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freethought criticism and satire

In Support of Another Exchange of Notes
(a little thing on the wiretapping-Negro-Jewish- 
repression-in-Russia-and-America-today theme . . . )

by Peter Edler

Eighteen Congressmen, in a letter to Soviet Ambas
sador Anatoly F. Dobrynin, charged that the condition 
of Soviet Jewry “has slowly but steadily deteriorated” 
and urged the Soviet Union to halt what they described 
as “repressions.”

On the other hand, Hermann Hoecherl, Minister of 
the Interior of the Federal Republic of Germany, told 
a press conference that the German government has 
done its spying, in an effort to ferret out Communists 
and other subversives, through U.S., British and French 
agents. He said the government had made at least 30 
requests a year to Allied intelligence authorities to 
tap telephones and open mail of suspected spies.

At first and second glance there seems hardly a con
nection between these two reports. In fact they appear 
to be contradictory in some ways.

In order to establish a denominator one has to 
know that Ambassador Dobrynin has prepared a letter 
to Congress urging it to halt what the Supreme Soviet 
considers “repressions” against Negroes. U.S. law
makers claim in their note that “Jews are imprisoned 
and condemned to solitary confinement with hard labor 
for making and distributing matzoth by improvised 
means since the state bakeries quit baking matzoth 
two years ago.” The Russians in their note claim that

“Negroes are imprisoned and condemned to solitary 
confinement with hard labor for being Negroes.”

As usual the truth lies somewhere in between.
For clarification we must again turn to Hermann 

Hoecherl who informs us that under the German 
constitution Germans are not permitted to tap phone 
wires or tamper with the mails. The Allies, when 
their occupation of Germany was ended in 1955, re
tained exclusive rights to such activities. Any German 
tapping a phone or opening mail will be “imprisoned 
and condemned to solitary confinement with hard 
labor.” In the U.S. the law is even more specific—“any 
person or persons convicted of wiretapping and/or 
mail opening is subject to imprisonment, solitary con
finement and hard labor regardless of race, creed or 
color.”

One premise underlies this complex of solitary con
finement and hard labor: Jews will bake matzoth, wire- 
tappers will open mail, Negroes will be Negroes, and 
the truth will out. Herr Hoecherl, of course, will be 
chancellor someday, and in anticipation of this he 
informs us that an effort will be made to amend the 
German constitution. This, I maintain, is not necessary 
as long as there are American agents in Germany.

(Continued on Page 2)
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’ E X C H A N G E  OF N OTE S I I I I
(Continued from Cover)

Necessary is that the potential mutuality of such an 
arrangement be recognized and explored. German agents 
should be brought to this country in order to tap our 
wires. The fathers of the constitution could hardly 
have anticipated such a situation. In any case, they 
remained mute on the point of Germans.

Still, this in itself would not solve the problem of 
Jews being imprisoned for baking matzoth in Russia, 
and of Negroes being imprisoned for being Negroes 
in America. The answer, as usual, may be found some
where in between—wiretapping and mail tampering. 
All Jews in America must be urged to tap Negro wires 
and open Negro mail. Once this has progressed far 
enough to create some racial confusion, Negroes must 
be invited to do likewise with Jewish mail and wires. 
The traditionally wily Jew will immediately start 
taking advantage of the traditionally naive Negro. In 
this way the two most extreme segments of our pop
ulation would be brought a little closer together.

But we must not stop there. Russian Negroes should 
be invited to tap the wires of German Jews, while 
German subversives, regardless of race, creed or color, 
should be urged to open mail addressed to American 
Negroes, unless they happen to be Jewish. Initially a 
Spartan discipline must be exercised, or the entire 
program would be in danger of failing.

All mail or telephone connections with people in 
solitary confinement or under hard labor must be inter
cepted, memorized and passed on to German Negroes 
in charge of wiretapping and mail-tampering in the 
United States. Russian Jews in Germany should con
sider importing their matzoth from America unless, 
bf course, they have found wiretapping in basically 
alien territory a sufficiently gratifying substitute. 
American Negroes, on the other hand, should start eat
ing matzoth as soon as their mail is opened in order 
to escape suspicion of subversion. Ami American Jews 
might think in terms of exploiting Russian Negroes 
in solitary confinement.

Briefs with these proposals must be composed by 
the governments of Russia, Germany and the U.S. 
Kach country should protest in no uncertain terms the 
absence of wiretapping and mail tampering in the 
country to which the note is addressed. Naturally a 
certain amount of diplomatic face-saving will be 
necessary.

The U.S.. for example, will stall a little to accomodate 
Russia. We will say that wiretapping and mail tam
pering are now being piloted in Germany, at U.S. 
expense, and that we will be quick to adopt it should 
it prove successful. Russia will then have to admit that 
they are considering the abolition of« wiretapping and 
mail tampering in order to stay ahead of the U.S. in 
that area. Germany should protest treatment of Jews 
in Russia by way of apologizing to the U.S. for the 
attitude of her students toward American color prob
lems. By this time American Jews would already be 
marrying American Negroes whose wires they had 
tapped.

While these plans are being considered. Russian 
Jews should be assisted in distributing improvised mat
zoth by subversives from America who have been dis
covered through wiretapping by German Negroes es
pecially imported for this purpose in order to eircum-
2

vent a restrictive constitution.
If the rate of wiretapping and mail tampering does 

not rise after these measures, public notices should 
be fastened to the portals of synagogues in Alabama 
to the effect that they will remain open in protest 
until non-tapping Negroes are apprehended and con
demned to solitary confinement with hard labor, unless 
they become violent in the face of this terrible provo
cation.

# 1 . Add W afer
A while back, an article in Chemical Week told how 

a chemist had taken into account the facts that water 
is cheap and that shipping water is expensive and had 
reasoned that it might therefore be profitable to move 
to Alaska and set up a factory there to make chemical 
specialties which have a high water content. He did so, 
using Alaskan water ar.d importing the other ingredi
ents from the mainland. This put him in a favorable 
position with respect to competitors who manufactured 
these specialties on the mainland and shipped them to 
Alaska. Thus he prospered by taking advantage of the 
cheapness and ready availability of water.

You can do even better, using another technique 
which is both more sophisticated and more widely used.
Just take a product, add water to it and have your 
advertising agency think of a reason why adding water 
made it better. Then, if your product was a food or 
beverage with caloric value, you might advertise:
“New! Low Calorie!” If it had a certain harshness, 
as a liquid detergent might, you can say: “New!
Milder! Enriched with X-237!” (It is not politic to 
explain that X-327 is water.)

Suppose your product is ethylene glycol plus rust 
inhibitor, an anti-freeze mixture. You add water and 
advertise: “New! All-season anti-freeze! Can be left 
in your car radiator all year round!” (Even Consumers’
Union seems to have fallen for this one.)

If medicine is your dish of tea, you might add water 
to a liquid preparation, such as a cough syrup, and tell 
your customers that you have a “New milder formula
tion, specially compounded for pediatric use!”

If you add water to laundry starch, be sure to pack
age it in an aerosol can to justify the multiplied price 
when you advertise it as “New! Ready to use!” If you 
add it to prunes, you might try calling them “New! 
Tenderized!” ; if to fruit juices, the law prevents, you 
from calling them juices any more, so call them “New! 
Polynesian Punch!”—and advertise them to children 
on TV.

The basic principle I describe here is not by any 
means New, of course, and stocks and stock have both 
been watered in the past to yield higher profits for 
promoters and for cattle raisers selling meat on the 
hoof. It is only recently, however, that this principle 
has been brought to full flower.

One example of true audacity in its application was 
the (temporary) success of the ham packers in getting 
the government to accept as unadulterated, ham which 
had been “tenderized” by injection of water.

My favorite, however, is the term used by the 
brewer whose beer contains less sugar (if it contains 
less sugar, you know what it contains more of). He 
calls his beer “the dry beer.”
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UNCLE IS LISTENING
By Sidney Bernard

I have, a friend, a labor organizer and writer, who’s 
sure his phone is bugged. He believes he is being 
FBIed, CIAed, HUACed—any one of ’em, maybe all. 
He lives on Long Island. He is talkative, and talks 
sense. He is full of enthusiasms, he is combative. A 
good production of Sartre or Shakespeare; a rousing 
afternoon for Y. A. Title against, say, the Chicago 
Bears—are equally grist for his curiosity mill. As for 
politics, he is a cross between “maverick demo” (his 
phrase) and bread-and-butter hip.

It, is said of Ernest Hemingway that his verbal style 
was torrential as it was persuasive. If that is true then 
my friend, in the manner of his telephone gambits, is 
very first cousin to Papa. (But I doubt the government 
appreciates this.)

Why, it can be asked, is Uncle curious? The answer 
could be that my friend has been researching, writing 
and lecturing up a storm on the subject (my title ): 
Old Nazis Among Us and Their New Career Opportuni
ties Under the Present Dispensation. I wonder, know
ing his stream of consciousness style, how the listening 
box can keep up with him. And what it can do, dumb 
brute fashion, with what it does get.

He talks through a bleep shower, often worse. When 
he calls me, like as not there is a series of tinny obbli
gatos that weasel into the conversation. Besides the 
bleeps, there are screeches, crunches and groans—all 
bugging to be heard. In combination they are like luna
tic sounds from a precision tool shop suddenly gone 
berserk.

Does he mind? Yes and no. As a man schooled in the 
detection of anything wasteful or inefficient, he goes 
livid now and then at the gross amateurism of it all. 
He feels that a nation that can produce Telstar or anti- 
anti-missiles is a nation that ought to be able to pro
duce silent-flow eavesdropping units. Another example 
(he says) of planned obsolescence—as in our automo
biles, refrigerators, washing machines, split levels.

As for the morality of the thing, or lack, he is rather 
cool. They have theirs, and more’s the pity, he has his. 
But he does own up to one concern; for the spy clerk 
whose job is to evaluate—if that’s the word—my 
friend’s monthly tape. Being union all the way, my 
friend rues the man’s working conditions. Clearly they 
are the conditions of a slavey who can’t opt for the 
picket line. There is the attendant problem of the IBM 
gorgon that does the collating. Presumably the machine, 
after it is fed the month’s conversational swatches, 
weighs the meaning of each swatch and renders a 
decision.

