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through the iuck (or rather, misfortune!) of the draw, all happen to be bigots,
puritans, religious #amddéan, hypocrites, anbiquated etcs = or nerhans a combine
ation of all these. A jury which happemed to be thus composed ceuld hardly be
said to be"reflecting the present—day view about these matters", as you assort.
If this were indced true, why are so meny other juriss, in other similer trials,
refusing to convict?

You made the point yourself that the Holloway case was important “"because it
was the first for sometime in which the court was able to decide what should be
the senteneing policy in regard to the commercial exploitation of "rpormozraphy”.
It is clear as clear that you, yourself, have personally strongly disepproved of
theso other juries finding in the accused's favour in such cases and have thua
Agized upon this polden opportunity, initiated by Judge Morton's savage sentence
at Hnishtsbridge Crown Court, to set a precedent by not only upholding the judge's
decision, but by ordering other courts to rule likewise in othor similar cases,
with the wndisguiscd intention of deterring all others and puttinz them ecut of
busincss, In other words, total censorship.

S0 on the one hand we have the Home Secretary asking the judiciary do reduce
« Urastically the number of "offenders” they conmit to prisom, to help reduce our
tobscenely'(and I use that word in this context advisedly) over—crowded prisons,
and you on the other ordering still more people to prisom, whether they are first
offendors or not e hether—the PRImep gre-yictimipason nets | i D
Gt ¥ A a3 v Cemmes One Viekonlis .
Secondly, irrespective of the fast that the interpretation and fmplomentation
of these ridiculouwsly repressive and outedoded laws is, I regretfully bave to
accept, youwr job, it is errogant and irresponsible of you to disseminate smotive
statements ebout sexually explicit material {as I prefer to call it, rather than
‘pormogrophy! ) which are highly persenal and, ac for as I an conecerned, groesly
inaccurates You used phrases like “thet filthy trade” and "that filthy and illegal
trod@®. In ny view, sex is only filthy te the filthy-minded, and how can it he
illegel ify, a8 I heve said already, meny juries attest in the courts that it would
not "“deprave and corvupt" and that it hes not, thus, broken the law? You alsc said
that the comsercial esxploitation of pornmography “was an evil whieh had get to be
stovped”s That mgy be your personal opinions It is mot the opiniom of nll the
reclly responsible msjor world investigations into pornography which heve lalen
place doring the past sixteen years, including the 1086 Danish Forensic Medicine
Council's Report to the Panish Pensl Code Council, the Arts Coumeil of Creat
“~— Britain's Repert on the Worlkings of the Obscenity Laws in 1988, the United States
Presidential Commission'en Obscenity and Pormography in 1070 and, in 1870, the
Home Office Committee on Obscenity and Filwm Censorship (thw Williaus Commitice)s
They bewe all reached the unanimoun conmeclusion thet pormograrhy is basically harmless
and should be freely available to those adults who desire its How can it thus be
Hovil"™ if it is harmless? I would respectfully sugrest thet, if you wish teo
lecture us about the real "evils" in our sdeilety, you should cheei the factas first.
Por example, alecchol and cigarettes are both freely available in this country and
their sales provide the Exchequer with enormous revenue# in the processs Alcohol
and cigarettes both can and do actually kill people. Yet they are hoth deemed
socially accentable in o free society. According teo you, pornography is not but
who ever heard of anyone being even hammed by it, let alome killed? Your cose is
indefensibles It is about time this country, and particularly its antediluvian
Establ ishment, pot this matter into some kind of semsible and proper perspective.
What is required is a ecomplete, comprehensive liberalisation of our censorship
lawe, mot still more repressive measures to further restrict our freedom of choice,
either by Govermment legislation or dracenien judicial edicts like yours.

It is en undenichble fact that this country now has more censorship then
virtunlly eny other of the so-called "free” Western World. All thescotbher
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countries have long since had the great good common—sense to dispemse with the kind
of ridiculously out-moded censorship laws to which we, in this country, are
still subjected. They canmot all be wrong. It could just be, however, that you
aree As Heine wrote “"Where books are burnmed, in the end people too get Lurned"
and I am forever mindful that Hitler began his rise to power in Nazi Germany by
burning books and ended up by burning people from the gas chambers of Belsen; Da
Dachou end Anschwits, : :

Yours sincerely,

David Webby

Orgeniser.
Hationnl ('! for the Reform of the Qbsce eati .

* Judge Morton's sentencing policy has certainly not been shared by many
of his brother judges who have not only not subscribed to his interpret-
ation of justice, but have openly and heavily criticised the police for
persistently pursuing thes ludicrous cases at enormous cost to the tax—
payer. Judge Cassel did so on 5th March 1981 and so did Judge Babington
on 20th October 1981, hoth at Knightsbridge Crown Court.
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