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TREAD SOFTLY, BECAUSE YOU
TREAD ON MY DREAMS

BY THE HON. JUSTICE MICHAEL KIRBY
CRUG Mam. D1 Lin

G iven the very great place which sexuality plays in the Eyves
ufmw,wh:tjlmpiﬁiﬁhnm that the visual
arts have partraved it 4o much bur thar they have portrayed it
so limde. The clothes, the fgleaf, the defily tumed Rgure, the
branch of vine growing at a convenient angle and other
expedients have been adopted over the centuries by artisn 1o
disguise or hide the sexual organs and images of sexuality. In
part, these expedients reflected the mones of the socictics in
which the artists lived and the parrons who purchased og
appreciated their works. But, in part too, artists were forced
imbe cuiltural medesey by lans which reflected a mosality which
was largely anti-sexual, It is interesting to reflect upon the Bt
that the Goapels of the New Testament contain little or no
reflection of the repressive morality of the desert people. But
then, abong came St Paul. Together with the early organisatiaan
of the Church, the samp of scxual repression wan thereupon
fixed wpon peo millennka of people in most of the warld, The
agents of such repression are stll abour today, Some of them
give voice to their ideas in “fundamenvalism® - whether
Chrisian, Islamic, Jewish or even Communist! Some of them
have Found a new ally in the rerrble advent of ATDS, For some,
AIDS is the wltimate answer of an angry God, calling His
people back o the safety and virtues of sexual modesty, Will ant
fiodlowt

The collection dlustrated im this exhibiton demonsrates, if
nothing else, how far we have come in Australia il rodcht yean.
Mudes which were once considered two shocking to be
exhibited publicly scem tame 1o the jaded
eves of today’s observer; confronted by
bikinis, topless bathers, and nudity, aucdicy
everywhere we murn. Statues and paintings
which caused a public ourery, customs
scizutes, polics operatons and oourtroam
prosccutions (cven in the bves of most of
us) now scem insipid when measured

inst the readily available markees for
*adubt literature’, and wideo pomography,
Mow, virtually everybody who wanes o
can take home his or her fantasy, neatly
packed i a ecllophane wrapper or in a
codourful VOB container, In a sense, we
are now all the children of the Amercan
First Amendment. Once it was ruled that
this material could be distribured in the
biggest and richest market of media and
publishing in the workd, keeplng it our of
other countries (even Paritan Australia)
became virtually topissible.

To those who say we should ban this
material and rerum to the “good old days”
of artistic modesty supported by legal
censorsldp, 1 would give several anvwers.

First, the amtempis at suppression have
never been entirely suecessful (as the
record of this exhibition demonstrates).
Mowadays they are doomed to early
faflure because of the size of the market,
the ease of intermationsl ravel and even
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the international retculation of clectronie messages by sarelline,
cable and other means,

Secondly, attempts bo suppreis pactorial reprcsentations af
the human form and of human sexuality merely create an
wnderworld which caters for the insatlable appetite of the
community, over the generations, for such material. In
recrospect, how foolish - even laughable - some of the acts of
suppression recorded in this exhibigon scem today. Can it really
be true that as recently an 1973, in Melbourne, a poster of
Michelangelo's Divia was seized by the vice squad?

Thirdly, whilst there may be special reasons for deallng
differently with sexual vicdence and the iwolvement of people
not odd enough o give & true consent, sdults today resolutely
ansert their Fight to be let alone by the State in such matters, 5o
long as the portrayals of the human form and of human
sexuality are not forced unwillingly apon those who do not
want o see them of who are aot matuse enough 1o understand
therm, it is o business of the State to act a5 a moral censor, To
the extent that the State and s agencics intrude ineo this Geld,
its acrboms will be highly controversial and even divisve. What
might scem to one person Purnngr.l.phjr will seem 1w othen a
plece of art, a thing of intesest and beauty or a legitimate source
of human 'I':nﬂ.ﬂ.' and excitement.

Why should we be sshamed of sexual fantasy and
excitement? | suspect that 5t Paul and those early Church
Fathers have a lot 1o answer for in terms of acoumaglated human
misery. And o their number one could add not a few local
lawmakers, judges and the hapiess police
and customs officers who, with varying
enthustzsm, tricd in the past vo carry out
the work of morl censorship.

The great udhiey of this exhibitdon lies
precisely in the fact that it shows how far
we have come and how what was once
shocking and obscene, monstrows or 2
memace to public morals can now be
viewed as legitimate art. We arc
sometimes truly asvonished ar the
reactions of our forebears. This very
change should make ws chary abour the
rules thar we insist opon in oor
generation. Perhaps in & future time those
rules oo will be regarded as ridiculous or
hopeicaly old-Gshioned.

W.B. Yeats, in his poem about the
choths of heaven lamented thae be did not
have the *blue and the dim and the dark
eloths’ o spread before the fece of his
lover, Being poor, all he had to offer her
were his drcams. And you will remember
his final injunction: *Tread sofily, because
vou tread on my dreams

That should be the moral for the law
derived from this exhibition. In the
portrayal of the beapties of the human
bady and the wonders of sex, the law
should tread softly, Because it treads on
the dreama of ondinary poople.



OUTRAGEOUS

THE WY (3T LAWS AFFRCT ARTIETS AME TEROE WHO BEFLAY
THEER WORE, AND IENY THEM FEERIM OF AKTHTIC EXFRiLspon

BY MATASHA SERVENTY
Pawiviw, ddbi [ Cipatie ol Aasimale

he many laws which operate in Australiz 1o restrict

obscenity and indecency can affece the wiswal arts in
vanious ways, amd it 15 wsally the effect of a law vhat arviss
notice. These brief notes will not be a substitute for king
proper legal advice. | will attempt to explain what the laws
mean, but most do not provide a cermin guide to what is or i
not acceptable. The deciding factor @ ofien the judge or
magistrate’s perional view of sociery’s standards,

Although it is not a complete defence, evidence of the
artistic ment will ummlly be taken into scoount by the Court
when deciding whether or not an arcle is obscene, My view is
that this does not go far enough 1o protect artists from the
sometimes appalling consequences of their challenges 1o
commun:ty standards, There is a case for law reform oo allow
arnists greater froedom of actian,

Cause and Effect

What action may be taken when a work is belicved to
infringe laws against obscenity or indecency.

This is not an exhaustive lise, rather one which has been
compiled 1o give a sense of what may occur,

1. Complaints
A complaint is received, from any member of the communiry,
This complaint may be acred on by:

a) the police {especially the vice squad) who will approach
the exhibitr and ask to sce the work in question, The police

may leave the work on display, or remove it They may also
press charges againat the artist andor the exhibitor of the
woirk.

b} the exhibitor, for example the curator or person
responsble fior the exhibiton, may decide to remove the work
fromm exhibition o to display the work separaiely, perhaps with a
warning notice regarding the nature of the work. This
protective mechanism means that the curstors and tovwn clerks
play an important role in defining what s and is not acceprable
as art. It also prescrves the status quo, a5 there may be no
uproar about the removal or separate display of 2 work.

¢} the arise or owner of the work, fearful of being charged,
may remove the work. This i§ ot 0 common, as most artists
are avare of the nature of their work and are not surprised by
its reception,

d} the work may be left on display {i.e. no sction is raken).

2, Charges

Offten artists who are charged with ‘obscenin’ are not actually
convicted For example, the charges may be withdrawn, or the
artist,“exhibitor soquimed, or someone powerful may intervene.

Where the artist or exhibitor is conviced;

a} if the courrs have acted carly enough, the work may not
be exhibired.

b the person convicted may be fined, but the woark remains
inmact and is remurned.

¢} the person charged muay be fined and the work ordered to
be destroyed. An appeal to a higher courrt, or 1o the
Commissioner of Molice ar Srate Minlwer s often successful in

stopping an oeder for destruction of the work.

d) the peron charged may be given a prison sentence. This
is ot uncommon, and in all sinatons I'm aware of, an appeal
from the sentence has been successfol. {The sentence has been
reduced to a fine. |

The Laws which Protect Us

Obscene libel

It is a common bw offence o sell or exhibit wo the public an
obscene article. As the prosecution must prove both thar the
article was obscene and thar it was published with a crimimnal
intent (to corrape public morals) it is a rarely used law,

Srate Acts

Each Sue has one of more statutes which make publication of
obscene works offences 1o be tried before magistrates, and
which allow for the seizure and destruction of indecent or
ebscenc articles.

New Sowrle Waler - The Indecent Articler ama Publicarions Art
1975

This act makes it an offence to publish zn indscent ardele,
and publish is defined very widely. The police have power m
search and seize, and w0 commence proceedings against the
maker, owner or possessor of the indecent article. There is no
definition of indecency.

* The Criminal Code 5228 Vagrants, Gaming and
Chitoer Chfrmees Aer 10311978
These acrs prohibic making, selling and exhibviting obscene
material, which is defined as including *writing, picture, shide,
film, drawing”, There 18 a definison of ndecent mamer which
prohibits, among other things, lewd, prutient or obscene
Imarter.

Thrwaimia - Crimiimnl Cade 1924 -5.138

Prohibits exhibition of ‘disgasting object or indecent shew”,
Mo offence to crcate or sl
Sowth Awgralia - Palice Offeweer Aey 1953 - 1978

Prohibits printing, selling, public exhibition of indecent
matter, Indecent does not relate to marters of artkstic mertr
unless they, unduly emphasise sex, immorality, ete.

Wenters Amsrralin - Indecent Publicostons and Article Ay 1962
-1874

CHfence o make, sell, possess, exhibit indecent or ohscene
work. Similar definition of obsceniry as in Queensland,

Victoria - Pafier Ohffrmces Ack 1957

In Victoria, s 166 of the Police Offences Aot 1957 makes ix
an affence to print, photograph, lithograph, draw or make any
obscene article. It is also an offence to exhibic sach articles in a
place to which the public has access, or to sell ar distribute such
articles, (See too, the Summary Offences Act 1966, 5.17(11(B).)
The key word wsed is “obscene’, rather than ‘indecent®.

The stamite defines abscenity:
5.164{1) Obacene [without limiting the generality of the



meaning thereaf) inclodes -

a) ending wo deprave and corrupt persons whose minads are
open to immoral influcnces;

b unduly emphasising marters of sex, crimes of wolence,
grods cruclty or horror.
516402} In determining...whether an article is obscens the
court shall have r:F.nl i -

a) the nature of the srticle; and

b) the persons, classes of persons and age groups o or
amang whom it was of was intended or was likely to be
puhl:'ilhn,-d., ﬁ“ﬁhul:r.'fil sald, r:|:1'|i|:|i.l.n],3;i'n:|1. or delivered: and

2] the wendency of the amicle to deprave or cormipt any such
persan,

S 164{2) may be of benefit 1o an artist where the work is
exhibited in a gallery where it can be shown that visitors would
not be likely to be depraved or corrupted by the work

The definition of the word obscene in l.lHI:I:I 1 fol
partealarly helpful as a definition but it is a precoy Bir simimary
of previous legal thought on the subject.

T 1 —
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Under the Police Offences Act a classification of
Publications Boand has been set up to assist in cases of obscene
Eterature. The vice squad go through this Board, which reviews
publications, Mo such scheme exists for the visual arts,

Commaonwealth Acts

The Commonwealel Customs Ay 1900 conmtrols the
importation of any amicle, Regulations apply o blasphemaous,
mdecent or obscene works which unduly emphasise matrers of
sex, horror, violence or crime or are likely to encourage
d:plm"il}'.