Call it the Audio Litmus Test (ALT).
We can only guess the spectrum of choices open to 

clerk and machine. First on the parade, and probably 
one that sets alarm bells ringing, may well be a slot 
called Ideology Breach. Was my friend “softnosed” 
during the Cuban crisis? Come to think of it, he did 
say over the phone that he would join the peace march
ers outside the U.N., adding in a riled voice, “The hot
rod gorillas better negotiate this one!” Surely he quali
fied for a “Breach” demerit with that remark. The fact 
that negotiations did take place, on the very brink, was
December 1963
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no doubt just as surely lost on that IBM gorgon.
It would seem useless to pursue other possible slots; 

there must be dozens of them. (Such as, Insults to the 
Chief (Bobby or J. Edgar); Anti-Bomb Syndrome; 
Knocks on Our Way of Life; Integration-And-Jobs 
Belligerency; No Win Yellow Policy; Khrushchev Ain’t 
Bad Jokes; New Frontier at Poolside Stories; Irish 
Mafia Puns; Peace Corps Come Home We Can Use 
You Here Suggestions; and so on.) Poor spy clerk and 
IBM, they must be as insult prone as the oceans are 
salty.

Does old mongoose Archie Moore have the answer— 
a self-inflicted “lip-buttoner” punch? You remember, 
this was the punch with which Archie was going to up
end that impossibly talky Cassius Clay—but Archie 
not only did not lip-button Clay, he himself succumbed 
to the 10-second birdie call.

But I have to leave off now, my phone is ringing.

On The Lie
by Laurence M. Janifer

We are all involved in the lie. In fact, we are all tell
ing it to ourselves and to everyone else at every moment 
of every day. No one is truthful, and no one is even, for 
very long, desirous of the truth, though some people 
think they are. The rule to follow here is that those 
who believe themselves truthful are the most constant 
of the liars. Let us face it: you are a liar, your friends 
are liars, the strangers you pass on the street are liars. 
I’m a liar too. And it seems, somehow, a good idea to 
recognize the fact, and to ventilate the lie.

It exists in a number of forms. Here are some of 
them:

“I wouldn’t do a thing like that.” “I’m not that type 
of person.” “I just don’t think like that.” “There are 
really two kinds of people. Now. my kind —”

All of the foregoing statements are Ires, no matter 
who says them and no matter how or when they are 
said. I suppose it is possible to find a situation in 
which one or more of the statements will be true (I 
defy you. in passing, to find an entirely false statement, 
a statement which has no truth in it whatever), but 
you’ve got to work at it: as normally used, as normally 
meant, they’re lies, reasonably plain and very, very 
simple.

They are lies because there exists another set of 
statements, flatly contradictory, and this other set hap
pens to be a set of truths.

Here, to keep the pattern constant, are some samples 
of this second set:

“What the hell. I’m only human.” “How would you 
like it if —” “It was perfectly natural for me to think 
(act) that way. Anybody would have.”

The truth, obviously enough, is just this: that we 
are all human. That, in other words, a common set of 
motives and a common area of judgment both exist. 
That it is possible for me to figure out, from my own 
feelings, what yours are probably like.

Let’s take an example—and, the readers of this erup
tive penny-dreadful being what they are, let’s take a 
nice, large example. Let’s take sex.

Suppose I see a pretty girl walking down the street.

3
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I have (let us further suppose) a certain reaction. 
What this reaction leads to is trouble, but we needn’t 
go into that here. The point is that, if you see a pretty 
girl walking down the sh-eet, you’re going to have the 
same reaction. Right?

Of course not. Maybe, for one thing, you’re female. 
Or maybe you just wish you were. Or maybe what you 
respond to (as I do not, much) is her pair of glossy 
high-heeled shoes, or her fluttery little handkerchief, ot
her shining long hair.

And that, of course, makes you different. That makes 
you entitled to say about me (and me to say about 
you): “I'm not that type of person.” Right?

Wrong again.
Richard Condon, a novelist who, having received for 

some time less acclaim than he deserves, is now receiv
ing a good deal more, has a sentence he likes to work 
into his books. It appears as an epigraph to The Man- 
churian Candidate, it’s a line of dialogue somewhere in 
the novel known variously as The Oldest Confession 
and The Happy Thieves, and it’s probably in the others 
as well, though I don’t recall seeing it. The sentence is: 
“I am you and you are me and what have we done to 
each other?”

What we have done to each other (this being, once 
again, the burden of my song) is lied to each other. 
But the first half of the sentence is even more impor
tant. I am you (who respond to that fluttery little hand
kerchief). You are me (who has few, if any, opinions 
about handkerchiefs). Both reactions exist in both of 
us—or neither of us is human.

Maybe, as I’ve said above, you’re female, or wish 
you were. Maybe you respond, not to a pretty girl, but 
to an attractive guy.

I don’t. I don’t  even respond to unattractive guys. 
But I might—and I know perfectly well I might. If 
Paul Krassner, tomorrow, were suddenly to seem the 
most desirable human being on earth to me. I should 
not be surprised. I think Paul Krassner would be sur
prised, not to mention alarmed, but that’s his lookout. 
As for me . . .

I know the possibility exists somewhere in my head. 
There is no type of person I ’m not. There is no type 
of person you’re not, either. The reiteration of such 
lies as I ’ve put down earlier in this piece serves as re
assurance, but no matter how often they get repeated 
they are just as false.

“ I wouldn’t  do that.” This is the simplest lie to pin 
down. It is an ancient, and a perfectly true, statement 
that it is possible to get you to do anything—anything 
whatever—of your own free will and choice. What’s 
required is a suitable rearrangement of the world you 
experience so that the required action seems not only 
necessary but practically inevitable—and this can al
ways be managed. I t  may take money and time (to hire 
actors, to create a given impression, and so forth) but 
it’s never impossible to manage. I’ve won bets on this 
one, and so can you with no more than a little imagina
tion, letting the challenger pick his own “inconceivable” 
action. If, under any definable circumstances, the action 
might be performed by any human being, you can be 
made to perform it of your own free will—providing 
only that the world you experience is suitably arranged, 
and it always can be.

“There are two kinds of people.” This lie simply 
needs opposition to show it up for what it is. Simply,
4

there aren’t  two kinds of people. You are both kinds 
(and so am I) : introvert and extrovert, objective and 
subjective, sadist and masochist, earthy and ascetic, 
male and female—all in one. You are (for instance) 
Adolf Hitler, not in some cloudy philosophical fantasy 
of racial guilt, but in sober fact.

Have you not had his impulses? Are you sure of what 
you would do, once given the power, if you were cer
tain your neighbors, your friends, that little censor in 
the back of your own mind, would not object?

You have had (and will have) every impulse. You 
are also St. Francis of Assisi—as Hitler was. You have 
within you the materials of the human race, complete. 
Only opportunity, training and proportion differ from 
person to person. Take an honest look at the impulses, 
the drives, which go through your head in one day— 
in one hour.

I am you and you arc me. And we are both every
body else, too. No matter whether I dislike a given 
attitude, a given action: I share it. I, too, am capable 
of it, good or bad, sensible or idiotic. And so are you.

Please believe that it gives me no pleasure to make 
these admissions. Like you, I’m not only used to my lie, 
but I need it in order (as I tell myself) to continue 
going through the world with minimal confusion.

Because the lie has a high value for us all. I t  must, of 
course, or we’d get rid of it. It enables us, without too 
much agony, to present a simple and salable picture to 
the world—to such people as we try to impress, to such 
people as we want to like us—to, in short, everybody. 
I t  gives us a part to play, makes us predictable and 
consistent.

The trouble is that, once outside the normal confines 
of your normal part, you’re likely to get lost because, 
except under the conditions you’re used to, your charac
ter doesn’t  exist. Imagine (for instance) Bunthorne in 
a Pennsylvania coal-mine. Or Cyrano in an auto factory.

Once we’ve picked our parts (with helpful advice on 
casting from parents, relatives, husbands or wives, 
teachers, psychiatrists and so forth) we’ve got to be 
pretty careful about our settings. And what opportuni
ties we miss because they’re not “suited to the part” ! 
Some of us can’t ride roller-coasters, for instance: 
we're sensitive souls, and it’s too bad. Others, the plain 
blunt men) can’t listen to Debussy. Some few (the free 
Bohemian sools, a very popular part among the young) 
can’t  live in Brooklyn across the street from the Eye 
& Ear Hospital and have meaningful arguments with 
the local A&P manager.

I does seem a shame . . . but I don’t see any real 
possibility of our giving up the lie. I wish I did. When 
you get up close to the bars of it and look out—what 
a broad sky there is out there! What a fine breeze! 
What freedom—what space!

And here we sit—in the cells we’ve built.
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The Trial o f Eros Magazine

PART THREE
Mr. Dickstein: Your Honor, I would like to say at 

this point that we have—I would like it understood at 
this point that we have a continuing objection to any 
testimony which has now been offered or will be offered 
with respect to the effect of this material in terms of 
acting out. This is a question which the Supreme Court 
has put beyond the pale of obscenity inquiries. I would 
also like to state it is becoming increasingly apparent 
that the purpose of proving the testimony of this wit
ness is to try to develop a case of obscenity which the 
Government failed to do before they closed their pre
sentation.

Mr. Creamer: Your Honor, Dr. Bennett and the Rev. 
von Hilsheimer testified as to what would happen when 
this book got into the hands of a 14-year-old. We are 
merely rebutting the testimony that they gave on that 
point.

The Court: You may do that, but I think that the 
doctor went a little beyond that in the last two answers, 
and I do not think it would be proper.

Mr. Creamer: I would move to strike them volun
tarily.

The Court: He is talking about statistics, and so 
forth, and it cannot be a result of this book or any 
other. It is a result of any number of situations. If he 
describes that as a general situation which most of us 
know, anyway, but would not be in this record, it would 
be one thing, but I don’t think he said as a result of 
reading this book we had an increase of this or that and 
several sexual offenses. I think it would be better if 
you ask the doctor the question and have him answer, 
give counsel an opportunity to object rather than have 
the doctor repeat—recite the wrong words.

Mr. Creamer: From your education and experience. 
Doctor, what would be the effect of a 14-year-old boy 
reading the handbook?

Mr. Dickstein: Objection.
The Court: Overruled.
The Witness: To an average boy. I would say it 

would be very disturbing and certainly would possibly, 
and most likely, excite him to sexual misconduct.

Q. What kind of sexual misconduct?
Mr. Dickstein: I object.
The Court: Objection overruled.
The Witness: Because of the sexual image it would 

produce in the boy it would lead to self-abuse, mastur
bation, and that would lead to other types of sexual 
activity.

Q. Doctor, from your experience and education, what 
do you believe the impact would be on an average per
son, an adult?

A. I think again that it would stimulate the prurient 
interest and certainly also would mislead him into be
lieving that this is acceptable behavior in our com
munity.

Mr. Dickstein: Objection, Your Honor, unless he de
fines what he means by prurient interest.

