NO/DAY/DP 17th February, 1977.

The Rt. Hon. lerlyn Rees, M.P,; P.Cqy
Home Secretary,

Home 8ffice,

Whitehall,

Lon’iﬂn’ WIA 21‘1’.

_ear lir. Hees,

I first wrote to you on behalf of the Netional Campaign for the lepeal of
the Obscene Publications Acts on 19ih September last year and I did not comment
inmed intely on your reply (from a lir. S.J. Pike dated 20th October) sinece it
arrived just before I left for a menth's visit to the U.5,i. Since then, however,
without wishing tomverstate the case, there have been some alarming developments
during your short term of office as lome Secretary which have not only invoked the
gravest concern over the pernicious trend in ever~increasing censorship, but also
filled the minds of all those who chaupion the cause of freedom with ineredulity
and outrage. It must surely bringz shame to the Governmeni of a supposedly radiesl
political party.

Whilst I was in America, the Law Lords, headed by Lord Wilberforce, arrogant—
1y took it upon themselves to change the law of the land. In their deliberations
on the D.FP.J, v Staniforth case, by ruling the inedmissdbility of that part of
Section 4 of the Obscene Publications ‘ctflof 1959, which deals with the defence of
public good in "other® matiers of gemeral concern", a handful of antediluvian
iudges have succeeded in usurping the prerogaetive of Parliament. (As the Attorney

._enerel pertinently reminded the House of Commons on 7th January — "the constit—
utional issue was whether the Courts should deliberately change the law or whether
Parliament should do so" = and as lr. Lric Heffer }.F. pointed out on 3lst January
when he said that "so many of us are getting fed up with judges trying to decide
the law of this land instead of the liouse of Commoms",) The Government, however,
has remained silent and immobile.

Early in December the Courd$ sentenced Mr. David Vaterfield to 18 months im—
prisomment snd fined him £7000 for offences in conneetion with the showing of so=
called "obscene" films in private cinema clubs to comsenting adult audiences. Ais
a reader wrote to "The fimes" (8th December), on the same day another man was fined
a mere £100 for driving without due care and attention, as a result of which he
Imoclced down a group of ramblers, five of whom were killed. N.C.R.0.P.A. protests
at such iniquitous injustice.

Wle note that the Government is to set up a Committee of Inguiry to investigate
the laws on obscenity, indecency and cemsorship., Notwkthstanding the fact that
already there have been three major such investigations (the Danish Forensic
ledecine Counecil Heport to the Danish Penal Code Commeil 1066, the Arts Council of
Great Britain's Report on the VWorkings of the Obsecene Publicalions Actas 1968 and
the exhaustive #2,000,000 United States Presidential Commission on Obscenity and
Pornography 1970), all of which reached ihe same conclusion, which ks that porno-
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graphy, obscenity (call it what you wil)) is harmless and should be freely avail-
able to adults; and notwithstanding the fact, therefore, that the setiing up of
yet another such investigation is a totally unnecessary, expensive and repetitions
exercise, we trust that the National Campaign for the llepeal of the Obsecene
Publications Acts will be invited to participate and allowed to present what we
maintain is its unanswerable case. !

. We must, however, imnsist that the Committee of Inquiry's composition truly
reflects the thinking of the modern, twentieth=century man and womam in the street
and does not comprise largely of those tired old war horses from the "Puritan
Brigede" who have, by turne, so consistently bored and infuriated us for se long
without effective challenge and whose arrogant claims that they represent the ma jord
it{ of the people of this country are totally erroneous and based on such overt
falsehocds.

What is ce is that censorship is increasing daily at an almming rate.
Not content with fact that we already have far more censorship in this country
than any other in Western Lurope (with the exception of Spain and Eire) or the
United States, every day sees the eresion of individual freedom of expression in
Some new area or other - lirs, lary Whitehouse's resurrection of the antiquated
blasphemy laws agddmst "Gay News", the new spate of customs seizures, the invocat-
ion by the police of the ancient conmion law offence of "lkeeping a disorderly house"
to prosecute private cinema clubs, the sudden unexplained withdrawal of a series of
television sex documentaries and, most serious of all, the censorship of thought
and ideas by your own aclmowledged action in refusing admittance to this country of
lirs Jens Thorsen, the film producer, on the grounds that his presence in BDritain
may lead to demonstrations and pessible breaches of the peace and would not be
"eonducive to the public good".

In your letter (from Mr. Pike) last October you said that "if the proposed

malcing of the film ('"The Sex Life of Jesus Christ') results in the commission of
any criminal offence, it will be for the prosecuting auwthorities (e.g. the pelice)
4o decide what action should be taken". You do not have that authority. Indeed in

_reply to a letter of mine to ybwrBpredecéssor, lr. Roy Jenkins, dated 15th October
1975, I was informed "that the Home Secretary has no responsibility for the enforce—
ment of the law and does mot give instructions to the police about the way in which
they should exercise their functions". You were zlso freely quoted in the press as
indicating thet you would and could not exclude lir. Thorsen. For example a "Dally
Mail" headline on 17th September last read "Rees: I can't ben film on Jesus", You
have in fact done just that - but not only that. On 13th February the news filtered
out that you had released on parole Miss Anna Mendleson, whe had served only four
years of a temn year semntence for her part in the "Angry Drigade" bomb conspiracy.
So lir. Thérsen, who has committed no offence whatsocever, is denied his freedom whilst
liiss Mendleson, a lmown and tried eriminal who has participeted in terrorist activities
of the most heinous kind, is allowed hers, presumably because this wlg;gd be "conducive
to the public good"! The world has obviously gone mad - or rather this country has!

Incidentally, a8 & Denish national and lienmark being a member state of the E.L,.C.
and the Councll of Europe, Mr. Thorsen is fully entitled to pasp freely into this
country and worlk here if he so wishes, as you will kmow. Furthermore he is entitled,
under Articles 9 and 10 of the European Convention of luman Rights, to "the right te
freedom of thought, conscience and religion" and "the right to freedom of expression
and opinion". As a signatory to that Convention, this country is bound by it. By
refusing entry to Mr. Thorsen for the reasons you have given, you have violated that

seesssfcontinued