The Commoawealty Part and Telggraph Aot [90] controls
the post and prohildes the ransmission through the mail of
indecent or obscene articles,

Thr Breadcasiing and Telewirion Agr (1942) controls
material which b broadcast or televised.

Other Legislation
Many States have cnacted legislarion such as a criminal code,

summary offences or police offences Acts po deal with minor
cnminal matters, Cdien these acts can be used vo lEmit ardss’

freedom of expression, particularly in the areas of performance
art, or performing artists such as actors and comedians,

But whar does it all mean?

The laws bricfly noted above prohibit the exhibition {among

aher things) of obscene articles. But what i obsceniny? Is there
any definition, and who decides whether or not a work is
obscene? Over time, through various obsceniry cases, variou
texts of what s and 3 not obscene and some [ot VErY r_'|:F|i:i|;
defindtions have been used,

The ald test of obscenity, and the one which is incorparated
inpo many current stamites, was whether or not the work had a
*tendency to deprave and corrupt’ those whose minds were
opehi and who might sce the obscenides, Orther carch phrases
WErE;

‘rransgressing the bounds of decency”
“evil tendency and intent’
‘enlanger public morals’
‘affront to modesty”
-|d.'u_l}|l ]

The problems with all of these tests was proving that an
obscene of ndecent article had in feor depeaved or corrupled
any person. Time afier time members of the vice squad, and
jures heanng cascs, remadned wniffeced by close contact with
the obscene or indecent article,

The latese vese was formed in the South
Aunstralian case of Rowmeyke v Samuels, by
the then Chiell Justice Bray. This rest is
*whether the matter complained of was
offensive, 1o a substaneial degree, 1o the
contemporary sundards of the Australian
communiry; and whether it had thae
characrer in the context of the publication
aw a whale®. The two besls are somctimes
linked, wheneby a work must be offensive
according o current standards of decency
and tending to deprave and corrupt.

Because the rest brvolves the contest of
the publication as a whole the manner and
place of exhibition is smportant. Worls of
art that are exhibated in a gallery or
museum, rather than in a public place, will
have some Heenoe. As well, many of the
State statutes make it clear that the
relevant Australian community whose
standards are being considered is the
intended audience for the parteular work.
What those community standards are, and whether they have
becn transgressed, 1 a question the court decaides.

Evidence of Ii:r.:nr:," or artistic ment will be faken into
aceount when dedding whether the work b obscene. 1F the
conrt decidkes 3 work 18 obscene, notwithstanding that it s alsoa
wowk aof art, that will be the end of the marmer, The armist can
not again raise the ‘work of art” defence.

In Vietoria the ardsthe mert defence s svailable unless the
work was ‘not justified in the droumstances, having regard, in
partcular, to the class of persons into whose hands it was
intended or likely to come”, The Victonan statwte gives artisis @
certaan lecway, but it i up 10 the porson charged o ralse the
issue of artistic menit and call the experts, The work may still be
reganded as obscene under prevalling comaminley szandards. For
example, the work may not be regarded a5 justified because
school children may sisit the exhiliton.

Tt is mearly abways the explicit depiction of sexual actvity
which i a problem under indecency and obscenity laws,
althorugh excessive wiolence, bad Lainguage, drugs or perhaps
blasphemous statements mighe also Bl foul of the laws.

What Should be Done?

In 1982 there was a flurry of comment and criticism when the
filim censor banned the Elm Pisore from being shown in unout
form at the Sydney and Melbourne flm festivals. MNever before



had the censors taken such an attitude o festival filma. (I had
been thought thar showing such works o sophisticated and
discriminating festival goers would not endanger their morals, )

Filmgoers cried our, the ban was overturned, the Rlm was
shown and the law was changed for film festivals. The poliseal
power of public outcry was effective - and the law was changed
1o socommodare ane of society’s various standards

Readem will probably be aware thar a system of classification
exists for liverature, printed material and films, Once this type of
material is classified, it may be displayed, somctimes only in a
limited manner and often with particulsr warmnings a3 to the
mature of the material.

There is no classificason or censorship system in the visual
arts, an area of art pracoce thar ha tackled erotic themes for
thousands of years. The only exception is in NSW where
‘phesographs, posters, greoting cands and other pictonal matter’
are included in the system. Even thiv will nog assist maost viswal
artists, unkess they use the medium af photography,

The faw as it currently stands in Awszralin can be renmictive,
partly in thar it almost always docs not allow artistic meric as a
defense, alio because of the uncerminty of the definition of
what s and what i ot obscene,

The Arts Law Centre of Australia, which has been operating
snce [W83, has been involved in vadous controversies over
FECEnL years im:luding the cazes concerning Juan Davila, Anne
MacDaonald, Catherine Phillips and Robert Mapplethorpe. The
issuc of censorship is an importans part of our brief, and we
believe the present laws are mpe for reform - in so far as they
affect arvsts, Possibly because it is usually an offence eo sell or
exhibir an indecent article (a8 well as o make or sometimes own
an indecent article), galleries and other curators play 4 role in
deciding what is and what s not acceptable at an early stage,
Galleries often get cold feet and decide not 1o push an issue.
Witness the recent decision by a Washingron, USA gallery not
to proceed with a retrospective of Robert Mapplethorpe's work,

apparently because of 3 moral “backBash® in the USA. One can
unaderstand the gallery’s point of view, 55 no one likes to be
called before the courts with a possibility of being fined or even
imprisoned. On the other hand, ope could argue thar galleries
ought to be leading the call for law reform.

The law could be reformed if every State enacted an
amendment to the legislation making works of art exempt from
prosecution, IF necessary, States could abo ser up Visual Ar
Review Boards, to decide whar is or B not a work of art. With
an extraordinary varicty of pornographic marerial casily available
in bookstores and even sreet comer newsagents, why is it that
artists should bear the brunt of lws o protecr Australia’s
mciraks?

If an artist secks to exhibit 3 work which challenges
commuinity standards a5 o what is indecent or obscens the
work may be scized and labelled indecent. Often the press
enlarge the issuc in eye-catching headlines. The artist may be
fined or p'l'l:r.l-t'.‘l.lttll. The lg;l|='rl_." may alsy be fined.

If the prosecution is successfil, the work may be destroyed.
Whao bears this losa? Almeost always it is the amist or owner of
the work. Rarely do exhibition contracts deal with the problem
of loss if 3 work B bkely o be judged indecent. If an artist
wishes to exhibic challenging work, they run the risk of being
labelled as a ‘pornographic artist’, or even as a pornographer
rather than as an amist

If a gallery gets cold feet and masks the “direy bits®, maral
rights problems emerge a5 well as the issue of sersationalism,

Il close this essay with a quote from Premier Wran on 15
April 1982 concerning the furore over Juan Davila's Stwpid as
o Painger: 1 do not think art has gos anything 1o do with the
VRO mgead.’
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A HIisTORY OF MorAL CENSORSHIP
AND THE VISUAL ARTS IN AUSTRALIA

BY ALISON CARROLL

1. Introduction

M:mlitg.- and art have been conttnuoisly contentious
pareners. Together they have provoked situations
loaded with personal frailty and fallibadizy, backed by reactionary
and double standards. In the 1880s one defense against
censorship was the homily "o the pure all things are pure®: of
couirse half-true, half-ridiculous; half sincere, half a challenging

On ane hand this story of censorship in Australian art 5 2
precty sorry one. [t is full of stupidities and prejudice and
nastiness and pertiness and some real hart. On the other hand
there is a need to try o understand the past, to foos o the
isscicy, anad address them for the future, The story alio exposes
some of our past folly as both food for thought for the
historcally curious and as moments of humour for all of us,

This is the firsst dme that rescarch on the history of moral
censorship and ary in Australian has been specifically under-
taken. This scems strange when the cases are so spectacular; and
wy ernotional. Cerrainly in other media, like
books or flm, attenson o propricty has been
covercd in nammerous publicasons

{_'.J:numhip in these other medn ia Ihmugh
guilte sophisticated legal and social checks. For
art the “check” still very often s a solitary
complaint by any member of the public calling
in the police to decide whether to take it
further, Legally muaral censorship fior art 15 very
personal: the decision o complain and then
the decision to prosecute made by individuals
based on their cwn perceprion of obscenity or
indecency, 5o, it should be no surprise thar
pervading the Bse of works included here is the
pe rsonal and rawdem natore of moral
cemsoribibp of arr over the kst 150 years, As
most viewers of art know, a lot of ermotic or
scxual art goes by unremarked - an example
bi,-.inE the recent ’Iml[l;ing AIDS' exhibidon at
the Australian Cenire for Contemporary Art,
with many more potentially “indecent” images
than many included in this publication,

This persanal nature of censorship has
promated the worst reactions: Are we wowsers
o be upset at some mmages? Arc we cowards oo support/or not
to support some issue of censorship? Does the herd carry s
awy o soeme s - responding to a press beat-up? And are we
equally full of remorse afierwards. .7

Also, the lack of clarity of the lsue - the facr thar all images
are lable and there are no rules except the pofice decisson -
makes avoidance of officaldom®s displeasures uncertain, To
avodd this, self-censorship ooours, especially in works entenng
public collections. The works of art from public collections in
this publication are relatively rare partly because the staff of
such mmstitutions consider the likely difficulties of
recommending sexually explicic works: will the Board of
Trustees refise 1o allow the woek inno the collection, and once
there will the public react unfavourably? Will this affect polibeal
favour or business sponsorship? In private or commercisl

Bayner Tooll
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galleries there are cases of certain works not being induded (for
example, Barbara Hanrahan's work excluded by a Svdney
dealer, saying his was “a family gallery”}, and this attitude infuses
the collectons of corporate bodies, where - ususlly - the less
controversial the work, the better.

However, the lanees are quite comglbex. 1t has been generally
said thar arvss, in challenging socicty™s nosms, will naturally
produce images which confound and even shock the general
l‘llllh]ii;". The currens Austrabha Council pu'liq.' |:|I.'Ii|'.:I”]' SUpports
this, stating ‘much innovative work challenges communiny
values, and rthe Board encoursges public debate of that work
and relared issoes’.

However srrists’ intentions can and do vary enormiooshy;
some indeed fviting controversy; others shocked when [t
occurs, Even those conscious of the issues of erotica/
pornography can vary greatly In their application - either
.f|:i|:|.:,.'|'ng the ope qu"trn.lEi: fiir s owm ke, and S or I.IrI-Lrt'E_ wuch
images to quostion the geare. [t would be nalve eo think that
many weren't sware of the reaction likely from their wark,

Iti Auistralia & {hingr! ovcurfed when
SNorman [jnd.u':.' 'h-:g:.n and continued (o
cxhibit his images. Previously (here and
overseas| artists evaded the isfue, hiding quiie
crotic mades under (for example) elassbeal
teles, (One of Cilor's “problems” was that she
was popularly known to have been a real
Parisian young woman, with an unhappy bowve
affair to boot.) Blamire Young wrote about
this in 1930, in a plece accompanying a
painting The Triwmph of Faeth by 5t Gearge
Hare in the National Gallery of Vicvoria:
‘There ane twvo ways of :pprm.u:hi.rlp, a pi::llm:
of this kind, We may mece the artist half way
and accept hiis q,'mhnl.l. in the |.F|:|rir of
unguessaning good Gith thar he asks of us,
or we may ook h:y:md Frin puppets and
cxamine the meneality thar can seriously
e3pect 30 Fansparcnt 3 pretext O engage our
sympathies’. The first, the “theme® is two
young (naked) Christian girls about (o mect
their fare in the Colosseumn: the second is thar
“the title is nothing but 2 smoke screen,
behdnd which he feels liense o display his
eroficism - sweet, sweet, sweet poison for the age’s woth, The
age of cowrse, was the Victoran, when an emphasks upon
modesty demanded the plusible device,™

Lindsay apenly challenged his viewers and since then a
much moee frank relationship has - generally - ken place.