The Witness: That all types of perverted activities 
are normal as described in this book.

Mr. Dickstein: Has the doctor just described his
December 1963
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definition of ‘'prurient” ?
The Witness: In other words, the stimulation by writ

ing or pornographic books to sexual misconduct, or in
stilling lustful feelings.

Cross-Examination
Q. Doctor, did I hear you say that The Housewife’s 

Handbook does describe a type of attitude which is 
prevalent in our society?

A. No. It implies that this type of activity that this 
person indulged in is the type that most women desire 
and want, and that would be perfectly normal for 
women to do.

Q. Doctor, when you read The Houseivife’s Handbook 
—incidentally, when did you read it?

A. About two months ago or so.
Q. Do you happen to know anybody else who has 

read it other than those who are in the court here to
day ?

A. My .secretary. A mature lady of sixty, I add.
Q. And that is the only person you know who has 

read the book?
A. No. One of my psychologists, Dr. Orchinik.
Q. When you read the book did you get the impres

sion that the authoress was a happy woman?
A. No. The only impression I got was that she was 

a sick woman. I got the impression that she certainly 
was quite confused about her sex life and that she had, 
well, I guess she was abmoral, poor moral standards.

Q. Is morality a concept of psychiatry or religion?
A. I would think' so. I certainly don’t recommend 

people to be promiscuous or practice perversity.
Q. That wasn’t  my question. I asked you whether 

morality is a concept of psychiatry or religion.
A. I think all human activity, no matter what it 

might be, comes under the aegis of a psychiatrist in 
advising patients what to do and what not to do.

Q. Do you consider you are an expert on morality?
A. Oh, no. Of course not. I do not.
Q. By the way, when you read the book did you read 

it from cover to cover, Doctor?
A. Yes, sir; I did.
Q. All of it?
Q. Yes, sir.
Q. Did you read the authoress’s discussion on “Sex 

in Lanuagc and Action”?
A. I read every word. I can’t remember the details. 

I read every word of the book.
Q. Do you remember what she had to say about sex 

in language and action?
A. I think, as I recall, she deplored the fact that so 

many of our young people don’t know the proper names 
for sex organs or sex activity, and encouraged the use 
of the vernacular.

Q. Do you consider that wrong?
A. Yes, I do. I don’t think vulgarism is proper in our 

society.
Q. You would not encourage the use of the ver

nacular?
A. Four-letter words, no, I don’t.
Q. Are the adolescents whom you encounter normally 

in trouble with the law?
A. I would say yes. The majority come to our atten

tion because they have been in difficulty in either school 
or in the community or in the home.

Q. Do the majority of all adolescents come to the at-
S
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tention of your agency, Doctor?
A. Only those that have difficulty in attending school, 

or obeying their parents, or in breaking the law.
Q. Does the average 14-year-old have such difficulty in 

doing these things that he is brought to the attention 
of your judicial agency?

A. Oh, yes. When they are involved in not going to 
school, or stealing, or lying, or destroying property, or 
assaulting others, they are brought to our attention.

Q. Could you estimate for me how many 14-year-olds 
there are, male and female, within the City or County 
of Philadelphia?

A. I couldn’t give you exact figures, no. I will say 
that on the average in our court we process approxi- 
mataely 28,000 juveniles a year, the juvenile upper 
limit being 18.

Q. And what is the population of the jurisdiction in 
which your agency functions?

A. The County of Philadelphia. That is 2,000,000 
people.

Q. Doctor, have you ever tried to use The Housewife's 
Handbook in a clinical atmosphere?

A. No, I wouldn’t.
Q. No. I asked you whether you tried.
A. Oh, no. I never did; no, sir.
Q. Do you know whether the authoress’s view to

ward sexual practice is widely held, or is held by other 
commentators on sex and sex in marriage?

A. 1 don’t know the exact number, but those men 
that I associate with rather closely do not hold to this 
type of sex behavior. I would say that the majority of 
psychiatrists that I am in contact with do not approve 
of. say, abnormal, aberrant sexual acts.

Q. Have you ever heard of Van Develde?
A. No. I don’t know who that is.
Q. You are unacquainted with Dr. Van Develde’s 

works on marriage and sex?
A. No, sir.
Q. Did you ever hear of Love Without Fear by Dr. 

Eustace Chesser?
A. I have heard about it. I didn’t read the book.
Q. Are you aware of the fact that Dr. Chesser in his 

work which was published by Signet Books in pocket- 
book form states:

“We have seen how the tongue kiss can lie employed 
to meet the tongue to caress the partner’s mouth or 
body. It has often been used as a genital stimulation.”

He then goes on to recommend this as one permissible 
form of sex play between two people. Are you aware 
of that view?

A. Is that married people?
Q. The title of the book, Doctor, is “How To Achieve 

Sex Happiness in Marriage.”
A. That means it refers to two persons indulging 

in that who are married to each other.
Q. Yes.
A. I would say it is permissible, yes.
Q. It is permissible?
A. Between married people, yes.
Q. In fact, don’t most psychologists and psychiatrists 

and pastoral counselors agree this is permissible be
tween married people?

A. You mean tongue-kising, you arc talking about?
Q. Yes.
A. Oh. yes. I don’t  object to it.
Q. I am talking about the genital kiss, now, Doctor.

I

A. I don’t know what most think, but I  would say
that if this type of behavior does not replace the, say, 
the normal sex experience as coitus with orgasm, then, 
no, it would not be abnormal or aberrant between mar
ried men and women.

Q. And that is prevalent psychiatric opinion, is it 
not ?

A. I would think so, yes.
Q. It is the prevalent opinion of marriage counselors?
A. Married couples.
Q. Between married people.
A. Yes .
Q. And I take it you do not approve of it between 

people who are not married simply because they are 
not married to each other?

A. No. There is a little more than that. If this tongue 
stimulation of the genitals does not replace the sex act, 
in other words, does not lead to orgasm, it is not wrong.'
If it leads to orgasm, in either partner, this is biologi
cally wrong, or if you want to be moralistic, morally 
wrong as well.

Q. We have been talking about a practice, that is, the 
genital kiss known as what, Doctor, in medical termi
nology ?

A. Well, fellatio or cunnilingus.
Q. Do you consider these perversions between hus

band and wife?
A. If it leads to orgasm in either partner, yes. If it 

is foreplay in sex, no.
Q. Do you recall testifying last year in a case entitled 

Comnnmwcalth of Pennsylvania vs. Herman Robbins?
A. No. I do not recall it. What case is that?
Q. The Tropic of Cancer case.
A. Oh, yes, sir. Now, when you talk like that, yes, I 

do. I mean, names—yes, I do.
Q. Do you recall identifying cunnilingus and fallatio 

and all of'these things as perversities without qualifi
cation as to the nature and relationships between the 
couple in question?

A. I never said that. They are perversions of prac
tice to the extent that, say, they were recommended in 
that book. As I say, foreplay in married couples not 
leading to sexual climax, it is not immoral. If it does, 
it is so. If it is practiced among unmarried people, it is 
wrong, immoral, or illegal, if you want to put it that 
way, also.

Q. Do you recall testifying in that case:
“Cunnilingus. the proximation of the mouth of one 

person on the female organ of another person . . .”— 
and then proceeding to identify cunnilingus as one of 
the well-known forms of sexual perversion?

A. Yes. It is a perversion, no matter who practices it, 
but, as I say, as part of the foreplay in married cou
ples, if it does not lead to sexual gratification which 
is orgasm, it is all right to practice, but it is still a 
sexual perversity, regardless.

Q. Do you also regard the physical touching of the 
tactile sensations in love-play between a married couple 
as indecent?

A. No, sir. I do not.
Q. Doctor, do you recall testifying in this case:
“This indecent touching, of course, includes the 

touching on private parts of the individual, both male 
and female, by the hand or perhaps of the mouth.”

A. Yes. That was a definition I gave for that per
version.
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Q. Doctor, in that case you were also asked to express 
an opinion as to whether or not certain works were or 
were not obscene, were you not?

A. Yes, sir.
Q. Do you recall being asked whether you had ever 

read Peyton Place?
A. Yes. that’s right.
Q. And your answer was —
A. I think no.
Q. You said no?
A. I think. I remember seeing the movie. I believe 

that’s what I saw, Petyon Place.
Q. Doctor, I show you page 204 of the transcript in 

hat case and call your attention to the testimony, and 
I ask you to read it and tell me whether that refreshes 
your recollection as to what you said.

A. Oh. yes, I guess I did. I remember seeing the 
movie, too, yes.

Q. Oh, now you recall that you did read the book?
A. Yes. What is so horrible about that?
Q. When you read Peyton Place, did you consider it 

obscene ?
A. Well. I wouldn’t recommend it. I wouldn’t  'say it 

was absolutely pornographic, but I consider it obscene, 
yes, not the movie as much as the book.

Q. Do you recall being asked whether you read any 
of the works of Mickel Spillane?

A. Oh, that I didn’t read. If I did. it is a long time 
ago. I don’t recall. I know I saw a lot of TV shows on 
that.

Q. I show you page 204 of the transcript in that case 
and ask whether that refreshes your recollection.

A. It does.
Q. Did you read any Mickey Spillane?
A. Yes, sir.
Q. IIow many copies of Mickey Spillane?
A. Oh, I don’t know, maybe one or two. That’s the 

reason why I don’t remember all the little details of 
these books.

Q. Did you consider them obscene?
A. A lot of Spillane's books arc obscene.
Q. Pardon me?
A. A lot of his books are obscene: not all of them.
Q. Are the books you read of Mickey Spillane’s ob

scene?
A. Well, I think so, yes.
Q. Did you ever read God’s Little Acre. Doctor?
A. Yes. I hink I did. You know. I saw movies on that, 

too. You know. I got confused, but I know I saw —
Q. I am asking you whether you recall reading the 

book, not the movie.
A. I think partially. I think partially.
Q. I show you page 206 of the transcript in that case 

and ask if it refreshes your recollection as to whether 
or not you testified in that case that you had read God’s 
Little Acre?

A. Yes, it does.
Q. You have read God's Little Acre?
A. Well, not completely. I read parts of it, yes, and 

I remember seeing the movie on it.
Q. Do you recall in the case which you testified ex

pressing an opinion after stating that you had read it. 
yon were asked. “Do you consider this book obscene?” 
Do you recall the question?

A. Yes.
Q. And your answer was —
A. I think it was yes.
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Q. Well, what is your answer now?
A. I think it was obscene.
Q. Have you read Lady Chatterley’s Lover, Doctor?
A. In part, yes.
Q. Do you consider Lady Chatterley’s Lover obscene?
A. Not completely, no I didn’t. I don’t think I did. 

