ruling in Near V. Minnesota, in a case involving
"snake-faced Jews," which said that prior restraint of the
press was unconstitutional. "While it makes me uncomfortable,
Pilpel said, "I would not for one moment tolerate censorship
on the grounds of religion or race."

Pilpel broke \sex censorship into two types: words and
depiction of seiugi‘acts. She noted that fuck remains the
most unpopular word, although it is the only so-called "four-
letter word" which has been found by the Supreme Court to be

a "permissible expression" of free speech. In that case,.

the Court ruled that a jacket bearing the slogan "Fuck - the
Draft" was one young man's way of expressing’hia~0pposition

to the Vietnam War and the draft. Pilpel then said that:/there
had.been 'a great advance inthe toleration nf depiction of sexua
acts by the Supreme Court. She pointed to thegf;arnal
Knowledge" case as an example of the fact that the Court is
no longer as narrow-minded in this area’as it once was.

15
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Violence is another area which causes Pilpél discomfort,
.but she said she would be "even more uncomfortable ifsan
effort were made to prevent the vxplence." She also noted
) recent attempts by consumers to pressure advertisers into
' 7 boycotting violent programs on televigion. Pilpel said she
" had not fully made up her mznd on such tlactics, but tended
to support them.
“The political area," according Pilpel’, "is the
.~ greatest area of danger, and the one hear thé. least about.™
" Pilpel's greatest worry in this area-is political censorship
] in the guise of sex censorship, which she finds to be fairly
A prevalent, She cited two examples where.student publications
, were persecuted for political reasons under the guise of an
obscenity prosecution. Fortunately, said Pilpel, the Supreme
Cqurt reversed both convictions, one of which.was for a cartoon
depicting the rape of the Statue of Liberty' by the police.

In addition to the RSVP densorship forms, Pilpel out-
lined what ghe called less recognizable covert forms of
censorship. Pilpel said that libel and privacy laws lead \\
to self-censorship. 2Zoning and nuisance laws, she said, are
often used to prevent sexual freedom of expression in print.
Even sex education laws, in her view, often serve to censor
free speech, ’ ) .

"We are least sensitivel" said Pilpel, "to the fact that
.(such laws) are just as much censorship, with just as much Co
inhibiting powers as the ones we talk about as ”censorship.*"

“In concludiﬁb the panel discussion, moderator Heffner
krought up the problem of group expression by parents. "Is
. it a legitimate, desirable part of the democratic process,"
Heffner asked, "when you try to draw the line between group

expression and government regulation?" ‘

Pilpel felt the government cannot solve the problem of
parental control over children, and therefore shouldn't be **
iflvolved. The only tension recognized by Pilpel is that
between parents and children, especially in the area of
reproductive freedom. And thete; said Pilpel, the rights of
the child must prevail. She was referring specifically to the
right of abortion without parental consent.

.
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Hentoff saw a clear difference between conscientious .,
objection to materials by a parent or group of parents and an
organized national campaign, which he called unconstitutional.
' Hentoff noted that a parent who sends a child to school puts
him in the hands of the state. “There has to be some way to
accommodate the rights of parents," he said, "providing the
kid has some say himself." 2

. v .

In his earlier opening remarkd, Hentoff had mildly
criticized ACT, and Heffner ended the session by asking Hentoff
what problems he found with AC®? .

Hentoff replied that most of what ACT has done has been
productive, -"You havd set up an adversary relationship between
the consumer and television," -Hentoff replied, "and that's
healthy. " %.

-

###
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Croup Discus3ions

Following the panel discussion, those present at the
conference split up into eight groups whidh separately discussed
issues brought up by the panel. A sampling of several of the

uppermost in people's mirnds. Some groups also spread the focus
of their discussion to television, while gthers considered the
broad scope of gevernment regulation of q*preseion.

The textbook selection diacussxons seemed to pick up where
the panel members had left the situation and moved quickly to
the children's rights. Several questions wére raised during
most of the discussions., Most dealt with when, if ever, a.
child's right supercedes hih parents',

* There seemed to be strong pentimentrthat biological
parenthood does not bring with it the rldht of control over
a person's mind. One person argued that parents give up
their rights;over their children when they send them to school.
If so, anoth‘r answered,_then those rights have been extorted,
since parents have no choice but to send their children to
school. #* L )

* Various attempts'wer; made to formulate an age at which
the right of the child take# precedence. Most present felt
that some distinctions had to be made but were unwilling to
draw a line., One person argued that rights should not be pre-
etermined by age but on the ability to functijon in a democratic
society, which begins in the first grade. .

violence how to control it., It was generally agreed that
the ided of parental control is a myth in today's society.