In the past, one of the complezities of censorship - or
controversy over erotic works of art - is the socio-coonomic
differences berween would-be censors and liberals. It would
have taken a lot for a less educaged persin upl::i.:ﬂg," Ina Elll-r:r!'
af authoritarian grandeur to protest about these works but
whien a debare opened and becamic public - as over Chlor for
example - the howility and feeling in the community against
such works was palpable.. There aren’t dnmngr.lphi:r profiles of
who ‘protests” of complains, bur judgements in interpreting the
law ¢an stll ofien be bazed on the "Enmn'ng‘ person not



nezding protection while the “snknowing” doss.

This of course relates to another complexity: the wradition of
censorship in Australis founded on men protecting women
from secing naked images. *Respectable” women were capected
tor be shocked by these ofien erotic images. Most of the images
were of naked women, made for men's pleasure, The change
now s thar as these “respecable” women gained maore polichcal
poswer therr protests at crotic images of naked women were
based on recognition of the hegemony inherent in them, rather
than at basic pudity or eroticism per =2. An example & the
protese by femindss ar Allen Jones' images of Gl Table and
Crirl Hae Stand at Hogarth Gallery in Sydney in 1973, or, even
maore polivicised, the protest of the Postal Clerks and
Telegraphists Union in 1985 at a poster devised for Australia
Post by Moynahan, Dayman and Adams decmed as sexist and
therefone removed.

The war berween censor and [fberal continnes mo be fought
and somewhere society makes its own broadly accepting line,
The intercsting part abouit art is that the line docsn®™t scem 1o
have changed much over the last 130 years, and the bamle is as
woiagh a8 ever. Some people will look back and see the tumle
over Chifoe as laughable, and certainly today she seems a
charming acadensle nude to most (though apparently clicnts of
Young & Jacksons sre still seen 1o blush going by her), but this
year, 1989, is the first year an areist in AustraBla b setually pone
o jail over @ morad censorship e,

There are changes. One notable ane B thar the sinctecnth
century worried about female nudity and the twentieth
{espectally the later twenticth ) century has wormed about male
nudity: anything with a relarively life-like p-:nll it almost
without exception the cause of current ¢

Another change & the ebb and flow nfl:rrlmhq: itself.
Times of great social change and cnergy arc in turn Bmcs of
greater censorship, The 1BBQs boom rime in Melbowrnme is one
case aivd even more obvous B the 60y around Australia, The
great explosion of actvity and challenge from (voung) artiss as
well an most young people kepr the posvers of comservatism on
their oes.

The history of censorship has its hilarioos side, espectally
with policc unaware of works af art like Zﬁiifh:lmwﬂn‘u Davrd.
There are great stones sbout Adelaide's prosecuting Detective
Vopelang, wpeaking at the Ern Malley trial, saving he didn't
know what *incestuous’ was except that “it had a suggestion of
the indeccnt abouit ie'... And there are very seriously hariful
human sides; the recent censorship of Catherine Fhillips  in
Milduira for example or Mike Brown i Sydncy in the S oc
even Clifton Pugh in the 19508, so0 annoyed about the
cemsomblp of a nude in one of his pancngs | Weman ard Car)
that he painted out the offending figure.

This szory of moral censorship and art in Awstralia is only a
beginning of rescarch on the sbject. Because so Eirtle has been
previously quantified casy references are almost non-cxistent,
Therefare the relatively random method has been used of
asking as many people who may have come aoross examples as
possible as well as consulting the various newspaper and
magarine indexes in Srate Libraries. In most cases examples
have had two or more cross-references, however there will be
many more cascs which continue 1o come o Bght not inchaded
here. Ao, frequently, newspaper acoounts have been the only
source, and they rend to report the sensational - often only
gving one side of the story® [F there are gross exaggerations or
miistakes in this history due to this, perhaps the mext publication
on the subject will oorrect them...
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2. The Nineteenth Century

Official censorship of printed matter started in Australia in
1803, when Governor King insisted on sceing proof of the
Swiney Gazeree before publishing,' This & political censorship
anad of newspapen. It scems o have raken another fifty yoans for
the sisual arts to be censored for moral reasons. The IE50s
marks the beginning of recorded censormship of art works -
perhaps aot surprisingly as it was the decade when much art
activity was formalised (though in more positive ways), notably
with the cstablishment of vanous art socicties in a number of
codonies,

The fimt example, in Melbourme, is recorded in The A,
of 2 March |855 with all the hallmarks of the complicated imsue

censorship was and remains:

Saul Among the Prophets, - Mr. A Smonbuck, of Lonsdale-
strest, 3 soulpror, whese productions entitle him to a high
place in his profession, having recently completed some
beautiful models of the celebrared “Greek Slave™ imagined
that he might do himsclf good, in a commercial poine of
view, by exhibiting them in the shop windows af Mr |
Wilkie and Messrs. Cox and Co., of Collins-street. His
Woeship the Mayor, however, ar the soliciiation of some
ministers of religion, has forbidden the exhibition of the
figure in the windows; the ground of the interdics being,
we belicve, the danger to which the public morals were
exposed. This carcful conservatism on the part of the Mayar
is refreshing; and decidedly an improvement upon the
conduct of the Commissioners of the Great Exhibition, who
did mot consider thar the cxposttion ol one of the finest
mdern efforts of art would have tendency © demoralise
the millioms who visited the Cryseal Malace *

The original Greek Slawe, by Amcrican sculptor Hiram
Powers, was a great success when onginally shown at London's
Girear Exhibivdon of 1851, a8 was reported in The Mefbosorme
Hevald on 2 October in 8 piece mken from The Brinal Times
the writer acns as gulde:

‘My sears!” eried I, again‘Don’t srop there, practisng
interjections, but go and look at the Greek Slave” was the
scasonable admonition.

Opposite the Greek Slave - which is 3 beawtiful female
figuwre in white marble, with a chain for ber only covering -
sat a row of ladics, while 3 male friend wrned round the
nude sculpiure {which works upon a pivor), for their
particular inspection.

I looked wt the slave, then looked at the ladics, then
blushed, and walked away,’

As the importer of "the onginals’, Joseph Sullivan, wrote
Thr Argws on 7 March, protesting at the removal of
Stronbuck's work, saving the "Cueen, Prince Albert, and the
Commissioners and Comminee of Management of the Great
Exhibitdon were not shocked by contact with the Greek Slave”.
He says, not unreasonably, ‘who is 1o determine how many
garments shall be wom by the inhabitants” of Victoda!  “Who
will show images of Christ om the Cross in case they are
interdicted?” Why was his fountain *with its specimens of
humanisy {naked and unadorned | which was ar the Exhibition



in Melbourne albowed o be seen? He adds:

After taking the trouble o bring the orginal model bere for
the gratification of the colonists, 1 really feel strongly on the
subject, and that if the arts and sciences are i be cramped,
and business transactions are o be fettered by such senseless
fastidiousness as that alluded to, the sooner Victora is
abandoned o i aborigines the bemer,

S0 the ground rules were laid down, The controversy has
continued in this vien - though often without such vigoar -
since,

The second example from the I850s, the removal of the
female figure from the top of the new fountain in Prince’s
Square in Launceston and its replacement by a pincapple, is seill
the subject of conjecture. Local bore s divided on the vemciny
of the story.” Certainly descriptions of the Launceston foumtain
never pelate the exbstence of a female nude on top, but do
suggest changes for each site of the varnous casts, for cxample
T Hswsraced Melbowrne Par of I May 1864 sayving “fountains
maodelled after this one (with some slight vanations in the upper
jets) have been supplied wo the dties of Lyons, Bordeaus..."

The problem with sculpture dominated the next years in
Melbourne, specifically works in public gardens, in the Gallery,
and even as mantel decorations. A letter by a person sgning
himself “Tempt Mot o The Dadly Telegraph of M Ocrober 1870,
asks il in Britain there are ‘so many node and shameless statues
in public places, and staruerzes in prvate, a8 abour Melbourne?.”
He asks if ‘our case is a symptom of advancing morality or
atherwise? You [the Ediror] sometimes tell s of Custom-hoase
scizares of “indecent pictures™ ctc., and I have wondered if
they could be more abjectionable than many of our starues
which confront the passenger in Fiteroy or Hotham gandens. .1
have noticed somse police arrcats of youths of both sexes as
having been indecently occupied in Fitzroy Gardens. [s it a
marvell” There was & counter opindon par, as by the Edivorial
replying to Tempt Not, that “The individual, male or fermale,
whiose “ideas™ are mrned topsy-turvy at the sudden view of the
Lycian Apolle, the Hebe, or the Pandora, must be, we
apprehend, the victim of well-defined *emotional insaniey™.”
{ The Amgralasan of the nexe day repears this sentkment, saying
the writer (and his ilk} “see indecency where all the world
besides himeelf’ secs nothing bur passionless beauty in supreme
reposs’. |

Two months later The Age editorial {of 26 December 1870
takes 3 different line, referving to the debate about the statuary
in the gardens, and specifically noting the new display ar the
Gallery, rearranged by Sir Redmond Barry ‘or some other
gentleman in authowty at the Public Library of the “to the pure
all things are pure™ school’. While the facade of the building is
being finished the entrance from Latrobe Street has been
transformed into;

a sculprure gallery, in which the utmost skill has been
cxcrcised in arranging Yenuses.. 0 a8 1o compel every
visitor oo comie bolt in fromt of them, ane after the other. In
fact, all the nudities of the collection appear 1o have been
purposely gathered to this spot. There is the Venus de
Medici, Yenus of Canova, Venus of Thorwaldsen, the Greek
Slave, and the whole genus. Now it is a fact that a great
many people do moe like oo ke thelr Bamilies through this
display. It may be very ridiculows and very prudish, but -
there the peoople are; and why should they be exclhuded
from the librany?

There are references through the 1870s to other works of art
coming into pablic view, like the very fashionable French
academician Bouguereau's painting Repose, which The Arjras

editorial of 3 January 1872 professes as ‘onc of those naked
subjects in which we confess not o delighe’, or another new
picture for the Mational Gallery of Victoria, Eugene
Hillermacher's Pruche im Hell of which the paper “doubts it
propricty’.

This is not censorship, but indicative of the debare thar
continued into the 18805 over works of art in public places. An
wony in vicw of the troable he had kater with ecnsorship s
conveyed by Morman Lindsay describing going as a boy to the
Ballarat Picture Gallery with his grandfather the Bev. Thomas
Williarms ‘where there was, for me, ong picture: the "Ajax and
Cassandra™ by Salomon . Solomon. [ sell sy it is an excellent
plece of academic painting, bur the special ghory of it was the
mh-:d hndg." af ci.'l.li.Tldl'l. lpr_l:ﬂd I:].' a pt':r af YErY |1.'n'r:1:r
breasts. 1 seem o have spent hours in front of thar paintng,
while the Rev, Thomas discoursed with ardour its perfiecton®.