Some of the passages —
Q. Do you recall your testimony in answer to this 

question in the case in which you testified in the Com- 
monwealth of Pennsylvania vs. Herman Robin?

A. Yes.
A. Well, it was obscene in parts. I think I said that. 

I said there were certain scenes and passages. I wouldn’t 
put it down as hard core pornography.

Q. Doctor, I would like to read you some testimony 
and ask whether you recall these questions and these 
answers:

“Q. Have you read Lady Chatterley's Lover?
“A. In part.
“Q. Do you consider that obscene?
“A. Yes. sir.”
Do you recall those questions being put to vou?
A. Yes.
Q. And do you recall those answers coming from vou?
A. Yes.
Q. Doctor, have you seen a nudist publication called 

Sunshine and Health?
A. Yes, sir.
Q. Do you consider that obscene?
A. A majority, yes.
Q. What do you mean by a majority?
A. Most of their publications are obscene because 

they portray the completely nude body, men and women.
Q. Are you aware that the Supreme Court of the 

United States has held Sunshine and Health not to be 
obscene ?

A. Yes, yes. I am aware of that.
Q. Docs that affect your opinion in any way?
A. No, it doesn’t.

Third Day
The Court: . . . You will proceed now with the calling 

of what other witnesses you have.
Mr. Creamer: Thank you, Your Honor. Dr. Ann Ford.
Q. Dr. Ford, I wonder if you would give us a resume 

of your educational background.
A. I am a graduate of the School of Medicine, the 

University of Pennsylvania. 1940. I had a fellowship in 
psychiatry at the Pennsylvania Hospital for Mental and 
Nervous Diseases. I then had the first fellowship in psy
chiatry granted by the Rockefeller Foundation to a 
woman at the Institute of the Pennsylvania Hospital. 
I worked for a number of years as an associate of the 
late I)r. Edward Strcckcr, professor of psychiatry at 
the University of Pennsylvania. I am a diplomate of 
the American Hoard of Neurology and Psychiatry 
which means that I am certified by the American Board. 
I taught at the University of Pennsylvania and the 
Woman’s Medical College in the departments of psy
chiatry. I was on the staff of the Philadelphia General 
Hospital, the Woman’s College Hospital, the Woman’s 
Hospital, the Pennsylvania Hospital for Mental and 
Nervous Diseases and the Institute of the Pennsyl
vania Hospital. I then became chief of psychiatry at 
the Woman’s Hospital, Pennsylvania, and head of the 
Ann H. Ford Clinic in that hospital.

7

http://www.ep.tc/realist/46
http://www.ep.tc/realist


The REALIST Issue Number 46 - Dec, 1963 - Page 08
scans of this entire issue found at: http://www.ep.tc/realist/46

I am now retired head and consultant to that hospi
tal in private practice doing psychoanalysis.

Q. How many years have you been actually engaged 
in the practice of phychiatry?

A. Since 1941.
Q. Doctor, have you read The Housewife’s Handbook 

on Selective Promiscuity by Rey Anthony?
A. Yes.
Q. In your opinion based on your education and ex

perience does this book have any medical value in the 
field of psychiatry or psychology?

A. No.
Q. Why?
A. In the field of psychiatry in which I am involved 

it would be a destructive book. The book itself is wri- 
ten by or about a very disturbed person, one who is 
emotionally very immature and who has not progressed 
emotionally from the age of childhood when people are 
in a normal homosexual stage.

This is not about a woman; it is about a homosexual 
woman. This woman in no way indicates in her book 
that there is anything except the wish to be a man, the 
wish to have a penis, and she goes through all of these 
diverse and exhausting means to procure this organ.

Q. Could you give us a little more background on her 
psychiatric condition as it appears in the book, that is, 
with regard to her thoughts on the clitoris and other 
things as developed in the book, what that is in terms 
of her psychologic make-up?

A. In the embryonic development of the human fetus 
the fetus is bisexual, and the sexual organs develop, the 
predominant one matures and the recessive organ shows 
remnants. The clitoris is a remnant of the male penis 
from fetal development and this is so emphasized in 
this book, it is the only penis this woman has, and she 
all but works it to death. She must have this recog
nized. She must have great male attention paid to her 
substitute penis, and in this way she is not making love 
to these men. This is not a lovers’ relationship; it is 
a matter of demeaning, sullying these men who come 
in contact with her.

This doesn’t  occur to her because she doesn’t evi
dently understand her own problem. Her homosexual 
activities are carried out in an acting out process where
by she satisfies her homosexual needs by snatching 
some other woman’s penis, that is, some other woman’s 
husband, and in this way she makes a vast collection 
of male organs, at the expense of some other woman 
usually.

Q. Does this book have any medical message to it?
A. Well, the only message I found in the book is if 

you are dissatisfied with your husband look around and 
get some other man.

Q. Doctor, based on your education and experience 
would this book have any value to you in the treatment 
and counseling of your patients?

A. No, I think it would be more disturbing. Here is 
a woman who is so confused, and she is so far from 
understanding what her problem is, that someone in a 
similar situation — and there are many of them — 
promiscuity is certainly not an act of love, but an act 
of hostility, and it would only reinforce the anguish 
and the feelings of hostility that my patient would have.

Cross-Examination
Q. Dr. Ford, are your patients normally people who 

are disturbed in one way or another?
A. Yes.
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Q.You indicate, then, that the book might tend to
fortify or intensify the anxieties or hostilities of your 
particular patients. That is your empirical experience, 
is that correct?

A. It might tend to do that, yes.
Q. You have on the witness stand drawn a psychiatric 

profile as you see it of the authoress of the book from 
a reading of the book, have you not?

A. Yes.
Q. You believe your comments are valid, do you not?
A. Yes.
Q. Does what you read in the book seem to be con

sistent with the particular forms of disturbance and 
the roots of disturbance that you have seen in other 
similar, real cases?

A. Yes.
Q. Do you know of any other books which are auto

biographical first-person accounts of women of their 
sexual activities and attitudes?

A. Not offhand.
Q. Do you think this book, in the sense of it being 

an autobiographical account by a woman of her sexual 
attitudes and activities, has some value, instructional 
value, to a psychologist or a psychiatrist?

A. This particular book, no.
Q. Well, does it present a case history in a sense?
A. When one reads the first chapter, it has been read.

The rest is repetitious.
Q. You mean a trained psychiatrist can deduce 

everything else that follows from what appears in the 
first chapter? Is that what you are saying?

A. In a sense, yes.
Q. Are you saying that it is repetitious of other case 

histories which all psychiatrists are aware of?
A. It has its uniqueness here and there.
Q. What are those points of uniqueness?
A. Well, the dripping vagina, the blood running down 

the legs, the graphic, graphic descriptions of the sec
ond the penis is introduced into the body, the repetition 
of her whole body and being, vibrating with the ecstasy 
of sensation.

Q.Was this a unique expression within your experi
ence?

A. Yes.
Q, Did you learn something from reading about it?
A. No.
Q. Something in your framework as a psychiatrist?
A. Nothing particularly new, no.
Q. Did it add in any way to your knowledge of psy

chiatry or case histories or the particular manifesta
tion of this type of generalized disturbance?

A. No.
Q. But it did have some unique expressions of mani

festations of this type of disturbance, did it not?
A. Well, I presume the way each face is unique. The 

eyes, nose and mouth of each face are similar, but they 
are unique.

Q. Doctor, you testified that the authoress’ homosexu
ality was manifest in her continuously borrowing the 
penises- of other women, that is. their husbands, with 
which to engage in sexual activity. Have I approxi
mately stated what your testimony was?

A. Yes.
Q. From your reading of the book can you state how 

many instances there are described in that book in 
which the authoress indicates that she had sexual re-
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lations with a married man after she reached her 
majority?

A. No, I can’t.
Q. Do you know of any specifically, Doctor?
A. In the book?
Q. Can you point to any such sexual activity de

scribed in the book by this authoress after she attained 
her majority?

A. Yes. There are several in the book.
Q.Could you point—do you have a copy of the book?
A. Oh, boy! I have a copy. It doesn’t matter whether 

it is somebody’s husband or whether this woman is 
some man’s mistress. This is a very pleasing experi
ence for this woman, to take some other woman’s man 
away from her.

Q. Well, would you say this book then teaches adul
tery?

A. Not necessarily.
* # #

Mr. Shapiro: If the Court pleases, in support of the 
defense’s motion for judgment of acquittal I would like 
to review for just a moment the basic elements of the 
crime with which the defendants are charged. . . . 
There was a question yesterday which came up during 
the course of Your Honor’s questioning of the witness 
with regard to the advocacy of adultery, and in the 
Kingsley case—I would like to point this out, the most 
interesting problem—the specific issue was ruled on by 
the Supreme Court of the United States in an obscenity 
case and the Court squarely held that the advocacy of 
adultery in circumstances, in particular circumstances, 
is advocacy of an idea which is guaranteed and pro
tected under the First Amendment to the Constitution, 
and in the opinion of the Court delivered by Mr. Justice 
Stewart, he said:

“What New York has done, therefore, is to prevent 
the exhibition of a motion picture because that picture 
advocates an idea that adultery under certain circum
stances may be proper behavior. Yet the First Amend
ment’s basic guarantee is of freedom to advocate ideas. 
The State quite simply has thus struck at the very 
heart of constitutionally protected liberty.’’

Now, what this case means in essence is that philo
sophical obscenity—and I use the term in quotes—is 
not within the purview of obscenity statutes. . . . That’s 
not the reach of the statutes, whether they be Federal 
or whether they be State.

Now, apart from that particular issue I think that 
Your Honor is quite correct in feeling that Roth and 
Manual Enterprises vs. Day are the leading cases in 
terms of our particular problem here today. Now, what 
those cases do is to incorporate as the Federal test of 
obscenity the American Law Institute Model Penal 
Code definition of what obscenity is, and that is defined 
as follows in the American Law Institute Model Penal 
Code:

“Material is obscene if. considered as a whole, its 
predominant appeal is to prurient interest’’—and here 
are the very important next two words, “That is’’ (not 
“for example,’’ but an “i.e.”)—“that is. a shameful or 
morbid interest in nudity, sex or excretion, and if in 
addition it goes substantially beyond customary limits 
of candor in describing or representing such matters.”

. . .  As the Court has said in Roth and stated in 
Manual Enterprise vs. Day. pruriency is material which 
has a twofold effect: It must be sexually stimulating in
December 1963
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the sense of inciting lustful thoughts, and it must have 
the effect of simultaneously revolting the individual as 
he reads the particular literary material involved.