But it was pointed out that studies on the effects of TV
violence are inconclusive-~-some experts say it provides a‘
healthy outlet. And what if the experts did agree, it was -
asked? Could TV then be censored? »

MSKF of _the talk about television appeared to center on
d of

Some said that TV's impact is far stronger than that of
the print medium and must be controlled. One person said that
we must respect the right ofthe government to protect the rights

of society as a whole, " .

»
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Othars favorzd =n :xchang> of idza~ on the problcms
relating to tcleviocion, as an alternative: to government ccnsorchip.

On the gusstion of govornmant rzgulation of specch in
general, thcere appzcrcd to be littlz cgrocment on where the

lines should b:c drawn. All presant sccmad anxious to avoid
censorship at all cocte, while reccognizing the difficulty

of d:ztermining przciczly what censorship is whan rights coms
into conflict. ' ' a ‘ ’
7 ' -. " ,.‘
- # % #
1
» .
'3 / "
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LUNCH !,

Thz Nation&l Coalition Against Consorship

The National Coclition Agzinst Consorship halps national,
non-commercial oxganizitions to dav:lop @ broad educational
approach . to th» dang2rc of censorchin in an open socizty. In
a thort statcment following lunch, Bill -Forz gav? some insight
into the workings of thz Coalition, ravizwing-somz of what
it has don:z in tha pest and outllnlng two future projccts which
are currently ih n2zd of fund

Th2 proj2cts, which Fore fecelr hold grzzt promise, involve

.a feasibility ctudy foi tha cstablichm:nt of a Ctzaringhousz for

First Amendmcnt projccts, and a "prototypc regional confcr:ncc“
basad loosely on thc Coclition's nationcl confercnces.

Reggrding the Cl:zaringhous=z proj ct, Forﬁ said thazt no such
corrzlation' of First Amzndmcnt und2rtakings now exists in tha
Unitad States. H: said that a favorobl: fcesibility study would-
facjlitztc fundraising for the long-torm operation of a clzar-
inghouse, = "This is .rcally vitally noed2d in the nation," Foras
szid. '

: | y ;

The purpose of the prototype rcgional conference, Fore said,
is to incre:zsz partxcxp tion in tho Coalition's proc=ss cmong
groups which lack th> funds to s>nd r¢prec:zntatives to the
national conf:rcnece in N:w York. Currant plans call for con-
ferences in threce or four places aroﬁnd the country, For2 said.

“If you know whcre we might brgin to got some funding for
thesa two projzcte," For2 told his zudiznez, "please let ma know.”

‘Fore also brcught conference participants up to datec on *
pravious iscuas takcn up at meetings of th: Coalition, including:
govarnment sécrvcy, non-governmental prassurzs on film (with Poter

Davis, th 'makar of "Hzorts end Minds"), private pressures on-

- taxtbook s=lzction, pz:-publication| 'c=nsorchip of Victor

Marchet#i's book on thz CIA, und th¢‘Fuitncss Dactrinc,

Forc mentionzd thct tha COalition opcrates on an annual
hudget of 12ss thon $30,000 with a ckelz=tzl staff consisting of
National Coordinator Lzznn2 Katz and part-time secrctgky
Amy Siskind.Fram Chiczgo, Judith Krug carries out state and
local coordinatioa. "Our minisculd budgct can always us2 gupport,’

%

. In rasponsc to a euzstion, Susan Clark of the Media Coali-
tion agrced to provid: information cbout state legislative ac=

. tivity rclating to so-czlled obscenity for circulation with a

report on th2 Conferemcs,

- 20 )
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Fore concluded-with a brict apologia for those who may
consider the Coalition'c work-subtlz znd bchind the sccnese.

“. "We try to bz kind of cn carly wargéng syst:cm," Fore said,
“go that when thz cvil dzy comzs ag

n, p2ople in our member
organizations zr2 pr2p-r:d,". For: ccid that the Coalition is
doing somz significant First Amendmcnt work, and while it.is
a2t times undramatlc, it fulfille a c*uciul £unctioa in Ameri-
can socizty,

,/”:.
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“Aftarnoon Sccsion

Somz Arquments for.R:qulation

At thz start of thc afternoon cascion, the Coalition heard
representatives from two organizations eharge. that a covert
form of reverse ccn"o:shxp currently pcrmeates American ~Qpi*ty,
whil: a third group przcznted a propoccl to necutralize some of
the effects of ' that c:znsorship.s

Represantativae from the\Codncil on Interracial Books for
~Children and thz ItcPicn-American Committ:=> sound2d calls to
action against wﬂgt thcy s2é as-race, sex and cthnic sterotyping
in the communications modia. In @ brief address to the assem-

. blage, Robart Moorz of th& Council on Interracial Books called
for govarnm>nt rzgulation of the procesc for selecting.educational
matzricls, And-Phil Foglia of IAC urgecd affirmative action by
the media to dicpel thc sterotypas it has created for Italian-
Amer’bans and other zthnic groups.