First, though, a dewour into another realm, fleetingly
referred 1o by Tempt Not, in his note of the Customs® seizing
of ‘indecent plonires”. These were photographs and it seems a
sizable trade was had importing large numbers of
‘erotie /pornographic’ images, mostly from France, as
stereoscopes, or prints, or lantern shides,

They were for private delectation and very few have come
into public collections since* There i one case, however, of an

af the Australian Museum in Sydney, Henry Barnes,
among his other sidelines, selling “obscene” photographs on the
muscum premises, as announced ar ‘a sensational crusiees”
ml::ﬁnl_ on b March 874 when business wan |t1|:-|:rr|.|p!r:d. Irr
Captain Arthur Onslow - 3 trustee - and two detectives, A
parcel of Henry's photographs was impounded by Detective-
Consable Farrick Lyvons and wsed as evidence in the Selen
Commitiee of the Lea;i:hl:h't .ﬁ::zmhl‘y :i:iqulrfr into the
Museum®*

e more ordinary case is that of Messs Oppenheimer and
Co_ who in Melbourne in 1875 were called 1o show why
‘Erpain - to wit, same indccont ph.l - should
mat be forfeited 1o the Crown, and alio to answer 3 charge of
importing prohibited geodsunder the direction of the
Commissioner of Customs. The firm bhad also imported
“ndecent pictures’ in [87] which had been destroyed. These
were ‘reduced copies of photographs... fived 30 as to have a
microscopic power, In the quier subjects the lens could be raken
off and another picture of 3 more obscenc nature substinited,”
In the 875 case ‘72 ndecent prines and photographs’ hisd been
imparted, The company successfully appealed against the
charge, convincing the Melbourne General Sessions thay they
didnt know such images were included with their ordered
gisonds.

The muut notorious case of censorship in the nineteenth
centiry - and perhaps since - i3 that of Jules Lefebvre’s oil
painting Chilse, a very fing academic painting scen for the last
cighty years In Young & Jackson's Hoel in Swanston Street,
Melbowrne. Cinlar was first shown i Pans ag the 1875 Salon
where it wan the Grand Medal of Honoar. Then it was a major
piece af the International Exhibition held in Melboume in [581-
82 from where it was bought by surgeon Thomas Firzgerald
and offered on loan to the Mattonal Gallery of Victora. The
Maronal Gallery Committee reported it was insdvisable o
accept the offer, but the full Board of Trustees, on the advice of
the recently appointed Director G.F, Folingsby, decided to
accept the offer and later in the year it was hung in the Gallery
where it remained wntil the issue of Sundsy opening anose in
May 1883, and the combination of the naked Chlor and Sunday
vicwing erupted inte a continuing controversy.”

Even the French critic Anatole de Montaighon, writing in
the Gazerzr der Beans-Arty in 1875," noted the issue of nudity,
and makes a point that Chlsr was viewed by "more than one”
wioman stopping “for a long rime” in front of it, demaonstrating
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the senstimity n:l'h:lm.llm[[ of the nude in this caze.

De Montaiglon's words abowr the susceptibility of women
viewers of the picture fo shock are the basis of the arguments of
the Melbourne Gallery for removing the painting from view
there are repeated letters saying "no decent woman with her
daughters’ could see it ‘withoun feeling her cheeks tingling with
shame’ as A Maother” wnites in Tiv Argwur afl 18 May 1583
Equally fervent are defending lemens seen o have more force
when 1i1:|_1|.-:'|:| by A Woman®, *A Lover af Art, who 13 alis &
Woman® or ‘A Father" (although this father of five daughiers,
'I-'.Ti'l'.il'IE to The Anper on 24 May, does concur that 'nud.'il:g,' of
the living burman body is an owtrage upon decency’), Some of
the sugpestions included clothing mot only this paintg but all
the nudes in the Gallery, even adding “fur dppets 1o the
numernous busts’; others were that men and women vicw the
phetwre separately, on alternating hoars. ..

Cine result of the correspondence, as e Hiwstrared
Amsrralian Newy of 13 June noved, was “of cowrse an increased
artendance, and thouwsands whos had never hoard of the pictunc

before visited the gallery while it was on view”

In the end Dr Fitzgerald asked for the return of the
Fl.:.im:mlq. which as Keith Dunstan in his COVEFARE af the
CONIAOVERSY 1N Wemmrr™states, arv doaibs :|n|.111|:n.'|-l:1:.' relicved the
Crallery Trustees,

Thre Bulletin of 7 Scprember 932 notes the last episode in
Clrlee’s controversial life antil she was bought from Dir
Fitzgerald's estate in 1909 that when Firzgerald hung her in his
drawing room, she was “visible from the sireet when the room
was lighted. Protests from shocked citizens were 80 numenouws
that he was nhli.ﬂqd i shift her elsewhers’

And w0 ir went on. A lasr case of maral reaction to the
practice of art in the nincteenth century in Australia can perhaps
be mared, bor while it wasn't actve '|:i:.||.n1n|up' as such, the
pressure of respectability made it practically impossible for
young wisnch artsmsSare students to study the nude, ‘Craton’
in The Argrs of 25 May 1895, describes the situation at the
Matboinal G.I."n'!r it school, with Frederwck MeCubbin, with *a
girl working there by herselt under the gas-jers. . copying the
torsn af a Hereules' while tn the next room a group of
‘studens’, presumably all male, drew from the Bve model, The
Ape edivormal of I Auguse 1896 goes further (though after
repeaning the sory of Fawline Borghese posing naked for the
sculpror Canova, saying afver *a friend ook the Hberty of
remonsirating with her on the termble risk through which she
had passed: “MNot &t all. You knoaw [ had a fire in the room™):

Artists will paint the mede probably as long s men are men,
and women are to be found to g5t a5 models o them, Bu,
afecr all, this sort of art 18 oftcn very muoch akin to the
salacicies of the brothel, and vhe Amist who cannot make a
name for himsell aithour resorting to it goes perloushy near
to bringing his profession o disrepute with that large and
influential clais of people who sl culvaee the decencies of
life and have not whally forveom the virmees of drapery
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Caralogue

|. Hizam Powers

The Girerk Slave
Loy ool spmdptase evlalueed in Melbourne ihop 1855
Casmpilnos, rers i

2, Lienard & Moreau
Fomsiamm

|swralled in Prince’s Square, Liunceson LHEY
Perhia dpocryphil: kel hgone fesoved B b ibd replieced by absapple

3. Eroaic photographs
i} Photogniphi sobd by Henry Batne ot the Asviralian Mussum, Spdney, 374
lmpamirided by paslice



iiPhorographa impormed  from Frande by Moun Oppenbcimer and Co,
etbourns BT and [B7S
Seired by oo, imagee drclamd obaoene, merchanm charged,; sppeall uphehl

4. Jules Lefebwre

Clidge

Enkibinon at Maskorad Gallery of Wictona XL
Advinory commiree recommsended sgaine cehibicon; full Bownd of Truibees

wcoeprod offer of koan; conerovonry; remered froes displey

3. Fin de Sigcle to World War 11

The censorhip wsues of this period, in line with the changing
social stanvdards, are bess concerned with examples coming from
a general debate on indecency, but rather with instances of
important personalities and individual arr works provoking
especial attention.

The first instance permains (o one of the koons of Australian
art, and it happened not here but in London: Sir Bortram

Beriram Mahesnal L0, (ol of bl 1999w kegghe B y sk §lms: § iy
Fuarvamgd | Sy | ! Wy, Foivoms B (810, pobmores comar-tvey Pl ooy ol § niewsm (181, cad 0

Mackennal's major bronee sculprure, Ciree, was first shown at
the Pars *Salon’ nf]E‘?S. then as Thr Evemang Swn af 5 Oetober
1923 recalls:

shipped across o London, When the Royal Academy
exhibinon npen.r,:d Circe was again the queocn af all she
surveyed,

But semething happencd! Round the podestal of the statuc
are swathes of green baire partly covering the goddess’
p:rf:;l;]]: moalded feet. Even Mackennal himdell was
surprised.,

Chn a bronze mblet round chis pedestal below Circe the
sculpror had portfayed with his characteristic vigor a
Bacchanalian orgy or & Saturnalia. Nude Agures, both male
and fermale, were inextricably mixed sp in 2 wild jumble of
arms and legs, One bearded old sapyr gripped a woman by
the leg while she was locked in 2 passionate embrace of 2
satyr that was not bearded,

It the centre a fomale figure was despondent and detached
from the revelry, The wild pursait and fieree crmibraces of
these nudes werne carfied wo the back of the pedestal. Every
figure stood out in bold relief,

S far as can be learned, London had a fic of morality ar that
mament, and an went the green baize !

As the areicle painted out no objection had been raised o
the work in the twenty years since it had been on display in
Melbourne: *Artists poine o this as an example of how the
public mind an art shifts and changes.” The s that was said
an the work's firs showing in Melbouwrne & oypified by The
Argus's reference of B February 1900 to the fricze as ‘daring to

the podne of audacin’

The mext individual case of the censorship of the work of a
highly sucoessful artist switches the nationalities of person and
event: a painting by an English artis censored in Auseralia, and
it is an extraordinary story. The painting is Sir William Orpen's
Sewimg New Serd as 18 was gencrally known, o to give It it fall
title: Sewing New Seea for the Board of Agricwlture and
Techmival Ingruction for Ireland. (This change b reminbeent of
the story of censoning the book Fun i Bed in Australia in past
years, only to find out it was a book for ssck children.)

The painting was first shown at the New English Art Club's
1913 exhibition, and purchased for the Madenal Gallery of
South Australia. As Orpen explained in a lemer dated |5 August
1984 to che Adclabde Mublic Library Board, it was an allegory
about art in Ireland:

The scene is Dublin Bay, painted from Howth, with
Kingstown, Bray and the Sugar Loaf Mountain in the
background. The figure in black represents the several heads
of the Board of Agriculture and Techimcal Instrucoon for
Ireland, which board, beside their agriculmral and technical
dutics, have contral of the money for, and the ManagCmert
of, art in Ireland. The lady ‘sowing the seed’ represents
mysedl, or any other unfortumte, tryng to ntroduce mone
modern movements or fresher life and thought 1o the
schools under the board. But anyvthing outdaide the
conventonal red rape method is not toderated by the board.
Yet “young Ireland®, the children, receive it gladly. The Lady
leaning on the deparoment’s arm is the very ordinary
dqurtm:r:r.:l wife, who anderstands nothing, but wishes to
be on the safe skde, and is afraid perhaps that her hushand
bhas mot noticed the “sowing Lady® at all. The decayed tree i
the department and the single magpie i “bad hock oo "'

Another explanation given by Orpen i thar it syrebaolised
‘the new Sinn Fein movement; the E;Lrl TCPrescnts the spril ol
Eir.m Fq.-in in ]';'IJ-, mwin-.q_ ‘rh-r.' weved, Yomi see the crop :-pri:rlEinE
froem it while the older ones book on.™

Whatever the r.::lpl.uuﬁnu it didn"t wash when the picturc
was first shown in Australia, It caused enormous controversy,
huge crowds, and ended with the nade h:ing ;|'.||.'1:|.':-'ii:l||.1_.I
artacked and the Trusees removing it

The tenor of comment & felt from extracts from Melbourne
papers when it was suggested by the Natdonal Gallery of South
Ansiralia Trustees o their peen v Victona that it be shown in
Melbourne in 1917, As Puaek of 10 August 1917 puts i

Are we or are we not o be allowed the privilege of sesing
Orpen’s picture “Sowing the New Sced™ The baldhecads in
charge of our Mcure Gallery are now sitting in solemn
conclave to decide ths PﬂjFiliﬁl‘lH quesison. The jpacture
belongs 1o dear, pood linde Adelaide, and was hung in their
Art Gallery for just a gasp ar two. All the old ladscs in lustre
gowns and elastic-side boots who saw the picrare
prunml.m:ed it teo terribly *0h, my!™ and made an
immenss commotion uacil it was removed from the walls. Te
is evidently imagined that Melbourne's morals can stand any
kind of shisck and o the plemure has been offered to us,

Incvitably the new oontroversy in Melbourne, with one of
the Trustees, Rev, E.H. EuEd:n. I:.i“'II'I.E it a 'l'm.ul|:|r
pheture..oecking with sexuality’, meant it wasn't seen outside
Adelaide before it was returned o Orpen, to be exchanged for
a porirall paineing.

