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fuite apart from the unacceptable principle of allowing the BOFC or any otlor bedy
to exercise censorship over vhat filme consenting adults are allowved to view, there
are other practicelities of the situation which must be considered. Cimerc clubs
are usually modest concerns as compared with the big cinema chnins and they do not
bave the finencial rescurces to rent oxpensive feature films. In the main
mostly show short, cheaper filma, usually of aot wore that twengy minutes duration.
Certificates from the BOFC for their films would mean an expentive, lengthy and, in
many ceses, prohibitive operalioms If cinema clubs were reowired to obtein those
for every film that they screemed, they would cease to be economicnlly viable, If
public cinemas are still to be subject to rigid siate controls, cinoma elubs at
least should be allowed to shov what films they like. Simce only adults have
accousa to such elubs; tle question of the 'protection' of minors, which the categ-
:rmun of filme elsevhere the UDFC will no doubt claim i# achieves, is here
rrolevant. . o $ el g

It should be remembered, of course, that the genersl law of the land, inciuding the
Obseene Publications Acge ond tle Indecent Displays (Control ) Act apnly to 2ll films
' ibeluding thome shown in cinema clubs. The NCROPA, of course, helieves that those
“aots should he reformed but in cay cvent certainly does not beliove that they need

to e sugmeiled by any system of additional cemsorshipe It is a fundemental
principle of freedom of expression in democracies such as the U.S.A, thet tlore
should be no prior restraint of publicetions The grading e::nb‘pﬂu of filme in
the Uslaid, are purely edvisory and voluntary. Omly when a ications kas heen
found illegul by due process of lav shemld it be prohibited. 7This principle is
respected in the Obsceme Publicetions Acte and eny system of censership, however
disguised or devious, would Le a gross violation of the principles By pro-consor
ing & {ilm, ome is pre-empting the jurisdiction of the Courts. I¢ should he
strossed that there is ac right of apoeal from a sysiow of censcbship onersied by
& local auwthority or by the POFC when their jurisdiction is accovted withont
challenge by a lecal awthority, as invariably is toe cases

The NCRGPA believes that the GIC ashould not attompt to exercise any pawer of
censorship itself any more thaa it should accept the exercise of any asswmed power
of cemsoruhis by aa owkside bedy. Although the QIC is an elected body, this does
not entitle it to abrogate the right of ndult individucls, ineluding minoritdds, te
view films of thoir choice aven if the GIC believes ihat the mejority of its
— electorate do not spurove of such Zilns, Tho tyramay of the majority is just oe

- oppressive as the tyramny of the minority. The majority do not have the right to
take away freedom of expression from minorities, That fundamental right mmat be
retoined and respected by all.

Finally we wonld gommend the Working Party to Appendix 4 (om page 2&0% of the
Home 0ffice Revort of the Committee on Obscenity and Film Consorship (the Williams
Report ), entitled "Film Censorship in Other Countries", This clearly indieates
that nearly all other Wostern countries have virtuully no prohibition of films, or
at locst very mmch more freedon of choice than we do here in the U.K.; and that
this does not present any real problems for the anthorities.



