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Ho/baw/oP £0th November, 1081,

Robert Bdverde, Esgey

Bditory

“Sunday Hirror',
flelbarn Uircusy
London ECLIP 1Dg.

Dear iy, BEdwards,

In thie vook's edition of the “Sunday Mirrer" (10th Nov., No. 085), you
ran 4 front page étory heudlined "Stop This Vile Trude" which concerned some
appalling proctices involving dogs in the Philippines sad was illustrated by
a large photograph of o dog with its front legs bound behind its back. ¥his
was brought © sy attention by ose of cur Camittec members who, in Lis turn,
had had it brought to his attention by some young femele employees working
in the same office, They are all ardent animel lovers and wore so disiressed
by this pleture, thut they were literally in tears.
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normaily comcermed with cemsorship, cthor then that, generally speaking, aad
at least vhere adults are concerned, we weni it suppressed, The photogroph
of the tortured dog certainly distresced me too. It is, in fact, what 1
would deseribe us a truly "obscene” pioture, ualike inmocuous pictures sex-
ually explicit in ocontent. It jsn't that T am sugresting it should not have
been published because it is "obsceme" and therefore gives offence; howevers
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our opponents claim. On the contrary, 1 an dolighted that you did publish it
8o that your readers, hopefully, will be motivated into positive action.
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Vhat T an latorested in discovering, hovever, is your readership reaciion
and just hovw wamy, if amy, complaints you receive vhen you publish such indecent
pietares, Do you get more or less, for exmmple, than when you publish a "pine
™ type picture of; say; o naled or ncar nalked girl? Does, for example, Mre.
Whitehouse cver conplain about such pictures, or are her complaints slways sex
orientated?

e final pointe The Indecent Displays (Control) Aet 1981 came into force
on 27¢h Jetober. llave you considered and are you not concermed that, since
there is (1) ne legal definition of the meaning of “indecent” incorporated in
the Aet and (2) anyune can Lring o private prosecution under the Act without
requiring the conseont of the Director of Public Prosecutions, newvsvesdors and
boolshops which sell your newspaper, could well be risking prosecution,
partienlorly sineo the "indecent” picture of the dog was on the front cover and
tims ¢ould nol poseibly aveid being “publicly displayed”, according to the temms
of the Act, on boolstalls and in shops or on street cormers throughout the
country?

The implications of what this flaweriddem Aet could bring about are, T
bolieve, verywerions and I would very much like te have your comments off the
points I have here raised, "hen the Indecent Displeys (Control) iet (which we
did not object to in principle, as you will deduce from éhe leaflet which I am
enclosing for your informetion) was passing through its various stages im Parie
famont, we tried to point out its pitfalle and that it was, in effdet, o censor~
ship measare. Our appeals went unbeeded and the obscure legislation we are now
subjoet to, like the Ohscenc Publications Acts, was omacted. We believe obscure
legislation is bad legislation. What about o "Sunday Mirror Crusdae" ageinst
thias?

Yours sincerely,