A Fu;u'mum., angd impaortant, part af the story i that the
person wha recommended the work on behalf of the South
Australian Gallery Trustces was Margarct Preston, still then
Miss Macpherson, an Adelaide artist living in London. 5he



wrote in H15 to Hans Heysen:

I'm sick of 5.A....1 give it up...they say he [ Orpen] has no
reverence - bosh, bosh, The trouble is that the one fine
original British painter is an - Irishman.., I feel so ashamed
& miserable at my Adelaide’s behaviour - however it will do
one thing, prevent my ever coming back.'

By extraordinary circumstances the painting returned to
Aunsiralia, purchased from Open in 928 by Australian Senator,
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Trustee of the National Gallery of Victona, and cior of
the Mildura The Sunrayia Daily, B.D. Elliott. He
purchased it fir himaelf and on his death bequeathed it to the
Mildura Arts Centre, It has been shown outside Mildura since
the controversy, for example, ar the MEW, Socicty of Artiss” in
1928, in Melbourmne in 1948, and again in Adelaide in 1957, at
the request of the Director of the National Gallery of South
Australia, Robert Campbell, and all the press focussed on the
I914,/1917 debate.

We come now to the Australian artise whote work was
singled out in the Australian Exhibition at the London Royal
Acadermy in 1923 as the *black spot’ by William Orpen, MNormian
Lindsay, Lindsay"s experience ol moral censorship spans almeost
all his long life from the fist public intance in 904 through
years of minor censoring until the major issue of his part in
cxhibitions in B23 and 1924 and publishing of the Special lssue
of Art in Aurgralfia on his work in 1930, Thereafter lesser
exampbes continaed o bother him,

Lindsay is 2 good cxample of an artist whose work incites
moral reaction, who kept producing such work, and who slso
was continually upset by the reaction. He certainly dsdn’t fike or
invite it (but neither did it change his work). He wrote in his
autobiography that he fedt he had to learn how to write after the
‘first attacks on my work, which were over that pen drawing,
Pollice Verss, They arowsed in me a conviction that if T was 1o
cxpect attacks on those terms, 1 must learm how to defend
myself against them,™

As Lindssy savs the drawing Pollice Verro starred it off. He
exhibited the work at the 904 Royal Art Sodery of New South
Wales, and as John Hetherington notes in Neriman Lindray; he
Embartled Olympian it *scandalized the righteous, pained many
normally broad-minded laymen, and split the artiss into wo

angry Bctions’.” Hetherington quotes Lindsay on it subject
marter;

It was the fimt affirmation of my credo, which is that the
Greeks and Romans extablished all that the word enalization
can mecan, while Christaniry, that communist uprising of
the underworld, sought to destroy it and very nearly
succeeded in doing so. All through my work 1 have
radneabied that theme, and that is the reason why it was
artacked, although the artack ook the crude device of
denouncing it & indecent and immoral, because 1 took the
nude human body as my symbaol of the freed spint of man.

The newspapers published letters and critical response 1o the
work; most against, but some in favour, like ope from fellow
armist Julian Ashton, It resulted, as uwsual, in grear crowds
visiting the exhibition. The drawing was subsequently shown in
Melbourne, and as Lindsay himself said, very surprisingly
bought by the Trustees of the National Gallery of Victonia:

I seill can’t divine under what urge those trustees were
impelled to acquire that pletuse, but having got v, they so
far recovered their wits as to consign it to the Gallery
cellary, where [ asame it still B, They would never have
dared o exhibiv it once the row broke out about the
immoral, indecent, and blasphemous namre of my works,"

In 1908 Lindsay had trouble publishing his drawings for a

book on  Casemera. Harry F. Chaplin notes that

Lindsay “tried unsuccessfully to have them published in

Landan, but oaly onc offer was made, and that by Hememann,

who was willing to find & backer. A lawyer’s advice was that it

wonild be diffieulr 1o desw s valid contract, @ the publicaton
might be considered indecent.™ Nothing evenruated.

The next event i with another drawing. Lindsay sys in has
autobiography:

I think the Jehad ... by the local Bedouin who conduocred
the newsrags of that era broke out first over another pen-
and-ink of mine included in our exhibition in Sydney, and
alwn shown in Melbourne, That was “The Crucfied Venus',
and such were the howls from church and press ap i
immarality and profinity that the poor noodles running the
exhibition withdrew it from the walls. Thar roussd Julian
Ashton's notable pugnaciny, and he commanded thar the
picture e restored or the eahibition be withdrawn, In a
desperate attempt ar appeasing both Julian and the popular
frenzy against the work, the poor noodles restored it o the
exhibition, but with irs face mmed to the wall. Again Julian
was af them with an ulimatum. The pecture must be mrned
face out, or elie -. T was, and of course all the publicity
erooweledd the exhibition while it remained open.®

Again book illustration was the centre of another
opceurrence: the refusal of the Tasmanian Public Library
Trustees in 1918 o acquire a recommended book: his Pen
Drvawingr, When questioned as to why, the Hobart Daily Par in
an artiche entitled "Australia’s Greatest Artiet” of 26 June 18,
reparts the chairman as saying “the committee regarded v as
indecent, and not fit to be placed on the shelves of any library.”

One Trustee, Mr E. Morns Miller, objected, the newspaper
cantinued:

As 1o Norman Lindsay’s work, the reasons put forward were
flimsy in the extreme, and showed a want of comperence on
the part of the committee for the sk of selecting works for



the bibrary, He [ Miller] had not thoughs char any such body
ag & Public Library Board would have the audasity to reject
the pen and ink works of such a great artist a5 Norman
Lindsay. Tt was precey well ccradn thar if i became kmsown
that the board rejected that particular work, they would
becone the laughing soek of Australls. The instivathon was
nat a Sunday school library; it was @ Public Library, and he
hoped would become a Natonal Library.. The Mayor
--objectfed] to Mr Miller lecturing ws 25 if we were 3 crowd

The Bwllerim weighed in saying the incident has ‘spurred
Slowbart from its slumbers..” The Mayor ook the book to his
office, from where, “after it had been well ogled and thumb-
marked and the tissue paper covering the drawings crumpled”,
ir was returived 1o the bookseller. About ten yeam later a copy
of the book was accepred by the Library as part of 3 gife."

The mnext big ferore occurred over Lindsay's work sent to
the major exhibition of Australian arm organised by the MNSW
Soctery of Artias ap the Rowal Academy in London in 1923,
Lenatsay included five watercolours, four pen drawings and six
etchings, among them the major watercolour Liebwown Seas,
The exhibition was first shown in Sydney in June 1923 and
controversy began aboue the work: “it would appear in London
as though Austrafia had 3 large percentage of degenerates who
were affliored with sex mania...", Finally a deputation was sent
o the NSW Minkster of Public Instruction to ssy Australia®s
reputation would be damaged by sending Lindiay's work to
London. The Minister said it was for the police to take action if
the pictures were indecent. The works were sent and in
Oerober 1923 inspected by British Customs who asked the
Rowal Academy to adjudicate “and after some days the psctures
were released™.” This caused grear press and public interest and
Lindsay's work was the centre af ¢rowded attention.

In the same month in Melbourne Lindsay nudes were
withdrawn from view in the windows of Decoration Co. of
Collins Streer. As Tl Evendogg Sen said, on 4 Ociober 1923, the
shop owners found ‘voung people congregared sbout the
window, taking a greater interest in the nudes than in the
pictuares a3 examples of ardsory”,

This was minar of course. The sensation of the 1923
London show, though, continsed there when Lindsay had a
onc-person exhibition of etchings and watercolours at the
Leiceser Galleries in March 1925, The press tried o “revive the
imciral dizcumsions” as '.f'h'.d.g'rnl']ﬁ Mxt.hmpm'md,hﬂwim
limle repeared sicoess.

More success in censoring Lindsay™s work occurred in
Adelaide in 1934, Lindsay sent cleven ewhings, pen drawings
and watercaloors 6 an exhibition Drsl:l'li:l:'\d b‘y Sounik
Australian artsts a8 past of Ardsts Week in July 1924, 1o be held
at the Royal South Australian Society of the Arts. Three
cochings, The Fuseral March of Don fran, The Apex of Life and
The Fertival were banned by the selection committee ruling that
“the subjeces dealt with were such thar it would not be in the
public interest to let the pictures be shown'. The Advertirer
endorsed the stand and newspapers around Australis and in
London carried the story. Members of the Sociery of Artist, led
by Sydney Ure Smith, threatened 1o withdssw all their works
and Dame MNellic Melba and Percy Grainger entered the fray,
expressing thelr admiration for Lindsay™ Hewever he did
withdraw all his pictures and arranged a onc-person show at
Preece’s Gallery which opened om 29 July, which was viewed
Eavourably by the Governor and became a popular success.”

The last maposr censonng of Lindsay's work occurred with
the Special Editon of Art in Awgralin, Sydocy Urne Smith’s
noted art journal, of December 1930 devored to Lindsay's
work. By Juby 3| 5000 copies had been sold when a Sydney
bookseller, secing more potential sabes, advertised the edition &
*Pictures for Men Only. Wonderful Art Book” and had a polsce

officer send in the ten shillings for it.® This availability led to a
police rald of two bookihops and of the Arf i Anstralia office
and seizure of blocks, stereorypes and umsold copies. The
bookshop owners and the publishers were charged with selling
ofscene marerial,

Ure Smith saw the Commissioner of Police who referred
the case o the Chiel Secretary, who in murn ordercd the case
against the bookscllers dropped bot the charge against the
publishess continued. The rwo editors of the magarine, Ure
Smith and Leon Gellert, :.p-pu::.n:d in E}'drlql' Central Sumimsong
court on 1 June, The new Amormey General Joseph Lamoro
intervencd, sayving:

I do noe feel proceedings should be instituted against the
publishers of Art in Aurralin, The publication has been in
cuistence for several vears. It ds artistic, aimed at
encouraging Australian Arr, It has devoted a specta] mimber
tr cach of the great Australian artists, In all fis issues, or an
least probably all excepr rthis cne, no question of obscenity
artses, | take it that on the score of ability Norman Lindsay
iz entitled o a “number’, but Arr i Augralia cannot be
branded s obscene ®

This was the First police case againat 3 seriows Australian
publication and it failed,

On 23 July Lindsay left for America, saying “io hell with this
bloody country!® Minor skirmishes with the authoricies
continued for the rest of his lfe but oot an the soade of thess
lass twelve ar 50 vears.

A livtle-known story of self-censorship also happened 1o
Morman®s mofe conventional srse beother Lionel Dindsay, no
doubt extremely sensitive to the Bsue having witnessed the
affects of the various ourcries on MNorman, In 27, on the
advice of the London print dealer Harold Wright, Lionel
changed some details in vwo of his exchings, The Shadew of tive
Vine, Togrminn, *where a breastieeding woman has her activiry
changed to sewing, and The Little Marker a¢ Gactama, Naples
where 3 naked child is dothed®. On 8 July 1945 Lionel wroe
Wright 'perhaps the more conventional thing is more
comfomable, but the tath is mose inrerasting”.”