: Th2 Nationcl Orgcnization for lomen's Legal Dofense and
Education Fund thzn followed with a plan which it callad a
'constitu;ional znd practical mcthod" for =liminating scx-bias
in textbooks for use in public schools.

Much of thz talk, thon, centerwd on instructional materials

'Bducat!bngl matzrials have traditionally represcnted thae.
perspactivas and concerne of upp=r clasé whit2 mal2s who control
this socicty," Moor:z stcted in his rzmarks. "Through a prdceces
of covert censorghip, thase mataricls have failed to reprzsent
the perspactives ‘hnd concarns of racial minorities and of women,"

4
Mqorz said thzt thz information and values which children
learn in schoolc largzly dcterminz their ability to function:
rcsponsibly and productively in socicty "as human beings who can
r2lcte opanly and honcctly with othzrs," Thus, he continuad,
'}pducation must chare = larg2 part of th: blamz for thc:racism
and sexism that exists in socicty." - Instructionzl materials,”
Moorz said, "have plcyzd = fignificunt role in public educa ation's
reinforcement of ragism and sexism,” oy
. To combat "tha cszlf-serving pcrezption of rhality creatcd
by th2 powcrful upper-class whitz malc ccteblishment ‘which con-
trols the publiching and communicationc industricfs," thz Cduncil
on Interracial’ Books supports.the rcgulation of instructional
matzerials selaction "to insure that zducational materizls raflecct
th=2 reality of thic pluralistic socizty as perceived by all
groups.” ' Sincc publichzre, in the Council's vizy, are primgrily
concarned with salzs," wc makq+a scrious 2rror 1f we expcot the

»
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cducational publishing industry to bz thc mainline defense

of

free expression cnd coual prot>ction under the laws," according

to Moorc.

"In order to juctify the position of thz. Council, Moore
carlier laid out a guzsi-legal argu@tnt which sought to accommo-
datz its vicws within acceptable constitutional construction. ,
Moor2 claimad that thz Equal-Protaction Clause of the Fourtczanth

Amcndment superccdac th: First Amcndm:ent rights of authors

and

publishers within the public school cnvironm:nt. According to

Moore, it is the rasponcibility of thc state under the Four
Amcndment to assure all students cquzl protzction under com

sory cducation laws by insuring that texts used in the scho

do not infringe on thcir human rights ;ﬁq frecdom,

\

™A critical acpcct of freecdom is human dignity," Moore

~wBvory child is entitled to develop hzr or his human potent
" to the fullest extent without being'crippled or handicappad

;eenth
pul-.
ols

saide.
ial
by

racial or saxual restrictions, biaces, and ctorootyﬁing.' And,
gsaid Moore, sipce race &nd scx are "unaltcrable conditions of

bzing,” they diff:r fundomentally from a pérson's political
and attackad., Racist aond sexist textbooks, in Moorc's vi

is to exist, v

While strzssing regulatibn, Moorz said that the Counci

.ideology or religious philosophy, whigh chould be frezly debcoted
aw,

" acshult conditions which must ramain sacrosanct if equal protactio

1

rccognizes that enforccment is also very critical. "We support
the efforts,” Moorc zaid, "of minoritiz2c . cnd feminists to forge

a process by which the perspectives of those who arc most

tions."

'

~victimized by, and most sensitive to, the biases of -textbooks
" become -instrumental in creating and implementing those regu

la-.

‘Shortly aft:=r Moora's remarks, thadNOW,Legal Dz2fensc and

_Education Fund put forth a epzacific'proposal for textbook r

lation which it f£z1t would eliminate sex bias in cducationz

" mcterials. Read by Lcznne Katz for the absant NOW rcprescn

tive, the five-part proposal was addrccscd to public clemzn

sgu-
1l
ta-

tary

.,andcecondary school cystems only, sincc cccording to NOW, "First

Amandment considzrctions appear to hove diffcrent implications

tions,”

) ¢ .a THRRVI RN 3N

IR . <. v o~

.
-

sC

‘when applied to private or post-secondary educationzl institu-

lected

fo;'schoolu to be. frez qf‘sex;bias, and cll sex-biased texts

counteracting sex-biased materials and chow studants how to
with sex-bias in matcrials. 923 -

-4 :

" glready in us2 to be cccompznied by =fforts to overcom2 thz
. advarsae effects of th: biases. To the latter end, it would man-
date a remedial action program which would train teachers in

deal
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.~ Unlike the re gul tory pugh of f:h‘= Council for Interrac1al
_ Books, which ic dircct2d at the''statc laval, the NOW plen is
aimzd at tha £°d ral govarnment under Titlc 9, thz 1972 Higher
Education Act, cerly,” according to the NOW Fund, "when
students are rvqulred by their s schools to rcad sex-biased taxt-
books, they are suffcring discrimination on the basis of sex
within the meanlng of Title 9,"

5 According to the ctatcment, the fedéral government has
failezd to regulate in this grea becaouse it feared ‘that “gravas
constitutional problems conccrning ths right of frece speech”
would be raiscd, However, the NOW Fund contends that the First
Amendment doss not c;zéte a blanket prohibition against govern~ -
ment control of curriculum and educational materials.

