No/DaN/pP 20th May, 1981.

Kenneth lMovgan, Esqey
vnireomr,

The Press Couneil,

1, Salisbury Square,

me, E&o"’!

Dear lir. Morzan,

On behalf of the National Campaign for the Reform of the fhscone Publicntions
Acte, I wish to make a formnl) compleint to the Press Council about the London even-
ing newspaper "The New Standard" for refusing to publish an sdvertisement of ours
in the Thupsday, 2lst May issues A resumé of ihe relevant facts follows helow.

~ On Tuesdey 5th lMay 1 placed an erder, in writing, for a quariér-pace advert-
isement in "The New Standard" (copy of order emclesed herewith), ai an agreed cost
of £1800,00, This advertisemeni was in the form of an announcement reparding
London's sex cinemas, the Williame Report (the Report of the Tlome 0ffice Commitiee
on Obscenity and Film Censorship) and censorship in this country in genera}. I
personally dekivered our chegue with the copy to "The New Standard" offices at 118,
Fleet Sirest, E. .4, on the afterncon of 19th May, |

The following morming, 20th May, I received a tlelephoune call from a Mre Foter
Marsh, vho described himself, I belicve, as their "entertaimments advertsing
manager®, to inform me that the advertisement had been refused. lle did not lmow
the reason,

I fumediately telephonal the office of ihe managing editor, Mr. Louis Wirby
but was told that he was out until 4.30 p.n. judping at an gward ceremony. I was

oonao-c./\!ﬂlﬂ’nimﬂ



.- 2‘-

then comnected, at my request, to the deputy editor, Mr, Roy Wright, and I asked
him why our advertisement had been refused. He said that he didn't like it bocause
it was primarily comcerned with only one aspect of the so-called "obscenity" issue
and that he feared its publicetion might give their readers the impression that
they condoned our esuse and campalkgn and agreed with the message we were trying to
conveys After discussing the matter with him for some time, during which I pointed
out that we were a bona fide law reform pressure group, were of serious intent,
were a completely independent organisation with ne commercial or business
connections and had been in existence for over fuve yesrs; he agreed to have another
leook at the copy and asked me to call him back in an hour; which I dids Mr. Wright
then told me that his decision was Lcisnged | ol v Ao A @ovadal gue
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During the somewhat lengthy conversation which followed, I sugcested, there-
fore, thai he, a newspuper editor, was in faveur of cemsership. e said that he
wass Then I further suggested thatidn refusing our advertisement his action wes
dictatorial and that he was denying us free speech and expression, he agreed that
that may well be so. He had earlier asked me if the sex cinemas referred te in our
advertisement were those of the type which advertised in "The New Standard”'s
entertainment colums and I said that they were, When I pointed out that, in
accepting the cinema owners?® advertisements, which brought in a considerable amount
of regular revenue to the mewspaper, vhilst at the same time wofusing vurs, "The
New Standerd” was acting with gross hypserisy; he agreed that I did have a point
there. JHowever, in spite of my prolenged pleace, ha adanantly refussd to change

_his mind and accept the advertiseuents I consequently wrote te liry Lonis Kirby,
the managing editor who renlied on 22ad Yay by saying thet he fally supported the
action of his deputy editor,

The editor of "The Guardian™ was subsequently approached and he sccented the
advertisement without reservation. It appeared on page four of last Wednesday's
edition, 27th Mey end I enclose a photecopy for your information. The copy is
exactly the cane as thet sulmitted te "The New Stendard™.

As the wording of our advertisement itself indicated ¢+ We now have more cengor—
ship in this country than virtually any other of the so-ecnlled "free" Western Werld,
We believe that it is nothing short of disgraceful that a newspaper in a country
vwhich &s supposed to have a free press, should actively endorse, support even, the
kkind of repression referred to in the asdveriisemonts It is doubly diagreceful
when such & pddicy is pursued by a newapeper which is new in a monopolistiec position
a8 regards London. Remeber that our advertiscient epecifically related to a London
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gitaation and we felt that "The New Standard" was the appropriate newspaper in
which to place it.

Editorial freedem has always been regarded as sserosanct. Once I alsc sube
seribed to that view but, alas, no more. Expericnee has shown me that such free-
dem in unimpartial, irrespomsible hands is 80 often abused. I believe that it
has been abused in this case and I find it quite deplorables

The National Campaign for the Reform of the Obacene Publications Acta
maintaing that the 24 or o "Th@'Mew Standard"'s action in rafasing to publish
our advertisement was dicterial, grossly unethical and blatant suppression of a
valid point of view on a very important issue which is shared by millions - in

—other words cemsorship of a most dangerous and improper kind., We therefore ask
The Press Comneil to investipgate this comwplaint and let us lmow its findings as
Aoon a8 poassible,

Yours sincerely,

David Webb,
Orgoniser,
E ] Hotional Compaimn for the Reform of the Ohscene Publicatioms iets
losures

|
Copy of Order for advertisament |
Copy of Advertisement as published in "The Guardian" 27/5/81 |
NuCaR.0.PuA, leaflet for information. |