The last major artist to be affected by censorship in the
period up oo Warld War 11 was Rayner Hodl and his
for the Anzac Memorial in Hyide Park in Sydney made in the
carly 1930, Two Ggures caused comment: The Crwcifivien of
Creilezation, 94, *wherein the figure of Peace is shown with
the body armour, shicld and helmee of Mars, the War God. Az
her feet Bes the human and material wreckage of war”, and
Victary after Sacrifice, 1018, which “is cn af a young
warnan with arms upraised, symbaolical of Australia, in front of a
figure of Bricannia, representing the Empine bearing a sheathed
sword emblemancal of the cessasion of hostilities, Bebow are the
dead, whao, kn dying, made victory possthble. ™

The Roman Catholic Coadjutor-Bishop of Svdney refised
e arteind the official laying of the foundatican stone because of
his feclings about these two nude female figures on 3 cross and
a public outery followed. The Private Secretary to the
Archbishop said the “figure of the woman on the cross - a
perfectly nude woman.... is immoral and revolting in a
mermorial like that”, The Archbishop himself furthered the issue
saying “Christianiry has 1o fight against animal passson, There
arc signs that the devil & in the srees working on the minds
and hearts of the people...' o which Hoff replied *Many
attempts in the past to censor art have been discredited ar the
bar of public opinion. My objoct in exhabiting models of the
sculpture in the Socicty of Arts exhibition during the past
monith lsas been vo give the public an opportunity b exercise it
judgment, | have no fear of the verdict””

The rwi Bgares, cach cighreen foct high, only got as far as
being of plaster and shortly after the conroversy these wo



disappeared. The official reasen they were pever completed in
bronze wat that of cosr.

A lesser case of censorship, recently lterally coming o light
with its restoration, is the ceiling murals of the Princess Theatre
in Melbourne, Painted in the 1880, the figures were “clothed”
in the 19203 to sccommodare the *then-prudish viewing
public™.®

The K305 in Australia also saw 3 number of leser examples
of censorship - and the first ones thar, roday, seem quite
amusing in view of the relatively recent period (after all Victoria
was no longer Queen) and the actual pieces, One example is the
removal of marble replicas, made in Iraly, of the Medici Venus
and the Belvedere Apollo from the Sydoey Botanic Gardens
sround 1930, As a berter o The Swimey Merning Herald, of 9
Juree 19300, states ‘Some time ago the censor saw them and they
were banned a3 a “menace o public maorals™!

Another example, 3 little mone serious as it 18 @ work by an
artist of this century, is the Customs Deparmment seizure in
Melboirne i 1937 of reproductions of an image by Amedeo
Modigliani on the grounds that the subject marer was prurient.
Fifty reproductions of Modigliani’s painting Lyiag Nudr were
confiscated from ‘Signor Gino Nibbd, bookseller and printdealer
of Little Caollins Swreer, Melbouwrne®.”

One last act of censorship concerns more printed images
but this tme in book form. In 93] the Sydney Customns seized
3 copy of La Fontinc's Failes, illustrated by the English artise
Charles Martin, ordered from o Bristol bookscller by Frank
Molony. As Molony described the incident ‘a Customs official
called ag my bome [and | pronounced the .. volume condemned
35 obicene...”” This cvent and the recent case of Morman
Lindsay's editon of Arr in Aworndin led Tulian Ashron o
queszion the siniation of Customs and the police having such

in Australia. In a letter to Thv Syilney Morning Herald of
9 July 193], he says:

Surely, Sir, it is time to make an end of this farce! With
such influential bodies as the Senate of the University, the
trustees of the Mational Gallery, the Institute of Architecrs,
the Sociery of Antists, the Institute of Journalists, and the
Fellowship of Australian Writers it should be casy to form a
codmimittes whose opinions would carry mere weight than
those of the Miniszer for Customs or the Commissioner of
Police.
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I. Bertram Mackenmal

L

: Pl Academy, Londes 1895
Bass covesend with baixe

2, William Orpen

Sowing New Sevd for the Board of Agriculture and Technical
Imsrrnction for freland

Exteiied ot Gallery of South Smirulis K6

artacked; nemeod

Dscuiann offer nefimed by Trenoes, painting resomed fo afent

3. Womman Lindsay

i} Pollice Verss

Exhibeed in Sydney in B04 and Mrlhoame 9407

Contfhuverny in Sydary, bags not oenored; soqared in MelBousne by Rithofl
Gallory and subsecuently ol daplayed

ii) The Memoirr of Caranara llustraced book

Arpermnpet o have ool i London FHRA

Heisemmann inserened et on brvyers advice desiied; fct pablished

i) The Crucified Vemms

Fahibthon BSW Somery ol A 12

Cormplaints, wishdnsn fry mm:ﬁﬁhﬂﬂmmw
oo wll, Fareeer comsplain and nominend s fidll display

iv) Pem Drawings book

Preoserendad fiw poquisieon by Tasmamsm Peblic Library commuttes [P
Rejected by Trusbees] eevumaed oo bookoctier

v} Group of watcrcolours, pen doawings and erchings
including Umkwown Seas

Exhibitionn of Amienifian Art fine shown i Spincy then sent o Revsl Acidessy,
Lasrudoon, FIES

Atgempt in Swdsey ro exclode Lindsay's work from chibion; his works
imgoanded by Rrizinh Customm on arsival; verdicn of B4 thar uiiadde bo be thown

i) Watercoloun
Exhibssed in thop window Mellurne 13
Cosmplai; withdrs
vid) The Funcral Marck & Den fuam
Thr Apex of Life
The Feseivad
Sent oo Byl South Auwtralies Socicty of Art, Asemls’ Week cxbeicon B04
Selecmiom i

cewmemirzee bunned theie theee etchimgs, arns withadeess ll hiv works snd
wrranged enhibition a1 Peeeer's Gallery, Adelaide

vili} Nerman Lindray Specinl Towe, Art in Anstralia

Pofeor ruid on e hoolkabops sml publnhen; warure of Bocka, and
wmokl copies; beokucBen and poblivher chudged with sefling, obacors matcrial;
R T dropped; cisc sgaimt puldihers

4. Lionel Lindsay

Im the Shadaw of the Vine, Thermina
The Lirtle Marker oy Gartana, Naple
inges masde for dinplay i London, 1927
e details on suggestion of his desder

5. Criling murals
Caling of Frsms Thesne, Mdbcurne P
Fijgunn “dorhed'

&, Medici Vistne

Apuolla Beleedere

Pepeoducnons in Ristanic Gandens, Splsey <1930
Remeneil as & ‘mensdt o public morah®

7. Charles Martin
Jilustrarisins 1o “Lex Conrer de La Fowtaime”
Eeivrd] by Chitowns Deegarmaesenn, ‘orndemned 3k obnoene”



8. Hayner Holfl

The Cracifixien of Civilizasion, M

Vicrery after Sacrifice, N8

Flaser Il for e jons of commimson for Ascsc Memonial, Hyde Park,
Sydlaary, exhibiicd if Socikciy of &rii Gallory, 1932

Gemeral putcry; newer onmplmod [official reweon was ladk of fmda)

9. Amedeo Modigliani
Lying Nude
on i Melsogene bonkshop, 9937
Srized by Cuntoma Deperiment on grounds that ssbjoct madeer prarians;
hasdabop puner appealed

Famalern Mestom, The Wireh's Sedelmil |50 | s |, Pl conis Biies Emes lydars |1 & o 3.0

4. World War 11 to 1970

The 1940s and 19508 in Ausralia witnessed o number of
cxamples of censarship, the most famous being Rosaleen
Mormon's cases n 949 and 1952, The R60s however were yean
of great upheaval, of challenge and of general lifting of the
tempe of questioning moral and social moees, reflfected in the
various censonhip battles which accurred.

A number of the exrly examples are amusing and minos,
though indicative of the tenor of the ames, In 194 the =5W
Edwaation Deparmment “clothed” 3 mede n a reproducdon of
Herberr Draper's Lamene for frarns on the cover of their
Selool! Magazine, In 1944 in Perth Elise Blumann's drawings
were erticised (though not censored) i the press for being
“too nude”. In Melbourne, the porraivist Mary McLeish
patneed a hall study of a pregnant woman, entitled The

Frovfml Vine, which caused the “biggest controversy for many
yean” when hung ac the Victorian Amists’” Sociery exhibition of
49,

The casz of Rosaleen Norton was o different story, with in
1949 the arthee charged with showing obscene drawings. The
drawings The Wigck'r Sabkark, Lwcifer, Triwmpt and
findimduation were part of an cxhibigon of Morton™s work
showm at the University of Melbourme. As was reporied:

The Crown alleged that some of Miss Norton's drawangs
arid p:inl‘ir!p wiould deprave and coaTupi the morals of
those whio saw them,

Miss Morton claimed that the pictures were symbolic of
ancient mythology, were not sexually immorsal and were
shown to a limited intellectual circle of persons at the
university whie were striving for an adulr outlesk in culaine,

Mr AL, Abrabams, for the defence, offered o submic a
German book “The Hisvory of Sexieal Mogals™ to the Court
to prove that Miss Norton's pictures did not break
Australian law. He sald the book had been afficially
approved by Mr. Justice Reed on behalf of the
Commonwealeh... “We have 1o cater for people with farmal
reacbions o scx - not morons, the subnormal and
nearotics™ he said.”

The magistrate dismissed this case (with sty agaimas the
palice], but in P52 the publication of 3 book The Arr af
Rodaleen Norpon was banned by the Post Office for transmission
by ot a8 Peter Coleman in fhhmfg. Hl'.ﬂ;l]ﬂﬂ'ﬂ.h Sedirion &1y,
as ‘ton obscene or Blasphemouws without further qualificasion”.”
Coleman continmses:

Afver the Post Office’s ban, the Mew South Wales Molice
Diepartment reformod the book to a number of stipendiary
magistrates and the Crown Solicor foe advice, and in doe
courie served a summons on the printtr and Bwio
sumimonses on the publisher-salesman. The case agamat the
printer was dropped, but in the case agains the publisher-
salesman the Mmagsiratc found rwn -Il.l?“"lrIEI ‘olscene and
offensive to chastity and delicacy” - one of a nude male
{representing creative force and ferdbity) with 3 goat’s head
clutching an egg in one hand and balancing a swaseika in
the other; the second a nude male with @ serpent on his
hesd and 3 small figuere moving toward him with 3 swand In
his hand.

The book wis then banmed by Cuastoms.,,. A repring was
published in 1982 to no il effect.

Rosaleen Norton as a result of the publicity of this and
other events in her [gfe became a celebrity around Sydney and
partdeularly in Kings Cross, The actual effecs on her s o be
surmised. The pressures other artists have Ffelt a5 2 ressl of such
prosccution are quite strong, so one wonders about such
continuing public reaction, in the M40y and 19505, 1o a woman
making such works. .,

The next example is a good case in point: Clifton Pagh's A
Worsas and o Cag, shown ar the Contermporary Art Society in
Spdney in 1957, A complaing was received, the work nspecred
by the viee squasd and removed, The artist, in anpoyvance at this,
painted our the woman and the work is now known juse as Tle
Feral Car. {In the same exhibinon Robert Dickerson™s Man
i Snin was also inspected by the vice squad who ralked about
the possthiliny of withdrawal, bue it remammed om view:, )

A last amusing case of reaction, if not censorship in the
19503 concerns Pleassa's major carly painting La Belle
Huollaramire, soquired by the Queensland Are Gallery in 1959,
Thee Syalmey Merning Herald referred 1o it (deseribed as 'a young
Dutchwonun weanng only a bonpet’) as *Chueensland’s biggest



art conmroversy”. Picasso would surely have laughed.