’

.o . \

"Certainly," said thé"statemeht, "the power excrcised
routinely by statz and 1local adthorities to'select classroom -
materials is subjzct to review under thec federal government's
broad authority to place conditions on thc expenditure of its
own funds. T s -

In accordance with this position, th- NOw Fund proposal
would rz2ouire thz Department of Hzzlth, Education and Welfarc -
to develop and promulgate guidzlines for stote and local author-
ities to use in cvealucting textbooks and other matecrials for sex
bias, '

. L ~-'= . .‘,\

Earlicr in the ecssion, the Italian-American Committze's
Phil Foglia, specaking zbout exploitat1on of Italians by th¢ media, -
prasentad an example of the typn of contcnt hiﬂ group dcplore,
in educational materizl: & 5 :

v "t no can meke mysclf aggin, B sw'
.and chznge into Amcriccng
" - and so I am what chd czlla me,
just dumb old dago man,"

-

t .,

T Tha poem, Poglia
. ..was publishad in 1971 in a text called Sidowalks, Gunboats and
Ballvhoo, by the nation's

Forcsman and Cqmpany. L ,7- S T

attack aima2d at zll cegments of the mcdia,
: intarests #ho heva crz

-
co.

1d, 18 ‘callzd “Whgt Te A Dago? - abd

~

lcad;ng t-xtbook publisher, Scott

Although Foglia uuoted ‘from a t xtbook, his was a broad
“The commercial
ated communic&tions kingdoms in our coun-
try," Poglii szid, "hcv: often scized upon’ the worst instincts,
in our’ society whilc ci nsoring what’ th 2y claim to be unmark°t-
abla. 3 i . .o

wil “Siowr i)
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For Italizn-Amzricans, Foglia cleim:d, this has mcant bcing
scapegoated for crim: in American, "Italicn-Americans hgva a
murky scnse that they haov: becn silzctzd as an outlet fof racism
which can no longcrlﬁc ventedagainst blacke," Foglia said,
"but which must f£inc¢ com> expression bzcausc it is too strong
a hcbit to contcin,® ‘ ' '

Foglia was ccpa2 c1a1ly critical of thc major TV nctworks,
vhich he said "continually and singularly portray Italian<s
Amzricane in a shockingly nogetive light." And he particularly
castigated ABC &5 "by far the most irrccponeible." For Fogliza,
2 front-page .editorizl in the Italo-Amcriccn Times summzd it ups
"ABC Image-Makers Stiik: Again;" th: headline read!"Blacks havz
Roots but Italos Arc Groups." Foglia than quoted from the
editorial,

"On numerouc occacions: ABC has oftentimes been unkind to
those of Italizn heritzgz, It is interesting to contrast ABC's
‘Roots' with ABC's brut:s: the station's portrayal of Italian-
Americans as bums, buffoons and gangcters. Thg Italo ‘equivalent
- of ‘Roots’ was, anothzr 12-hour scrizs callzd 'Rich Man Poor Mcn,'
whezein a main charactz2x, Palconctti, . ic portrayed as a dcs-
picablzs, mindl:ss, brut: with no rcdece2ming gqualities,”

In addition, cvcry ABC-TV crime dramz saries begins with

anti-Italian them:c, spotlighting clossic stereotypes of the .
Italian gangstz:z, according to Foglia. 'And fow Italxanﬂ can be
found app> arxng on impoxtant nztwoxk shows. .

But the worst problcms for Italiins at ABC, agcording to
Fogli>, lizs 'in thzir czlaction of movi:s for the natiore 1
telavicion audizncz. This list has bzcn clutterzd, -in his vizw,
by films 1lpikes "Crazy Jo:,“'The Sicilian Clan" and "Stzl_tto,"
which expYoit and ccapzgoat Italian-égjvxcano.

. In 1975, thc Itzlizn-Americen Committce felt thz situaticn
at &iBC ‘was so bad thct thay petitioned the FCC to d=2ny th=
ctation's 1iceqcc-r:nﬂwg1. Poglia caoid that ABC was chargad
with/ failurz to m2zt Fairness Dpctrinc standards in its trceat-
ment of Italicn-Amcriczns. As did 211 att:ompts to talk things'
out with the nztwork pcoplz involv:éd, th: licenSﬂ challcnge -
fc.i.led.

Meﬁtings at CBS ;nd NBC were, in Foglic's viaw, "hardly morz
succassfuls, "NBC mod:z 2 token gestur:z of filming 10 programs on
Italian-Am;§icuna for chvir ‘Knowlcdg:'ceries that airs at six
o'clock in th2 morning," Foglia, said, "whilc still retaining thz
right to broadcast that super crimes -xtrgvaganza.‘The Godfathur.'"