Now, the Court has defined in essence this twofold 
effect in perhaps a single phrase, "Creating an itching, 
morbid or shameful desire or longing with respect to 
sex.”

* # *
Mr. Creamer: Now, to begin at the beginning. I am 

in complete agreement with Mr. Shapiro that the law 
as stated in Roth and Manual Enterprises is basically 
the leading law, but Manfred also gives us a great deal 
of light in this area.

I agree wih him that Roth and Manual Enterprises 
clearly hold that the Model Penal Code definition of 
“obscenity” is what the court is following. I don’t 
think there is any question about that. Where I differ 
drastically and dramatically with Mr. Shapiro is on 
the area of his definition of "pruriency,” that is, that 
you must have the twofold effect of arousing lustful 
thoughts and also some kind of a repulsive mechanism 
as well.

I would like to call to Your Honor’s attention to the 
concurring opinion of Mr. Justice Harlan in the Roth 
case wherein he quotes from the tentative draft of 
the Model Penal Code:

“Obscenity is defined in terms of material which 
appeals predominantly to prurient interest in sexual 
matters and which goes beyond customary freedom of 
expression in these matters. We reject the prevailing 
test of tendency to arouse lustful thoughts or desires 
because it is unrealistically broad for a society that 
plainly tolerates a great deal of erotic interest in liter
ature, advertising, and art. and because regulation of 
thought or desire, unconnected with overt misbehaviour, 
raises the most acute constitutional as well as practical 
difficulties. We likewise reject the common definition 
of obscene as that which ‘tends to corrupt or debase.’ 
If this means anything different from tendency to 
arouse lustful throught and desire, it suggests that 
change of character or actual misbehavior follows from 
contact with obscenity. . . .  On the other hand, ‘appeal 
to prurient interest’ refers to qualities of the material 
itself: the capacity to attract individuals eager for a 
forbidden look . . .”

We think it is quite clear that the Model Penal Code 
strikes down the so-called stimulants of arousing lust
ful thoughts specifically; that in the language itself 
of the Penal Code, the recommendations that they 
give, there is nothing contained in this definition that 
I am about to read that gives any indication that it 
must arouse lustful thoughts or be stimulating, and 
that a thing is obscene if, considered as a whole, its 
predominant appeal is to prurient interest, that is', a 
shameful or morbid interest in nudity, sex. or excre
tion. and if it goes beyond the customary limits of 
candor in description or representation of such matters.

Now, clearly there is nothing in that definition that 
would indicate that it has to be stimulating. Further, 
from the notes which Mr. Justice Harlan reports, it is 
quite clear that they were going in the opposite direc
tion. . . .

Now, another reason why there is no need for 
stimulation in matters affecting the prurient interest 
is, how could any normal, average person receive any 
kind of possible stimulation from a shameful or mor-
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bid interest in excretion that is depicted in some kind 
of material? It is virtually impossible, I would think, 
for an average person to be stimulated in any way by 
excretion treated in a shameful and morbid manner. 
So that basically we differ in that area.

It is the Government’s contention that there is abso
lutely no necessity for this twofold twin effect, as it 
were. It is an attempt really subtly to limit obscenity 
or pornography to what a psychiatrist or a psychologist 
figures would be in effect hard-core pornography. . . .

It is the Government’s position that the focus in this 
case has been diverted from where it should projierly 
be. The proper focus under this test is clearly on the 
material itself and not in detail on the subjective reac
tion of a person who reads it. other than the basic 
tendency of the community standards and whether or 
not it goes beyond the tolerance of the community’s 
acceptance of certain expressions. . . .

Mr. Shapiro: May I have some rebuttal, Your Honor? 
. . . I don't mean to be unkind to opposing counsel and 
I certainly hope I will not be, but I must honestly say 
that he does nto know the law as set forth in the cases 
decided by the Supreme Court of the United States. . . .

Now, Mr. Creamer talks about the kind of material, 
how can it be both sexually stimulating and repulsive 
at the same time? I think I pointed out to Your Honor 
that there is a class of material that does have that 
effect, and that is the kind of material as the Solicitor 
General pointed out in his brief in the Roth case. That 
is hard-core pornography. That's that kind of material, 
and we have submitted to this Court for its examina
tion hard core pornography. Now, it was also submit
ted. of course, to the Supreme Court in Roth in a sealed 
box. We have put it in evidence here. I think when 
Your Honor reads that material, this hard-core pornog
raphy. Your Honor will realize that its effect is to 
create lustful thoughts and also to repulse the reader. 
It has got this two-fold effect. That’s what the Court is 
talking about. That’s what this statute is aimed at 
and that’s what this case is all about, no more and no 
less than that.

Fourth Day
Mr. Creamer: . . . Now, as far as the patent offensive

ness of Liaison is concerned, I call Your Honor’s atten- 
sion- I would rather not read this out loud unless 
Your Honor wants me to—

The Court: You may do whatever you want.
Mr .Creamer: Well, I submit that certain passages 

like the third paragraph on the statement of policy on 
the first page of Liaison—“Words like ‘cock’, ‘cunt’ 
and ‘fuck’ will not be used merely to titillate gross 
palates a la Henry Miller. But a lay is a lay and we will 
not dodge the semantics.” This does not appear in any 
literary work. Their own critics said this had no liter
ary merit to it. This is nothing. It is just appearing 
there on its own. It doesn’t propel any ideas. It is not 
worthy to dignify it to call it advocacy of ideas here.

Then when you turn to the page to “Slaying the Sex 
Dragon,” in his opinion, “Everyone alone or with a 
willing mature partner should be allowed to fornicate 
in any way his heart or glands desire. The only proviso 
is that outsiders must not be disturbed; or, as Dr. 
IOllis puts it, ‘no screaming while you’re screwing.’ 
Extra-vaginal intercourse, inner-vaginal intercourse, 
supra- and infra-vaginal intercourse, fellatio, cunniling- 
us, masturbation, fetishism . .
10

You can see the moral concept coming in here. This 
is patently offensive on its face. It is outrageous. It is 
not conveying any ideas, and it is filth, almost every 
one of the disjunctive phrases that are contained in 
Title 18, Section 1461, and it is carried throughout—
“Semen In the Diet” and “Sing a Song of Sex Life”— 
throughout this entire publication. I think it is clear 
that it is patently offensive on its face. There is no 
saving grace to it. no literary art, nothing. There is 
no advocacy of ideas. It is dirt for d irt’s sake, pure 
smut.

With regard to The Handbook and the question of 
patent offensiveness. I call Your Honor’s attention to 
the passages that came up during the trial, and they 
are only a small sample, the detail,, the vivid descrip
tion, the choice of language, the method of presenting 
a sexual situation. Is this a joyful, honest, wholesome 
portrayal of sex or is this morbid, is it unhealthy, is it 
shameful? But particularly with regard to the patent 
offensiveness I think that Your Honor has seen that 
throughout the book it doesn’t even hold morally to the 
bare minimums of the penal code of this state alone, 
and all the states have similar law's as the ones that 
Your Honor was propounding. So that it is in effect 
amoral on the minimum standards that we have in so
ciety today, and by its language, it is patently offen
sive. It goes far beyond, substantially beyond, the cus
tomary limits that society will tolerate. Society only 
tolerates language like this where it ljecomes part of a 
literary work or an artistic work or a work of medical 
value, and 1 think that it is quite clear that this book 
has no medical value from the testimony of the various 
witnesses.

Now, getting to the patent offensiveness of Eros. We 
have initially what is pretty much the theme of Mr. 
Ginzburg’s modus operandi here. He doesn’t care where 
he looks or where he gathers his material so long as he 
can give it a morbid, unhealthy slant.

This is a typical example. He takes the Bible and he 
indicates in editorial comment that he is focusing the 
attention on rape, incest, sexual sadism, fetishism, 
homosexuality, masturbation, castration, adultery, pros
titution, and phallic w'orship. That is on page 3 of this 
edition.

That is his focal point; that is his healthy, moral 
outlook that he is tyring to focus and penetrate on the 
Bible.

Then there is a strong flow through here of the feel
ing that the Bible indicated that it is all right for a 
man to do anything that he wants. This article goes 
out of its way to indicate such things as—on page 4— 
incest seems to have been quite popular in Biblical 
times and that no one was punished for all these moral 
perversions.

As Your Honor can see, the focus here is clearly on 
the morbid and the unhealthy.

It is the Government’s contention here that what 
Mr. Ginzburg has attempted to do is by placing this 
in a well-bound, luxurious volume, by interspersing it 
with matters from art, selective matters, that focus on 
the things he is interested in. that a court would have 
to say that this has artistic value.

It is the Government’s position that this is a sham, 
it is a pseudo-artistic approach to it, and the book 
speaks for itself because of the contents of the mate
rial in it.
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Turning to the second section. “The Jewel Box Re
vue”—his own expert thought this was quite interest
ing. They were obviously homosexuals—a quote from 
his testimony.

Once again, what is the focus, where is the direction 
of the book going, where is the dominant theme going 
to? Another perversion. And doing it this time by the 
graphic arts.

Then we turn on page 27 to “Was Shakespeare a 
Homosexual?” Another joyful topic of sex. Here the 
literary critic said that he didn’t think it had much 
literary value to it  a t all, and once again the focus is 
amoral and it is geared to perverted sex, towards morbid 
and shameful sex.

“The Long-After-Midnight Girl” is a rather, I would 
think, well-written short story by Ray Bradbury, but, 
naturally, when you get to the end you find out that it 
wasn’t a girl, it was a boy, which once again carries 
the consistent theme of what this book is doing.

“The Sexual Side of Anti-Semitism,” which appears 
on 36, is about as valuable as the lead-in paragraph 
which I won’t even read.

We certainly had no testimony, even by their ex
perts, that this had any value to it at all. Its manner of 
expression, and generally I think it contains patent 
offensiveness.

Now we get to Frank Harris, and we see again the 
selective process of Mr. Ginzburg. Frank Harris has a 
four-volume autobiography. Does Mr. Ginzburg—is he 
interested in “The Development of a Life” and “The 
Portrayal" generally? No. He is interested in certain 
excerpts which appeal to the prurient interest in their 
graphic descriptions, and there is a lack of moral qual
ity in the selections that he has made, and I think that 
there is a shameful and morbid treatment of sex as well.

But then, once again, you will notice pictures of such 
people as Beardsley, “Wild Bill” Hickok, Oscar Wilde, 
Bernard Shaw, thrown in to make this a saving grace, 
as it were, where the material gets pretty bad from a 
patent offensiveness and prurient viewpoint, then load 
the page with things that aren’t  offensive. That seems 
to be his modus operandi.