The beginming of the [960s saw ¥ rare case of arempied
censorship in Tasmania; a mural by Geosge Davis for the ABC
television studio in Hobart commissioned in 1960 and
completed in 1963, Cne of the ABC Commisssoncrs saw the
work in progress, was thoerfied by the lewd depicion of the
fide section™ and endeavoured to have it stopped... The
atrempt to stop the work was unsuccessful. In is a good example
of the (usually hidden) power of commissioning and acquisition
boxlses in IundhnE the s

The mood quickly changed in February 1964 in Sydney with
two prosecutions of artist Martin Sharp and his colleagues
involved in publishing the magazines O= and Thwruaka (the
L miveriity of BNSW student pubﬁﬂllir.'rl'lfl.

Tharunka was critiched on mdio on 20 February and on
the following Monday the vioe squad intervicwed the printer
Francis James, the creator of the cartoon Tl Gar Ladh, Sharp,
and the editors Michael Robertson and Alexander Popov, The
case went before a Stpendary Magistrate, with Neville Wran
appearing for the defendants and various artists and
commentagors (incleding John Olen, Elwyn Lynn and Les
Tanner) speaking on their behall, Diespite this they were found
guiley, They appealbed, with Wran joined by Lione] Murphy, The
appeal was upheld and comviction quashed on 12 August 19641

The O= case got wider interest, a5 James and Sandira Hall
write in Amgralian Conmorsdag; e XTE of Love af 19710

Its editor,. have 1984 and 1965 to remsember and the mow
classic Oz Mo, wrangled over in coart for several reasons,
buar most of all for it Martin Sharp cartoon and areicle
titbed, climsedecally, “The word flashed round the Arms..”
O¥bjecively, it was an account of a Mafth Shore party belng
spastcmatically dismancled by a crowd of gatecrashers who
lefi a forcefil impression on the host and hostess and raped
a drunken guest. Bur it was 1o become many things m
rrl,'iliﬂﬂ in the next year, when arts, scsdemicd, writers,
clergy, police and judiciary were to rurn the whobe thing
intor a kind of wide-screen Rashomion, Mr Gerry Locke
5.M. |:||:|-|.-r|i.-d prﬂ:qqdinﬁ; with ki verdiet l:“l'|.|!|'|:r anad
disgusting™ ) and sentenced the editors, Richard Waksh and
Richard MNeville to “salutary penaltica™ of six months 0
gaol, with four months for Martin Sharp.”

They appealed, a defense Fund was launched and there were
marches and protests, Various luminaries spoke in Os's defense.
In January [S66 Judge Levine upheld the appeal, judging the
n1.13.;|.rjn: tor have hiterary ment.

The nexe begal cose was more serious as the conviction of
gtﬂwing ohscene work was for the frie time uplll:ld- This
happered po Mike Broon during his exhibitbon av Gallery A in
Pacddingiom when “three paintings and a photograph® from a
group of works were removed and the artist charged with
‘delivering indecent paintings to an art gallery’.* Though expert
apindon was offered for the defense from Jehn Reed, Elnwyn
Lynn and a psychiatrist, the magistrate, Gerry Locke again,
sapd, ki his epinicn ‘a8 an inexpert, unpractised, ordinary man’,
the work was "an orgy af ul:u.q'.'rrlll.‘:t" and Browin was -;H:I!I.::]l!.'
scntenced to three months imprisonment.” Brown appealed but
the conviciion was upheld thoogh the punishment reduced
from Imprsonment 1o 3 fine of 520, (It & spposed that the
works - now bost - were destroyed ae this Hese. )

This case was the major example of censorship in Sydney in
the 1960s and led 1o a great resction among artists and people
assoclated. After the initial charge Wairers Gallery organised an
Defense Fund for Brown and held an exhibiton o which
various artises, including Charles Blackman, Elwyn Lyon,
Geoffrey Proud and John Peart donated work to be sold. (As a
result, savs Frank Warrers, the gallery was placed on the vice

squiad's proscnbed list for a penod.™ |}

This was Brown's second encounter with censorship ar this
timie. The first was less dramatic though important, It happened
in 1963 when he submitted a painting Mary Low ar Mi
Universe (II) for a wouring exhabition of Ausradion Pasmeing
Teday organised by the Art Gallery of Mew South Wales. Onpe of
the mrustees objected and the oeganiser said that while the work
could remain on view in Sydncy it would mot eravel wath the
show. As a result Brown withdrew the work

A month after the Brown Lil|||:r:|-' A case 1A 5:.'|:|.|1|:_|.', a great
furare ooourned kn Melbourne. In December 966 Fon Upton's
drawing Oaps! was removed from exhibition at Serines Ar
Gallery and both gallery direcror (Sweeney Reid) and arisi

B Ulprtoni, Ohifin?. Tied, ik o poyrs, 1580 Mo Coslivsios: Rnem Carwm, B, (0204, 4m.7, i

charged with exhibiting an obscene work. At the Carfton Court
of Peaty Sesaons Professsr ]ml:ph Bouarke and D Ursula Hodl
spoie of the work's merit and the Anglican Buhop F. Amaott
spoke of the image’s ‘dcan, formal qualiey”.” The maginrare said
that while the work was obscene according to the Act its
circumutapnces of digplay In an are gallery, with i restricted
patronage (where “the only uninvited guests at the openang
were three members of the vice squad™) who wodld not be
*depraved or corrupted” by the work, meant that it was “nog
obscene m s contexe” "

As with such cases, when another work which may have
similar connotations is shown, the press immediately sees the
opportunity of 3 story, and such was the issue of Upton's
snlpture Pusle-Pull acquired by the Mildura City Council in
May 967, The press reported news of *that sculpiure” quoting
pwo councilbors oljecting to having it in their collecdon.

Concurrent with these events for Brown, Sharp and Upton,
was the long association of Albie Thoms with the censors
Thisms FIr'r,‘H“L'“n,‘ﬂE lq:-:rn:_nr' the major cxperimenial films af the
period and fouir of them Ir dropperlt ar the gentle rain, Hira &~
Dumdi, The Film and Marmeits, made from 963 1o 1962, all



caused the wrath of the authoritdes. The laborarory printing the
film [e aropperh wr sive gemele raim reported it to the police.
There was an injunction stopping its showing m NSV in P63
and 1964 and it was banned for obscenity (depicting excreta) in
Victoria. Hire & Daids was banned In Victora as was The
Film (for showing Garry Shead painting pubic hair on a female
nude portrait) and Marinesti was banned in Victoria untl “owo
scencs were cui”, In fact Thoms sereened Marimetti intact in
Victana without complaint.

David Terry, an associate of Thoms, also had two of his
films The Tribulasions of Mr Dupons Noworr and A Skerclr of
Abigavl’s Belly subject munlﬂlﬂﬁp in 967 and IM6E,

One arfist involved in the issuc of consorship whose
paintings and drawings were never actually censored -
surprisingly in the climate of the day - was Richard Larter. He
wis patraged by the Mike Brown case and in protess held 'A
MNon-Exhibition® at Watters Gallery in August 1987 *dedicated
to the non-existent 13 vears old female child so beloved of
censons, judges, prosecutons, bureaserats and other members of
the tribe of the living dead" as his Ingroduction begins. The
wirks were blank.

In the February 970 edition Srwdie Iméermanional Larter,
Garry Shead and Gary Catalano, on “hehall of the Artists
Acvon Comminee” wrote about rthe state of censorship in
Australia, wamning the readers of this international magazine of
the perils of coming here. They noted the Brown and O cases
and number of others saying *they regard this intrusion by the
police deparmment in the visual ams & an impertinence and a
further a.rbil;n.r:," qbrnpl:i.m'l. of oar civil lilsertics”.

Lartes's own work was banned in Mew Zealand bur the
closest he came to official sanction in Australia was his fiodled
arvempt to have a film Selial neee - dadly girl printed by a Sydney
hhrnl;urr in [O72. Enqlﬂ-h' Glh::r. a d.ﬂwl'ns it the Arg
Gallery of Western Australia’s Drawing Prize of 967 caused
consternation as did 2 painting purchased by the Quecnsland
Ary Gallery Sweer Sherry Chocolage Dip, but nothing came of
these sthmngs

The H-Hh-nmnlhlp debates mostly concernied Sydocy and
Melbourne, The mapor event outside these o cides, on the
ather side of the continent - and a rare cane there - was in
Perth, in 1965, when Jon Mobdg's A Shert Order Perreaic of
owr Licele World No.2, was removed from show ar Skinner
Guallerdes afier discussion berween gallery owner and police,
Bty Churcher, in Malvia; e Iﬂﬂnﬂpﬂmn.l Wribes:

The painting is divided into three horizantal sones: the sky
above, a band of blackened and barren earth, and below, the
pale blue of water. The bird, the tnake and the fuh occupy
theis separate regions but, sharng the miskdle stragum with
the snake (‘considercd by man to be the lowlicst of
creamires'), i a human being, aggressively presenting a
backside, from whiss l.mu:.prmu:pd]tbhmﬂmtr. By
painting an eye on one pink check, Molvig confounds the
pubic area of the body with 3 mouth lined with sharp,
barbed teeth, whose sbsurdity only partially disguises the
reference to a *vagina dentate’. This confusion of facial
fearure with sexual organ had been used often by Micaso,
p.u'hn,ﬂl.rl'l.' in the hesds lhl:inE fram the laee 9208, where
the arns reverses the axis of the mouth 1o expose two rows
of sharp tecth as symibol of sexual menace, but Molvig’s
reference has been made perplexingly ambiguous by it
1.H1.irru:|.'."

Churcher says the painting quickly became a cainre ofléiv,
with amendance at the Gallery leaping before the work was
removed, and much press attention. She continues: “The issue
quickly became centred on censorship, and the press questioned
the authority of the police commbssioner and two derectives o

decide thar this painting was offensive and should be removed
from the public... although it was not a significant painting, not
once was ity quality mentioned in the controversy. It can be
scen as an wnruly. gesture made in exasperation, a thumbing of
the nose ar an af extablisheeent thar had repearedly rejected
hien.™

Maolvig had rwo other, lesser brushes with censorship, both
in Brisbane: first, Umderarm Stll Life No.2 was locked in a
cupboard st the Queensdand Bughy League Club from 164-69,
with the manager saying it was *obscene and onswinable” amd
that if haang it would nirn patrons away, and, second, in 1966 at
the Grand Central Gallery when the police visited afrer a
complaine bt didn't procesd with any actbon®

The last two cases t0 be mentioned here seem amusing
again. The first was the banning in 1966 by the Minkster of
Customs of the book The Artist and the Nude, edited by
Michael Levy, published in Toronto by Baxter Publishing in
K65, It is an anthology of images by Picasso ¢t al, In similar
wmﬂmthclunulﬂglnﬂu'um: and Sydney in 96971 of
reproductions of Aubrey Beardsley’s drawings seized by the
pofice fram the Red and Black Bookshop in Brishanc and then
from the Third Wordd Bookshop in Sydnev, The Beardsley
works wiere seized when police visited thie Svdney shop with the
parpose of viewing Thorsmka and Tharunka® 360 posters of
two drawings Lyrraes and Cisedar prrmaing Myrriina were
ordered, in 971, to be destroyed as they were obscene. An
appeal, based on the works” artistic qualiry, was upheld.