‘ . ' 25 \.
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Foglia stressed that such actions by thz networks r2present

a dereliction of duty by public iccnced mediums of communica-
“tion, and that tho "gro**‘xnﬁen,it1v1t1‘~" of thc media . have
increased a group enea jpmong Italian-Amcricans of alicnation and

detachment. "As groups féel more powerlcss and voiceless," ,
Foglia said, "[thoy] ,arp less pron: to look with suspicion on
those .who would inhlblﬂ.frﬁedom of the prasz, ds they fcel-as
if thexr group identitydifes bcen totally cansored by the proces
of a' malicious dictortion,"

"Foglia asscrted thaf a®remedy nz:d not involve rcgulation:
or banning. "P:rhaps,” h2 said, "in simpl: justice and in an’
enlightened *lf-lnt":;st, the media might consider- -whzather it
has some affirmetivc, duties toward.groupc it has maligned."

Nonethzlzss, hs lcft the gathering with a thinly—Vailed'
thraat. "Otherwise," Foglia said, “"thz de facto gensorship ,
which has bnen perpetzatzd on Italian-Amcricans and other }“
ethnic groups will have to bo redresced by less palatable sb- Al
lutions." . . 4 ' T8
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Plegag Discuccion

The rcgulation ‘.rgumcnta wera followad by a lively plenary
"discussion of ovar an hour's langth in which all confercnce
participants, including morning and aftcrnoon panclists, trad=d
arguments in a spiritcd and often 2motioncl session.

Panelist Nat Hentoff delivered 2 strepg impromptu rcobuttal
to the guests who had urgad limited raqulatiqh of spe2ch in the
previous’session, sparking articulatc responses from two parti-
cipante from the Council for Interrzcial Books. e ACLU's Gara
LaMarche delivered an clocuent plea for the right of all vicws

' to be heard in soclzty, including those which some, dzem to be
pernicious. And B2n Logan of United Mcthocist Comuniqations
outlinzd a currant program sponsorcd by that organization and
others, which is an educati.onal altornative to censorship.

ﬂ Two of thc morning panclists alco retu:nod to discuss the

IR—— _1ikclihood of a new Suprzme Court dafinition pf .obsconity ramw
sulting from the recent convictions of two leqding pntvcyors

. - .of sexually explicit nt.tari.als. .

4

. Hentoff got the s20sion -oving wi.th his robntt&l. which .was
/—v 2imed at th2 earlizr r-marks of Bob Moom, Phil Foglia and the

~ NO9Y pund urging limit2d requlation of frae gpecch, "I must say,"”
»2id’ Hentoff, “that tha thrust of all thre: statements struck
me as"juat short of Cz:choalqvakfa."howeva: noble tha intent,"

Hentoff charg=d thzt the thre2 groups were urging cenaorahfp.
_ howavor they chosz to cuphemize it. Addr:ssing an argument Moor2
" had, put forth 2c a foundation of hic position, Hontoff gave .
littls weight to th: coneopt of race and szx 3s unalterablz con-
ditiong of being, . , ; . .

"That I'm willing to stipulate is correct,” Bontotf said,’

*But raciom and sexicm, however thos2 are d2fined -~ and thzy‘re .
dofincd in'an infinit: number of woys -- those ars expressions
of cpeach and of thought, And I think it is evading tha iscue
to soy that race ond sex are unalterablo, and theroforas thoy
cmbt bo diséucsed.” {

- " gho problem, in Hontoff's viow, is ci.mple: *Do you have a
robust exchange of idccs within this froc cociety -— as dcongerous
as that is, as risky as that. is == or do you begin to stort
cutting down on th2 Fivrt Amondment?® In his viaw, any sort of
thouqht control is ccnao:uhip, and cc onch,"dangorouu stuff,”

S
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e s : *"Who dccid>c?" Hentoff ackad,: "Tho on carth decides whethae °
.. 2 book is pexist and to ghat dogres it ic cexist?" Hentoff notzad
. that Jozn Eidion and Lcurice Sendak. hav: bazn attacked by som2
~ . feminists fas sexist. “Uhat you'r:> doing is opening up a whola
*. lot of possibiliticc for pcople unncmed and of unnamed back~
. grounds to hassl: libricrians and tcechorg,™ he said. Hentoff
said that a teacher or 1ibrarion has the First Amondment right to
v dacide what h2 or chc wants, without the aid of concernad com- .
mittees, vigilante or othcrwise. o e . \

. . Bentoff's commzntc brought forth lugid rcbuttal from two
¢  membars of thc Council on Interracizl Books. Jean Bond first
reminded tha confcrenc2 of the conczpt of covert cenborship,
“which she f21t wéc. gotting lost. “lir, Hontoff exprosses great
‘concern about who will dz2cids if ind:zd thara are to bc scome
sclection criteria ectoblichad,” said Bond. “But I don't hear

any concern on his part about who deeides now, "