Then on page 19 we see a demonstration of the fine 
art work that this book is allegedly to contain. Once 
again I think that that material speaks for itself.

The next three articles are more or less drivel. 1 don’t 
think they have any significance at all.

Then, of course, there is the article on President 
Hardings’ Second Lady, which goes into discussion. 
Once again the focus of the thing is towards a mistress 
and what she was doing and her descriptions with the 
former President.

Then we come to the bawdy limericks which I think 
clearly are patently offensive on their face; they carry 
no message, they carry no significance, and they appeal 
to the prurient. I think that theme is carried out very 
well there.

And then I direct Your Honor’s attention to the great 
art which is depicted next to each limerick. That cer
tainly is an indication of the tremendous artistic devel
opment that Mr. Ginzburg has put into this book.

Then we come to “The Natural Superiority of Women 
as Eroticists,” and there we have the calm operation 
again that we saw with Frank Harris, where he will 
pick salacious passages and print them, feeling secure 
in that since maybe some courts had permitted the 
Tropic that he can get away with skimming the most
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sexual parts and putting them in here.
Then “Memoirs of a Male Chaperone” suggests much 

by its pictures but doesn’t  quite produce what is sug
gested by the pictures. But once again the theme of the 
a rt work there, and if that is great art work, I am a 
little bit confused on it, the theme—there are 8 draw
ings of women’s torsos from the shoulders just down 
below the crotch, and I assume that that has great a r
tistic merit to it and that that is why those pictures 
appear here.

Now we come to the “Black and White in Color,” and 
here, Your Honor, the Government views this as two 
young people, in the nude, embracing. I venture to say 
that you will not find in any of these girly magazines 
that they produced for you any picture of a male nude 
and a female nude embracing together. Their own ex
pert in the literary field indicated that they were en
joying sex together. That is just what the Government 
contends they were attempting to portray.

And finally Lysistrata, the free adaption, and the 
drawings contained therein, although they are in the 
tradition of Beardsley and Rembrandt, certainly carry 
with it a theme appealing to the prurient, and it is just 
the entire book, and once again, the attempt to disguise 
it as art.

Now, Mr. Macdonald testified extensively to the lib
eralization in culture by the publication of books, by the 
change in the movies, by the change in periodicals, and, 
as far as I can gather, the only thing that he really 
based his so-called observer of mass culture on was the 
fact that society is being bombarded with more and 
more publications by the purveyors.

I still don’t  think that that logically follows that 
therefore society is tolerating them.

Then Mr. Macdonald traced the liberalization in lit
erature in the last five years by tracing Forever Amber 
in 1916 and Peyton Place in 1956 and 1957, and Fanny 
Hill in 1963.

This, of course, is another non sequitur where you 
are studying books: if some courts have held them to 
have literary value, then certain salacious material is 
permitted. But where a book has no value to it liter- 
arily and then it is published, it certainly is not going 
to get the protection of the F irst Amendment. . . .

As far as basing his opinion in any way on publica
tions as Naked Lunch, Tropic of Cancer, and Lady Cltal- 
terley's Lover, we are just not talking about the same 
thing. These are works that some courts have found 
literary merit in and they are novels, most of them.

Then he went into his dissertation, but very briefly, 
on the liberalization in periodical publication, which 
gets us into the girly magazines. And, as I say, if Your 
Honor will look at them you will see that none of them 
compare with this periodical; none of them have, I 
would think, the substantial language throughout that 
this one has, and none of them have the portrayal of 
the young man and young woman enjoying sex to
gether. . . . But I think what clearly destroys him more 
than anything else is the fact—if you turn with me to 
the letter from Allen Ginsberg—In which he indicated, 
in his literary opinion—I believe his words were “witty 
and humoorus” — “witty and humorous” were the 
phrases he used.

The Court: Where, in this letter-
Mr. Creamer: No, Mr. Macdonald, in describing his 

reaction to “A Letter From Allen Ginsberg,” in his lit-
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erary opinion, this letter was witty and humorous. And 
I submit to Your Honor that from then on his value as 
a lierary critic to me diminished somewhat because I 
think that letter speaks for itself.

As I have indicated, it is the Government’s contention 
that the whole modus operandi here of Mr. Ginzburg is 
that he is dedicated to skimming morbid, shameful sex 
wherever he can find it, dress it up by throwing in some 
non-obnoxious photographs, some art, some literature, 
isolate any morbid and shameful excerpt he can find, 
then lump them together in a symposium, and it is per
fectly all right; put it in the framework of a rich paper, 
have a fine graphic layout, charge a lot of money for 
it, disguise it as much as possible in a counterfeit 
vehicle of pseudo-art and pseudo-literature, and then 
you may publish anything that you want, portray any
thing that you want in any manner that you want. In 
effect, get art from Intercourse, Pensulvania; get lit
erature from Blue Ball, Pennsylvania; get culture from 
Middlesex, New Jersey.

This establishes a clear intent because there is just 
a bare disguise of esthetic respectability here. The real 
purpose that comes out is the pandering and the com
mercializing upon man’s taste for the sensuous. . . .

Now, the court in Manual Enterprises did speak of 
effect, and at 487 they said, “and the element of the 
likely corruptive effect of the challenged material . . .” 
—“of the likely corruptive effect.”

Is there anything in the expression “likely corrup
tive effect” that means that you must assault and sub
due the average, normal, moral man; that you must 
enslave his psyche, so to speak, that you must fetter 
his soul by the material itself? I submit to you that 
the phrase “likely corruptive effect” does not not have 
that significance at all.

And later they say, “And from the standpoint of the 
effect it may be said predominantly to appeal to the 
prurient interest . . .”—“may be said.” Does that indi
cate that the material itself must be lethal, must be 
able to assault, capture, seduce, any of the words that 
their experts used, the mind of the reader? Must it be 
a lethal weapon in itself?

I submit to you that the law has not gone that far . . .
Certainly, Eros is in the area of morbid, unhealthy, 

shameful sex. perversions; as I say, it is dressed up in 
an attempt to disguise it as art. Liaison is just purely 
pornographic in content; it has no saving grace to it. 
And The Handbook, if it is to have had any value at 
all. it would have been in the medical field, and I think 
that that was pretty well disproved despite the fact 
that a 28-year-old minister would give it to 14-year- 
old children to ventilate them. I don’t think, from the 
evidence that we have had, that the book has any re
deeming grace in the value of medicine, particularly 
since it is distributed indiscriminately to the public as 
a whole.If it had any value it might be that some 
psychiatrist would feel it would benefit them in diagnos
ing people and assisting them in some way, which you 
will notice Mr. McCormick indicated that he would 
only use it with supervision and guidance, and even 
the minister. I think, wound up by saying that he dis
cussed it with them fully after he had given it to them. 
So that there is an element of guidance there. . . .

Then, of course, we get into another area that Jus
tice Warren in Roth indicated where he thinks it is the 
most important area, and he said, “A book is not on 
trial, a person is, and the focus should bo on the de-
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fendant’s conduct, and materials are thus placed in con
text from which they draw color and purpose.”

Now, the setting here is we have three publications— 
there are three things that this defendant is putting 
out: Liaison, that his own experts say has no art or no 
literary value to it; Eros, which, as I say, speaks for 
itself, a collection, a selection of excerpts in morbid 
interest in the prurient. And Eros was so artistic that 
it would be advantageous to his corporation, Eros Maga
zine, to mail it from Intercourse, Pennsylvania, which 
carries the artistic theme. When he couldn't get there, 
he tried to mail it from Blue Ball, and finally he wound 
up in Middlesex, New Jersey.

Then also you will find in every advertisement that 
is in this indictment, there is a little yellow slip—not 
in this one—which indicates—I checked them the other 
night and they were in there. I will call Your Honor’s 
attention in the advertisement to “Guarantee: Liaison 
unconditionally guarantees full refund of the price of 
any issue of the News Letter if it fails to reach you 
because of U.S. Post Office censorship interference.”
There is one of these for each of the publications in 
most of their mailing advertisements.

If it just said Eros there, is that offering art? Is 
that the way to offer art? It seems to me that clearly 
goes toward intent.

And then we have finally The Handbook, which I 
think was clearly demonstrated by the record has no 
medical value to it. It speaks for itself. It is a detailed, 
morbid, pathological account of sexual activity and sex
ual perversity in details in a manner that goes far be
yond the candor and the limits of society.

So there appears in all three a consistent pattern of 
commercial exploitation and purveying matter appeal
ing to the prurient interest

As I say, Eros isn’t art or literature. He never sub
jects the person to the whole piece of art or literature, 
and when he does select art, like his Bible selections 
there, the focus is on sex, and when it is placed in con
text with the editorial material it becomes morbid and 
amoral.

So, finally, I would conclude by saying that all three 
of these publications are not literary in nature nor 
honestly artful in presentation, nor innocent in purpose, 
but a clear, naked trichotomy of pollution, and I think 
that under all the facts and the evidence and the law.
Your Honor should convict Mr. Ginzburg and each of 
these corporations on each of the counts involved in this 
indictment.

* * *
Mr. Shapiro: May it please the Court, as I heard 

argument for the Government I came away with the 
distinct impression that the entire case for the United 
States boils down as follows—immorality or what ts 
known as philisophical obscenity equals patent offensive
ness, which equals obscenity. I could not help but be 
impressed that this was the main core, the direct 
thrust, the entire approach of the Government in this 
case.

There is some question of intent here, but immorality 
plus, in effect, heresy, for which, these defendants have 
not been indicted, nor have they been indicted for im
morality—but immorality and heresy equals obscenity 
to the Government of the United States..

Your Honor, that is just not the law. As I pointed out 
yesterday, this concept, which at one time for certain
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courts was the law, was squarely rejected by the Su
preme Court of the United States in Kingsley Interna
tional Pictures . . .  I quoted it yesterday, and it is, of 
course, in the court record. Your Honor, that is not the 
law.

Now if  the Government is right any time there is a 
discussion of love and sex in any of its forms, whether 
it be between man and woman in what we convention
ally call vaginal intercourse, or anything else—and sex 
is a mystery which, of course, the Supreme Court has 
pointed out, that we have been exploring since time 
immemorial—any discussion of sex, openly, with can
dor, as a matter of science that we talk about in the 
same way we talk about economics—is the equivalent of 
filth, is the equivalent of immorality, is the equivalent 
of, when you talk about sex and the Bible, heresy, for 
which these defendants have not been indicted, and is all 
you need for a conviction under this statute. I respect
fully submit again. Your Honor, that is not the law. . .  .

I would like to call the Court's attention to a case 
called United States vs. Keller. . .. In that case the 
Court held right on the nose that the fact that the 
offending material was vulgar and repugnant—was 
not enough. The Court said in addition that there had 
to be an appeal to the prurient interest, and on this 
record it is uncontradicted that Liaison does not appeal 
to the prurient interest of anyone except perhaps a 
psychopath. So we say, how is it conceivable—conceiv
able, Your Honor—that Liaison can be obscene; not 
obscene beyond a reasonable doubt—that’s impossible 
—but how could it be conceivable that it is obscene? 
We say it is conceivable only in fiction, not in fact, and 
that this Court should find that Liaison is not obscene 
beyond a reasonable or any other kind of doubt.

Now, let’s talk about Eros, this great immoral work 
which frankly deals, and it says so, it is a book or 
magazine which deals solely and exclusively with love 
and sex in all its forms, which according to the prose
cution in this case is the equivalent of filth, of immor
ality, and which according to the Supreme Court of the 
United States is not obscenity under law, but it is 
obscenity to the prosecution.

Tret's go to the testimony. Dr. McCormick again, the 
first defense witness, a clinical psychologist—and, by 
the way, a minister; it is in the record—testified that 
the predominant effect of “Eros” would not be to cre
ate in the average person an itching, morbid or shame
ful desire or longing with respect to sex. He did testify 
quite frankly that there were several passages in Eros 
which could be erotically stimulating, but he went on 
to say that those passages would not stimulate in the 
average person any kind of morbid or unhealthy atti
tude about sexual matters.

Then we came to the testimony of the other psycho
logical or psychiatric expert, Dr. Bennett, the psychia
trist, who testified that while the average person who 
read Eros might find some occasional sexual stimula
tion, the predominant effect of Eros as a whole was 
not—I repeat, not, Your Honor—to create morbid feel
ings of shame and guilt.

Uncontradicted on this record, Your Honor, the effect 
element that the Supreme Court is talking about in 
Manual Enterprises vs. Day is completely absent from 
this case. If we considered nothing else but that testi
mony, it would have to be an acquittal here, there would 
have to be a finding of not guilty. It is commanded by 
the law. . . .
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According to Mr. Macdonald, our literary critic, our 
observer of the American scene, Eros did not go sub
stantially beyond the customary limits of candor which 
is tolerated in the United States today, and, in fact, he 
specifically said that it was considerably this side—he 
used the words, “the nice side”—of those limits as 
measured by contemporary national standards. He went 
on to say that from a literary point of view a number 
of articles in Eros were of considerable literary merit. 
They included this terrible article, “Love and the Bible,” 
“The Jewel Box Revue,” “A Letter from Allen Gins
berg”—which according to Mr. Creamer destroyed his 
value as an expert. Do you want to know why? Because 
it pokes fun at the post office and, according to Mr. 
Creamer, that’s not witty.

Well, I think whether or not it is witty is a matter for 
the experts to say, an expert in the literary field, and 
not to the protector of the post office reputation. . . .

Now, let’s talk to The Housewife's Handbook on 
Selective Promiscuity. I should like to divide my argu
ment, Your Honor, into four parts, the purpose of 
the author in writing the book, the question of pru
riency, the question of contemporary national standards 
and the problem of redeeming social importance, and 
talk to the testimony with regard to each of these 
categories as it appears in the record of this case.

Now, Mrs. Maxine Serett, that is, Rey Anthony, the 
authoress of “The Housewife’s Handbook,” took the 
stand. The Government had an opportunity to cross- 
examine her and didn’t avail itself of it. She testified 
that her book was not a work of fiction; it was true, it 
was real, she lived every minute of it, she said. She said 
she had been sending it through the mails since Sep
tember, 1960—that’s over 18 months ago—and it had 
been used by doctors, ministers and at least one medi
cal school, at least one. She said that her purpose in 
writing the book was to communicate to lay people in 
language they could understand essentially two facts. 
Thees were (JO that various forms of sexual expression 
arc normal and healthy, and (2) that women have sex
ual rights, too. These are the concepts she said on the 
stand she wanted to communicate to lay people in 
ordinary language that they could understand. That’s 
the purpose uncontradicted on this record for which this 
book was written, uncontradicted, Your Honor.

Let’s talk about pruriency, the effect element, that 
necessary effect which the Supreme Court says is one 
of the essential elements of the crime. Dr. McCormick, 
the first defense witness, the clinical psychologist, testi
fied that the predominant effect of The Housewife's 
Handbook did not create in the average person again 
any itching, morbid or shameful desire or longing with 
respect to sex, uncontradicted. Dr. Bennett testified, 
the psychiatrist, that in his opinion The Housewife’s 
Handbook wasn't obscene, wasn’t  pornographic, and the 
reading of it in whole or part would have no marked 
or shameful effect on the average reader, and he testi
fied that in response to questions put to him by Your 
Honor, if Your Honor will recall, uncontradicted on 
the record. . . .

Let’s go to the opinion, the testimony evidence. Mr. 
Macdonald based an opinion on his long experience as 
a literary expert and student of mass culture. He testi
fied that in his judgment, in his opinion, this handbook 
did not go substantially beyond the customary limits 
of candor that American society permits in its litera
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ture. In fact, he testified that it was less explicit than 
Lady Chattertey’s Lover which he said was freely sold 
throughout the United States.. . .

Let's talk about redeeming social importance. Dr. 
McCormick, a clinical psychologist, testified that the 
Handbook was a work of value. He said it was a valu
able educational instrument for a person who was look
ing for a sexual education.

Reverend George von Hilsheimer, III, a Baptist Min
ister, testified that he first saw the Handbook in 1960. 
Since then he said he had used the book in pastoral 
counseling and psychological counseling. He testified 
that the book was particularly valuable in cases of mar
ried women who were invested with a sense of shame 
and guilt about their own sexual values and experiences.

The most important value of this book, and the rea
son Reverend von Hilsheimer uses it is, in his words, 
that it tends to relieve this sense of shame in average 
people. He pointed out that the book was more useful 
to him in this respect, in his work, than most of the 
available marriage manuals.

I think anyone reading the Kinsey Report would find 
a great deal of similarity between the statistical studies 
here set forth and the kinds of sexual and number of 
sexual experiences recounted in the Housewife’s Hand
book.

Now the Government sought to rebut this testimony
Dr. Frignito testified that in his judgment the Hand

book had no value and he said that the book was a men
ace. I heard Dr. Frignito’s testimony in this Court, and 
I am sure that the Court did; and I don’t want to 
characterize the witness, but if there is any menace it 
is not from this book.

Dr. Ford testified that in her opinion the handbook 
had no medical value in the field of psychiatry or psy
chology. She stated that the book would have no value 
to her in the treatment of her admittedly abnormal 
patients.

Now apart from the question of whether the rebuttal 
testimony deals at all with average people or disturbed 
people and whether it goes to anything other than the 
question of value, we say that it is the very disagree
ment as to the social value of this book which points 
up the thread of freedom of expression in this very 
case, for while it cannot be doubted that the Handbook 
has importance for persons like Dr. McCormick, who 
testified that it did. Reverend von Hilsheimer, who 
testified that it did, and other doctors and ministers 
who have-used it as testified to by the authoress, there 
are those persons, even experts, who would deny its 
importance and urge that it be suppressed.

Your Honor, what we fail to understand, that is, the 
defense fails to understand, in a democratic country, 
a country that lives under the First Amendment to the 
Constitution as a literal command, is how any literary 
expression can be required to abide by a consensus, 
whether it be a public consensus, whether it be an ex
pert consensus, or even a juridicial consensus, if it is 
to be free and protected by the Constitutional guaran
tee of freedom of expression.

The test is not whether I or Mr. Creamer or even 
this Court believes that the Handbook is or is not a 
work of importance, but whether there are those in the 
community or nation at large who do. That is the test. 
If so, and the record clearly demonstrates this, that is
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enough to validate its claim to Constitutional pro
tection.

The Roth case makes clear that unorthodox ideas, 
controversial ideas, even ideas hateful to prevailing 
opinion are all protected under the First Amendment.

So far as the Handbook is concerned, the issue at 
stake in this case is whether qualified counselors, psy
chologists, and ministers can be free to use materials 
of sexual candor in their work. We say that unless this 
Court is now prepared to ignore the testimony of all 
the defense experts, completely ignore it, and to hold 
that sex or the discussion of sex itself is filth, as Mr. 
Creamer wants you to do, we say the Court must find 
the defendants not guilty.

« « »
Mr. Creamer: Mr. Shapiro has labeled the thesis of 

the Government’s case as a case against philosophic 
obscenity to the effect that these publications advocate 
ideas, and it is precisely here that we take issue. They 
do not advocate ideas in any way.

This merely appeals to the prurient interest; it is a 
negation of ideas, if anything. There is not an idea 
worth saving or protecting in the entire book because 
all the ideas relate to obscenity, and the Supreme Court 
has held that ideas are worthy of protection if they 
have socially redeeming features to them unless they 
encroach no other areas that are more important; and 
obscenity is an area of more imoprtancc, so that we 
are in no way hypothecating our case on the theory 
that these people are advocating ideas here.

I think a fair reading of them will clearly indicate 
that there isn’t an idea in any of them and there cer
tainly isn’t an idea worthy of protection. . . .

Mr. Shapiro emphasized that Maxine Serett, or the 
author Rcy Anthony, testified that she wanted to com
municate to the average man a normal and healthy sex 
description and to indicate that women have rights.
Well, after a reading of the book I wonder what the 
average man would think. I wonder also why she used 
a pseudonym or nom de plume. Why would she hide her 
identity, if this was what she was attempting to re
veal, and initially she described that she circulated 
among her friends. I don’t quite understand that aspect.

There has been some representation that the Hand
book ventilates the average man— ventilates him—and 
I think that is quite clear that it pollutes him. It cer
tainly does not ventilate him.

Then Mr. Shapiro indicated that this book had social
ly redeeming features in that it was of great interest 
to the experts, but once again I ask Your Honor to 
consider whom was Ginzburg commercializing? Whom 
was he pandering to? Was it the experts or was it the 
average moral man?

I submit to Your Honor that under all the evidence 
in this case and under the law as it now exists you 
must find the defendants guilty of each and every 
count of the indictment.

Fifth Day
The Court: In the matter of the United States of 

America versus Ralph Ginzburg. Documentary Books,
Inc.. Eros Magazine. Inc., Liaison News Letter, Inc.,
I find the defendants guilty on all counts.

Editor’s note: II is now 6 months later, and Ginzburg has 
yet to be sentenced. He could get as much as 210 years and 
be lined $120,000. His attorneys will appeal.
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co-existing
by Saul Heller

No More Spying?
Senator Howard Cannon (R., Nev.) reveals that 

enemies of the United States can purchase military 
secrets from us for one dollar. The information is 
available to anyone in official documents selling for that 
price.