* Bond chargcd thet = long dstablichod and systcmatic procass
~—aeto_cupprass.certein vi:wpoints exictc in this country, and said |
that th= Council cceke to undo that proc2ss. "Thig is vhersa am
organizaotion that ctandc zgainst ov:irt canco:yhip ought to eddr:on
it"alt -- to thct kind of c*nsorship, Bond said. 4

- Shortly therzeftzz, Albart Schuortz, zlso trou th: Cmncil,

gpoke about the nzad for a method to facilitate chang2. “Som: .
. of our zrgumentc againct cansorship: cgn go t& maintain the ctotus .
" S qup." he said. *znd I think that's tha. largast problem.”

' Schwaztz ceid thet todcy, the pnblishing housas, tht news—
papers and TV arc mcking the decisions for tha schools and li-
.brariss with littls o- no input from minority people. This has
Xacult:d in white mclz zuthoritins keccping books i.n tho cchools
which sovorsly disturb minority atud-nts.

L "o know w2 don't want gonsorchip,” Schwartz aaid. /*But do
% w3 want to maintain cll asp2cts of th: ctotus cuo? - The argumcnt
agcipst cincorchip is & doubl:-cdgnd sword, If we say we are
3 . going to maintain & book, going to kiep it, what alaa ar: we
a . ka:ping with Lt?“

(4 .
. .
J
.

nn:du:taly przccding Schwa:tz, Gara I.a.narcha of thz ACLU.,, ™'

*  rebuked thae Council znd the two othzx groups. for c2nsorchip,

) and urged that harmful taxts bo fought inctsad by adding nzw

it ot matericls. . o o

« . . gy, ey

. " ®hi woy to fight bad idcas,® reid LoMorch2, who also t2achzs
nursery cchool, "ic with.good ideac, by cdding the good idzas,
and I think you r2ally have to call whct you're doing censorship,
becauce that's what it is," LaMarch: callpd the covert ccnsor=
ship and Fourt2anth Am:ndment argum:nts o£ the Council "cpccious

e

. . *28
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> .
ways of convoluting th: iscucs," and scid that the regulation

dcmandcd by th: thro: groups beors @ "significant rclationship
to other kindsof thought control.” ,

. -"What we hove to Co, ™ LaMarchc stotod, “is to stand up for'
~ the rights of 21l kindz of vizws to bc hzard, and that gheulg
‘paver ever involve tha supprassion of views which we think are
‘pernicious.” s :

, Near th2 =nd of the program, Bzn Logan of United Mathodist
Communications took LaMorche's solution onc step, further by
posing the possibility of structurcé educcotional altarnctives to
cansorship. Logan, vho is involved in such a program, callzd
| *“Talavision Aweran:cs Training," said that such solutions can

" |sarve as “"antidotcr to poisons® by reicing awareness to the

-

\s2condary mescagec on t2lavision--thz storeotyping, the sexism,
.\the corrosive cffzcts of vidlenca, “Th:sc are positive rcsponses
to nagative prog=zcmming on television," Logdn‘said. )

a very difforcnt wey. "I think thera's o trcmandous amount °
f power in learning to us2 telavision in a constructive; -awar:

+" Logan, said, He crid that pcople who have becn through the
rkshops have profit:=d grcatly fram it, “Thoy ar2 empowcred, ®

an said, and "thoy no longa2r hav: to bc victims of th: systom."
1 i L§ . . , ! v
q: Barlizr in th2 c:csion, Mary K, Chalton from the Westchastor
iibrary system commant:@ in responsz to the statecmont from the
Council's Bob Moorz. Ch2lton mzde scvorzl points: first, that
childrcen have rightc in tha textbook procass also. "I hatz to
-8cc kids as & powsrl:zoc minority having anyona's decisionmaking
forczd upon thcm," Ch:zlton said, Sh: zdded that sha thinke the
-Council ovarostimatzc the effocts of taxtbooks on children,

. [ » R
Sacondly, Ch:lton confecsad to be "worricd® by Moorc's
portrayzl of thec Council's view, of rocial minorities and womon bey
cause thoy tond to cmorje asc “monolithic" groups. Chelton, a
-self-stylad fcminict, ccid that tharce is hordly a unificd per-
spectiva on what it mcens to be a fcminict or a membcr of a

.. reciel minority, "I think you'r> in dcng:r of being celled rcim-

L "ot P s v e ’ 29 Lo

-plistic politicrlly," Ch:lton caid, - “as wzll as consorious in
- tha First Amendment conca.” g ! . 1

Finelly, Chal;;dn not2d that sh: underctood the group's frusc- .

tration. “"Unlaco-thsz: ic some sort of squal access to woalth,”
Ch:lton said, "I con't c23 2qual accicc to information,”
’ ' L4

The Telavision Awareness Training program-involvus.xcegional ...
rkshops around thz country which tzzch pcoplz to use t2lavicion -
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) A fow members of the. audicnce zarli>r chose to pose spacific
P quastions to the spack:rs from tho pravious session.