This sounds like an excellent method of eliminating 
spying. If military secrets must be obtained from enemy 
countries, the method of buying and selling, particu
larly at bargain prices, seems to offer the greatest 
promise of doing the job right. Very little international 
tension should be produced, if haggling over price can 
be avoided.

It might be possible to work out a reciprocal agree
ment with the Russians on this matter. In cases where 
one dollar is too low, prices might be upped to $1.50, 
or its equivalent in rubles.

All in all, this sounds like the greatest break-through 
on behalf of peace that we’ve made in a long time. 
Think of how much more distant the threat of nuclear 
war would be today, if we could have bought the infor
mation that our ill-fated U-2 sought over Soviet skies 
for $1.50, or $1.48.

New Directions in Advertising
The news from Madison Avenue is that bad gram

mar, like so many other bad things in our society, has 
un important function—it increases the effectiveness 
of an ad. At least, many advertisers believe it does, 
according to Peter Bart, writing in the New York 
Times.

In spite of numerous letters of protest from English 
teachers, as well as other people who speak English, 
the insertion of deliberate grammatical errors into ads 
is increasing. “Us Taryeton Smokers Would Rather 
Fight Than Switch," runs a specimen. Correcting the 
ad to read “We Tareyton Smokers . . .” would, evi
dently. have enraged Tareyton fans to the point where 
they would rather switch than fight.

It's a curious sign of the times that something as 
apparently harmless as good English should be consid
ered not merely offensive, but a drag on sales. If good 
English really is a menace to good business, however, 
English teachers should swallow their wrath and be 
grateful they are tolerated. They seem to be unaware 
of the business community’s magnanimity in permit
ting them to teach students matters that could harm 
the economy. A teacher with the proper perspective 
could not possibly object to attempts by advertisers to 
restore students to the state of grammatical ignorance 
necessary for the continuing prosperity of the country.

The trend toward bad grammar will no doubt cause 
changes in the modus operandi of ad agencies. Instead 
of chocking copy for errors in grammar, ad men will 
check it for accuracies, weeding these out carefully 
until the copy has the required degree of illiteracy.

Encouraging ad writers to make deliberate gram
matical errors is likely to lead to a tolerance of errors
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in general. More unintentional errors can be expected 
to creep into ads as a result. Such a lowering of copy- 
writing standards, plus the compulsion to l>e ungram
matical. could cause better-educated people to desert 
the advertising field and enter some other occupation-^ 
plumbing, say—where good grammar and getting ahead 
have not yet become incompatible.

Companies seeking copyrighters to replace the de
fectors may have to list new requirements, to avoid 
an excessive turnover of personnel. A typical ad will 
probably read: WANTED—Men who can write un
grammatically, to prepare forceful copy for ignor
amuses. Only high school students with an average of 
C or less need apply. Applicants should write ungram
matical letter in own handwriting.

Special courses for the training of ad men may have 
to be set up. where trainees will unlearn the pernicious 
things they were taught at school. The courses would 
provide instruction in bad grammar, poor spelling and 
lousy English.

Since difficulties may be encountered in recruiting 
enough good copywriters from the ranks of adult bad 
grammarians and poor spellers, it might become de
sirable to run tests in grade school, to discover talent 
early. Promising children would be yanked out of 
school before they were ruined by being taught to 
speak and write English correctly.

“The English language is bigger than any of us." 
an advertising executive says, in defense of the bad 
grammar trend. “It’s absurd to say that Madison Ave
nue is undoing the good work of our teachers.” Our 
small friend overlooks the possibility that bad gram
mar may turn out to be bigger than the English lan
guage. The future may find masses of bad grammari
ans, on the one hand, and the few people who have 
clung to good English, on the other, separated by a 
chasm of unintelligibility that can be bridged only by 
interpreters.

Interpreters would be people who could speak both 
grammatically and ungrammatically, as the occasion 
demanded. Psychiatrists’ offices would be good places 
to recruit such talent.

What would happen if the public should, despite the 
best educational efforts of advertising people, suddenly 
take a fancy to good English? Painful shake-ups in 
higher and lower advertising echelons would be inev
itable. Top and bottom brass who had forgotten how 
to speak and write correct English would suddenly find 
themselves in a hostile, grammatical world, and Ik? 
forced to seek new ways of making a living.

For such a development, we can hardly wait.

Here’s How, Faubus
Governor Faubus. speaking from the same platform 

as John F. Kennedy at the dedication of a dam in 
Arkansas, referred to the late President’s civil rights 
proposals as “civil wrongs."

We’ll overlook the rudeness of the Governor to the 
Chief of State—it’s become quite customary in our 
democratic country for an inferior to treat his superior 
as less than his equal.

And we’ll pass over the impertinence of an official 
who has defied the laws of his country, in rebuking his 
President for respecting them.

What we can’t pardon, however, is the hypocrisy of
IS

http://www.ep.tc/realist/46
http://www.ep.tc/realist


The REALIST Issue Number 46 - Dec, 1963 - Back Cover 
scans of this entire issue found at: http://www.ep.tc/realist/46

the man in posing as a defender of civil liberties. A 
Southern hypocrite can annoy the hell out of a North
ern one.

Wouldn’t it be refreshing to find a segregationist 
with guts enough to skip the double-talk—a man un
afraid to express his true feelings about the Negro 
problem? We visualize a fearless-Faubus type voicing 
his sentiments somewhat as follows:

“I hate Negroes and will fight to prevent them from 
getting their rights under the Constitution. A Negro’s 
rights arc a white man’s wrongs.

"I hate Negroes because they are inferior, and I hate 
them still more when they try to improve themselves. 
I cannot abide the thought of their acquiring political 
power—the possibility of their ever being in a posi
tion to dish out the same treatment to whites that 
whies give Negroes is appalling.

“I hate Negroes because they are black and ugly and 
dirty, and I also hate them when they are light-skinned, 
good-looking and clean. I hate them because if I don’t 
keep on hating them, all the years I have spent hating 
will seem pointless and wasted.

“I won’t pretend my views are democratic. I wouldn’t 
give you two cents for the Constitution or the laws of 
the land. I despite the Federal government, and I’ll try 
to get every nickel I can from it in Federal aid, and 
go on despising it for being stupid enough to help me.

“Maybe my feelings aren’t Christian. Frankly, I 
think Christ was an idiot, with His nonsense about 
brotherly love, and turning the other cheek. Few peo
ple take Him seriously these days. I would rather bomb 
churches than pray in them—that is, if I could do so 
without losing any votes.”

If Gov. Faubus made a speech like that, we would 
forgive him, and maybe even respect him. But when the 
man talks of “civil wrongs” as if he knew the difference 
between right and wrong, and preferred the right, he 
forfeits our interest.

There’s no percentage in pretending to he good. 
Faubus—good people don’t vote for you, and besides, 
there are too few of them in your constituency to 
bother about.

So take the halo off. Faub. Put the horns back on. 
and get the tail out of your pants. There are enough 
devil worshippers in the country to give you a sporting 
chance at the Presidency.

The Communist-Republican Entente
The Chinese Communists continue to attack Khrush

chev for his compromise solution of the Cuban crisis. 
Republicans here were doing the same to the late Presi
dent Kennedy. Chinese Communists and U.S. Republi
cans arc in perfect agreement that a compromise solu
tion represents appeasement.

Now, this business of American Republicans and 
Chinese Communists seeing eye to eye on a major issue 
is a rather sinister one. Can you imagine the uproar 
here if Democrats took the same stand as Soviet Russia 
on some important matter? The fact that Republicans 
are exempt from such consequences seems not only 
unfair, but even dangerous. The possibility that Repub
licans may take advantage of their immunity to criti
cism to make a secret pact with the Chinese Reds, 
aiming at the overthrow of the Democratic Party, 
should not be overlooked.

Better dead than Republican-Red!
16

Jail Was Never Like This
The New York City Board of Correction, in a report 

to the Mayor, has stated that it wpuld be cheaper for 
the city to board its prisoners in the Waldorf-Astoria 
Hotel than in the city’s jails. Since the Waldorf- 
Astoria probably would not be interested in such an 
arrangement, the Board of Correction suggests other 
ways of cutting expenses. One is to keep fewer people 
in jail; another is to keep them there for shorter pe
riods of time.

These proposals foreshadow increasing resistance on 
the part of budget-minded authorities to jailing crim
inals. The situation puts city officials in a tough spot. 
Citizens will howl if arrests don’t keep pace with the 
continually rising crime rate, and they will how! still 
louder if taxes are hiked to cover the costs of keeping 
greater numbers of criminals in jail. The likeliest solu
tion is a policy of more frequent arrests and less fre
quent jailings. This should satisfy everybody.

The time may even come when all a criminal will 
have to do to get his freedom immediately after being 
arrested is to threaten to plead guilty.

Uncle Samson: Hairy Abroad,
Bald a t Home

One hundred and fifty Negro leaders recently urged 
the U.S. Government to send Federal troops into Bir
mingham, to protect the lives and property of Negroes 
there. Attorney General Robert F. Kennedy replied that 
the government lacked the authority to do this.

Although there have been twenty-three unsolved 
bombings in the city, and six children have been 
murdered, the Federal government cannot legally step 
in to protest the rights guaranteed to U.S. citizens 
under the Constitution.

We mean to cast no aspersions on the late President, 
who had probably done as much for civil liberties as 
is compatible with being re-elected. Neither do we 
doubt that greater activity in this area by the President 
might well have resulted in the ham-stringing in Con
gress of his entire legislative program, instead of 
merely most of it, as is currently the case.

Yet we can’t help marveling at the spectacle of the 
mighty U.S. government—a government which has the 
strength, courage, altruism and unscrupulousness to 
intervene, legally or otherwise, against communism in 
various parts of the world—suffering a strange paral
ysis when its colored citizens are injured or killed by 
white fellow citizens.

We wonder what would happen if the colored people 
down South, tired of being wantonly bombed and mur
dered, gathered up their sticks, stones, razors, broken 
bottles and well-thumbed bibles, turned their other 
cheek back to the proper position, and went out to 
smite their oppressors.

We don’t think we would be straying beyond the 
bounds of probability if we visualized the immediate 
dispatch of government troops to fight on the side of 
whites who have long defied the government, against 
those who have taken up arms against its defiers.

Our democratic government has so great a distrust 
of itself, and so much contempt for what it represents, 
that it will gladly give its highest allegiance to the 
people who do it the greatest harm.
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