, Gzrald Pompcr of th: ACLU had bagun th2 s2ssion by asking

re for his position on material such as The Mérchant of Venice
‘or_ Manchild in thz Promised Land, matzrial that is "notcble in
literary or artistic t2rms, may even be accurate, and yct can
offand sensibilitizs." Pomper wishzd to know if in Moora's vicw
onz ought not to usz such material,

; In respons2, Moorz said that, akin to the NOW statement,
material such as thot mzntioned by Pompaer could be effectively
us2d in the classroom by teachers who have r2ceived proper
training. "If you start2d 2xcluding 2very piec2 of liteorature
that contain=d any bit of race or scx bias in it," Moorz said,
"the classrooms would be rathe: empty.”’ &

y _Moore_pointcd out that high school studcnts--who are th*‘« -
' onas likely to be givan such matecrials--would eventually comz
into contact with those concepts, whather through the media or
through written mat2rials outside th2 classroam.

“We (vould strongly urge schools,," ‘Moore said, "to provide
‘the in-sarvice or pre-s:tvicz2 training thzt would ecuip tcachers
‘to usa thos2 materiale in a constructive way in the classroom; -
.to h2lp studants to sce thosc problcms and help them deal with ©
those probl<ms in lit>rature,” ’

.Steve Schouer, outhor " and TV columnist,.th2n challengad
. Phil’ Foglia's criticism of th> film The Godfathcr, of which
- Schauer said he was an cdmirar. "A lot of distinguishad critics
‘ think. it was a work of art," SChauer said,”* and on2 of thz ynjor
Amcrican films of the d=cada. ' Can you articulate for ma thc
reasons you would giv: for network t*lov}'ion not broadcasting
a film like that?' . ) L
. roglia raspondad by qualifyinq his carlier remarka. "The
Godfathor is not in the cate=gbéry of som2 of th2 other movizs I
mantioned,” Foglia stotzd, "But I m:intioncd Tha Godfathcr for
a single rcason ==bocaus2 it was so w21l donz2, so artistic and
. 80 w21l rz2c2ivad, it had thc most impact on this country in tcrms
of uhat people percaivzd the image of Italian-hmcticans .

f AR ‘
- o

Poglia nogﬂd that th2 movi> was anti-Catholic in addition
to betng anti-Italizn, and charg=d that most people viewed it
as a "vary obvious and distorted attempt to focus in on Italian=
Amcericans in America.*
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. Foglia said that the movie vicwed by itsclf was acceptablz,

i but not within thce contzaxt of the wezy Italian-Americans are de-

' picted on telavision., “We did a study of movies oMt ABC," Foglip
said, "that showed 50 Italians portraycd as main characters in

. = these movies, and every single onec of them was a criminal.”

Near the end of the session, Bob West of ,the Unitarian
Universalist Association ask2d for a voluntzer. from among those
ip attendance to.discuss the possibility of new Supreme Court
definitions of obsconity arising out of ths recent obscchity
convictions of Decp Throat. star Harry Reems in Memphis and Hustlcr
publisher Larry Plynt in Cincinnati, Two of the morning panclists
| chose to address th2 cuastion. e ¥P. @ “aw

," . -

Nat Hontoff said that neithar case was likely to affect
.+ "thae Suprémz Court's uttar confusion onlwhat'dbscenity is."
‘ | Hentoff noted that thc Beoms case will be heard after the Codrt
- '-rales on a similar cass coming out of Kentucky in which the .
4 ““Solicitor General has already confesgéed error for trying the——
} '+ defondant on Mill:r obscenity standards while the alleged criminal
activity occurred prior to that 1973 Supromz Court ruling.
+ . [Editor's note: Sinc:z tha'Conferepce, the -Supreme Court has
’ ruled in favor of th: d:fandant in tha Kentucky pbscenity case.}
“If the Supreme Court d2cides to approach.the case on that
ground, then Harry R2ems will be fre=z," Hentoff said. “And'I
doubt the Miller decision will b2 affected thercby.”

Hentoff said that 15 th2 Flynt case, the obscenity count
‘will probably be obscur2d the charge of conspiracy to engage in
* - organized crime, )

"The Supr2mz Court justiccs know there is something wrong,"
Hentoff added., "What case will trigger a change I don't know.
‘“ . It may be Larry Flynt, Hc may contribut2.vitally, almost against
’ his intontions,. to th: history of the First Amendment."

Harriet Pilpel th2n commented. “"Much too much attzntion is
. being paid to what th2 Suprem2 Court said in Miller,” Pilpal
. said. "I don't think th2y know what they’haid, and .I don't think
anybody else knows what thay said. In considering obscenity
censorship, you look zt what thcy did rath=r than what th2y said.”

. Pilpel notad that immediately following tha Miller docision,
‘ the Court revarscd obsccznity convictions in a number of cases,

. {ncluding the infamous Carnal Knowlcdg: casea in Georgia. "I
think the obscanity issu> is.going to r2main doudod in obscurity.
* probably until the Black-Douglas position is'adoptad,” Pilpel
‘ said, g{}\ .

1
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. Pilpol said that in the two cases in quastion, thosc of
Reems and Flynt, sho do2s not look for much help as to the lan-
guage of what constitutaes obsccnity. Howaver, she said that the
two cases may allow th2 court to rcmove pzople such as printers,
distributers and nawsstand owners from thz scope of obscenity
liability, "I am hopaful," said Pilpel, “that the Mcmphis and
Cincinnati cases may .give the Court an opportunity to take out
whole categorizs of pzople which, while it doesn't gct what we
want, is.a step in -the right dircction."

. Steve Scheuer then asked Pilpel if the same local coﬁmunity'
~ standards rqle would a2pply to alleged obsconity on television?

Pilpel teplied that th2 courts have held that broadcasts

‘ which are heard in many states can be judgzd by the laws of thz
varioug states, "The only differenc> between TV and radio and
publications,®said Pilpel, "is.that Congress could prc-cmpt the
field of electronic mcdia it~1t -wanted-to-as-to obocenlty, but___
I'don't thlnk it has. 5
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Summary Romarks: 'iiéhard Haffner

" I wish in a sensc that things hod bacn done in reéverse,
I wish that you pcople who dcal very practically, and with
great cmotion and with great determination with the issucs that
have becen raisecd this zftcernoon had spoken first, and thcen we

theorists —- who are very much concerncd about the First Amcndment -

= I don't relegate it simply to the arca of thcory-- but thosa
. people who spoke this morning had thzn to address themsclves to.
the very real problems that were raised this afternoon\

"Wat Hentoff said a fow moments ago—- zbout what the two
gentlemen up herc had to say-- “that's dangzrous stuff.” Well,
that's the exprescion that was used in '76 =-201 ycars ago--+
in transposing thz locus of power in an establishcd socicty.

I think. that's what thas2 gentlemen up here were talking about..
they were talking about r, they wore talking about the

T ereative, encrgizing power of the media; thay were talking-about

how we becam? what we are, how we lcarn what it means to be a
human being through th2 media. And thecy were noting, as on2 por-
son noted at the session that I attcnded late this morning, that
we have long since in our society ragulated idcas. Now, -along
comc a group of poopl: who say thesc ideas aren't accurate,
‘aren't acccptabl2s, we're going to impose othar ideas upon then..
Who is doing violence to the frcodom of expression? Thos2 in
control at the momeont? That saems to be a question that's come
up, and I think that's 2 cupstion that all of us here ar2 going
to be obliged to dzal with., Yes, it's dangerous stuff as Mr,
Hentoff said, and indczd, everything that's been 'said this morn-
ing and this afternoon is dangz2rous stuff,

"One’ speaker talkid about adding newer ideas rather than '
abandoning older idcas., If it weren't for the fact that therz's

probably not world cnough and time to do so —-that must have been’

the reaction of som2 of the paople in this room -—that idea might
be even more embraceable,

"It occurrcd to ma- R I listened today that I wish B, F.
skinner worz her2 today,“teaching uz something about the valua-

" leosnass of tha concopt of tha autonomous many teaching us some-
thing more about how w2 become what we are, Perhaps wo would be
a little more respectful of thosa who are so insistent that
thers be a reconstitution of tha idcas that go into the media,

L
.

33

- —— ————— ———

T

. — ———— = ————




- | - 50

*You bcgan this morning i:y asking thc ouzstion: “Is ther2
a line beotween group oxpression of opinion--legitimate and.
dasirable participation in the ‘democratic process-~—- and unde-~
sirable prescure on a channel of communication? As I listenad
| today, and ther> may bc those of you who think otherwise--
o to me it seemed clear that the answ2r was yes, but 'we don't
} ' know where it is. That's dangerous bucinass, again. But we
havz to koep trying to find out.

-

"You rais ed two oth>r questions: "Whos2 rights ar2 involvad?*.

}&nﬂ” And it scems cuite clcer from everything that has bean said
| todey--cveryone's, :
. ‘And th= third znd last qu=stion° “And when?* I suppose

- tha bast answer is--all the time. %hich mak2s this a §ime for
all of ue, I think, to rzspond very povitively and in every
,..aspect_of ouxr L;Lves to thc very guastions that wore raiscd h=rc e,

today." s

b
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