It was in che spirit of the fimes thar one of Melbourne's -
major sculptures, 4 rare and fine cast of the classical Zeur of
Arteminium, presented by the Greek communiny In 1956, as
Dennis Prvor notes in a 1987 Umirernity Graserie” had
‘performed on him an ochidectomy and ampatation of the
penis with the ald of & hacksaw” by persons unknown.., The
sculprare started is life here dominating the plaving Geld ar the
University of Melbourne, was subscqoently moved 1o the near
protection of the front door of the gym, and fnally o total
protection inside.

BT
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. 1970 to today

Censorship has continued in the kst two decades, increasing in
nambers af cases (o certalnly In numbers of cases repored),
and diversifying. There have been move major casser céldbrer -
et notably the varous cases againse Juan Davdla and very
recently the jailing of Catherine Phillips - but the pattern {if one
i5 12 be seen) 18 in the number of smaller cases around Australia
and cerinly in regional areas,

This last bssue is very much related to the increasing number
of exhibitions of contemporary art from arban centres touring
in the regions and the growth of the regional art
galbery /museum nerworks, By bringing mew, provocative ar o
country Australia of courie Acw' barnens of sodal acceptabiliny
are being challenged. Indeed, in making his judgment in the
Phillips case, the magistrate made a point of sying what was
acceptable in Melbourne was not acceprable in {country)
Mildurs. This is not to say that country people are more
sensitive than those in the city, but the debave B relatvely newer
in their midst, Cermainly, in the press coverage of the Bren
Whireley censorship in 1979-80, much local opinion was
expressed against this action, an example being Grafton's Dhaily
Ezaininer, of I June 980, aying ‘surely one of the most basie
freedoms is the Freedom 1o decide for onesel™,

However, this kst chaprer should perhaps be stareed where
the previcus finished - with some ndiculous examples around
Michetangelo's statue of David. Menton censomship in Australia
and there are two reactions: concern at the cases surrounding
lscal, Hving artises Hke Drawvila, and hilaricy over cases like
Michelangeln's Demid,

First, in Melbourne, posters of Dawid were seized by the
vice squad again from the Third World Bookshop after a
warrant frodn a maghstrase. The Victodan Chicl Seerctary waa
brought in as was the Deputy Opposition leader, the press had o
feld day, and evenmually the posters were returned. The Sun, of
22 March 1973 says “some samples of the materiabs 1o which
objection has been taken’ were placed in the Parliamentary
Library by the Chicl Scerctary “for the information of
members’. Then a year or 3o later rwo controversies erapied
ower large plaster madels of Darid in Myer Department Stare
in Melbourne and David Jones in Svdney. “Old ladies”
apparently were shocked to come down the escalator eye level
with David"s privare pares, and in both stores they were duly
covered. Again the press had 4 log of fun, Even in 1980, as
Beamice Faust explains in her Wemen, Sex and Perngyraply of
981, a reproduction of the statue in newspaper and TV
advertisernents could still cause offence and need censoring.....

The other work from overscas, iF it can be put that way,
which caused offense, was 3 very different case in 2 number of
wavi: the contemporary English artist Allen Jones” sculpiured
il Tieirle and Gorl Hae Stand, These were shown at Hogarth
Gallery in Sydney in 1973 and unlike other recent examples of
the heavy-handed vice squad or conservative magistraes being
the instigators of censorship, the pressure here came from
women's growps, The works weren't remsoved, bur there was 2
general outery,

A local sculpror, Lutx Presser, had reactions to teo sexually
explicit exhibitions, one in Launceston in 1973 and the other in
Ballaras i 1974, but in neicher case did cemsomship acoually take

A better known case of censorship of 3 pwo-dimensional
picce in the 19708 was of Lynn Collins® Skeich for the Nirvana
Tirick remaoved by the vice squad from exhibition ar the Foyal
South Australan Soctery of Ares in W76, The Adversiser of
May 976 describes the process: “Police went 1o the exhibition,
which has been on display for two woeks, aftcr receiving a
complaint from a member of the public, After 3 uniformed
police officer had examined the art work the vice squad



amended, They ook photographs of the work and are prepaning

a report for the offtoer In charge of the vice squad....[who| sid
vesterday 3 decision an what action, if any, would be taken,
wonald be made onee be had seen the report’. He subsequently
asked for its removal from public view,

The artist wrote to the paper complaining of the
‘sensationalist, stark and trite” reporting of the affair. "It is
probably just this kind of unpreparedness o go beyond the
banal and superficial which prompted a member of the public
to make a complaine over my skewch, which deale wich
profiteering, manipulation of people, abuse of nature and
contamed tmagery the like of which are often contalned in the
entertainment pages of your paper’.'

[n Melbourne in 78 and later in MBI Murray Walker
showed erotic drawings which caused controversy but not
actual censanhip, Howover the reacthon o these works which
Walker saw as important personal statements so surprised him
thae hie hasn't exhibibed them publicly again.

A less well known case, but one which went before the
court and in which the gallery owner was convicred of showing
“indecent ntathons in a public place’ by the maglstrace,
was when fosr deawings “of pude couples making lowve” by the
Mew Fealand artig Tane were scizcd by the police fram the
Nih Degree Gallery in Svdney in 1972 *hours before they were
due to go an show®, An appeal by the owner was upheld by
Tlge CGoran, saying °1 have tred vo decide the ssue before me
by looking a3 objectvely as [ am able at the standards of
acceprable conduct current in the community today®.!

Another case imvalving a commercial gallery in Sydney also
beought forwaed a liberal response from the powers that be:
Holdsworth Galleries in Paddingron held an exhibition absout
erntica in 76, The police reacted, acting on a complaing and
Meville Wran intervened snang ‘T don't thank that it s the place
for the police or anyone ele to be seming themselves up as
judges of community standards. The day is long past when
some display of genitalia or copulation is regarded by the
matiere perion as offensive’.”

Im Souwth Ausralia in 1978 a tounng exhibidon of American
photographs Benr Phoregraphy; West Coart USA, which
contained images by Ellen Brooks of pubescent teenagers, so
apsct staff at the Adclaide Festval Centre when it was on show
in the foyer thar ir was worally removed and lager displaved at
the Experimenital Art Foundation,

Two notable oocurrences of censorship in the 9705 involve
performance art which became one of the major forms of
expression in these years. Maturally when resl people become
the oljects oven more interest from the police s incvitable -
especially when the performances were in cither an accessible
place - like the Are Gallery of Mew South Wales - or a reaching
institution - like the Brishane College of Art. The first instance,
at the Art Gallery of Mew South Walcs in 1973, happencd when
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Wi plrl:icipanl: m a Pc.rFm'mlr::-l; F"DI:I:L' b Tim Burms were
prosccuted for indecent exposure in a public space. The piece,
called A I:'_'ﬁmge thn:.. was inclvded i an exhibition Recend
Aurtralian Art. One paper ‘described” the plece: “Full froimtal
art i3 packing ‘em in in Sydney these days, Melbourne's
Naiomal Gallery sent a couple of people 1w have a look an ft,
while Adelaide may have it mext. One of the full fropls is a
voung lady with long blonde hair. And nothing else. With her is
a black-bearded man with long, black hair, Also starkers, In a
lirtle white room they loll languidly abour, occastonally
1:r.|EIEiI.'|E_ in converation with visitors to che MSW At [.i.allgr:.'
by mecans of chosed-cirouly TV™...* The man was “arrested” & he
went to the woilet, which led to the police prosecution, Danigl
Thomas testiffied on the man's behalf, and he wan evenmally
scquitted, the judge noting the signs the Gallery had in place
{that the art work ‘might offend’), that it was in the baoemcnt
of the Gallery and that *Mr Average would not have been
there' "

The osher case of perfoemance art causing a stir was Dragan
Hic's picce performed ar Brisbane College of Are in 1979,
Parents of pupils invited to join the plece, and thercby
requested o undress, complained o the police who began
investigations. This in turn led to investigations by the
Technical Educanon Branch, and in tum 1o resignations by the
‘twa members of stafl and the Principal’ as an article by Annie
lacks in Art Nerwork states, adding *members of staff are lefi
looking over thelr shoulders every time they plan something
innowative. There has been a noticeable comservative backlash in
firc art amd general dghtening up throughout the eollcge’

A related general tightening of control, &5 a kst instance of
reaction in the WF0s, oceurred in Mildura before the 1978
Triennial: the Cotincl had issued instructions that no ary work
wionild be allowed which had anything pertaining to “nodity,
pomography, obstenity or bloodleming, It is up to the artism
ot 1o cross an isdefinable bne of public acceprance in Mildura,
otherwise they could earn the wrath of the community and
bring an emd to the Tricnnials®.”

The early 1980 saw 3 upsurge in the mamber of are works in
the country afcas encoaterng censorhip. These range from
the minor but extraordinary case of two paintings of nudes
removed from a small exhibitdon n Mallacoota in easteen
Victoria afier the complaing of an ¢leven year old girl® 1o
cemsorahip of works by Breer Whiteley, Juan Davila and Tomy
Coleing in country New South Wales.

The Whireley picce was a drawing, part of an exhibithon
shout artisis” processes called Are in fbe Making, put mwgether
by the BEducation Section of the Art Gallesy of Mew South
Wales which toured in MN5W in 1979-80. The drawing, a
preliminary swudy for Whirteley's varous interpretations of Thre

af 19748, was censored in Moree, Inverell, Coommundra
amd Griffith, where controversy from the previous venue helped



inflame feelings in the next. Censorship was discussed in
Tamworth and Grafton, but didn't eventuate. The Mers ¢
Champion lamented on the censorhip in Bs wwn, encouraged
debate on the isuc, reproduced the offending drawing, and
ended saying It is to be that this wnformenare

has not labelled Moree as the blue-stocking [sic] capital of
NSW™" The work was removed from most vemuscs; in

the novel method was devised of covering the piece with a
pecially made cardboard baox.

In Scptember 1983

the Mavar of Wagga... oedered the removal of paintings... in
the council-run city art galicry. One residemt referring
- in MNazi Germany, wrote to the Herald saying
“hook burning is alive and well in Wagga®™. The gallery
director, Mrs Tudy Lelievre, said the removed art™works
depicred Fope John Paul 11 adminng sculprurcs of Indian
nudes, They were collages by the Sydney artist Tony
Coleing. “A Catholic priest complained to the Mayor.who
ordered the removal. " ®

The works were part of a major nationally travelling
exhibition on the art of collage organised by the Viswal Arts
Poard and this censorship was part, again, of “a lot of problems®
made about showing them ‘beginning in Queensland and
continuing throughouat the run of the show 1o the poine where
there had 1o be a warning put up about the works as to the
possible offence”.t

Juan Davila®s encounters with censorship in Australia began
in I9E2, with his painting Stwpid ar & Painter withdriwvn from
two Sydney venues, and in this period cnded with the
confiscation of three works from the council ron gallery at Lake
Macquare near Newcastle in 1985, The Lake Macquarie affair
was, ke Coleing’s and Whitebey's cascs, sturred by complaing
from the community {from the Hunter Region scerctary of the
Call for Australia Party), with the event reported in the local
papers (and the vice squad derectives shown removing the
works in a photograph in The Sydwey Morwing Herald of 3
August 1985 ) and the magistrate ruling thar they “were indecent
and.... focfedted 1o the Crowm®, The order to destroy the three
works, Ausralian Landwape, Photo-romance and Phorgraplic
Cubism, caused a furore and cventually the NSW Governor
‘granted the work mercy.. and Davila donared it to the Power
Gallery [now the Museum of Contemporary Art)” in Sydeey, &
Matasha Serventy writes. Serveney adids: “The work has been
declared indecent, and any further showing of it could mean a
farther prosecution. (In any second and subsequent prosecution
there would be no need for the Crown to prove indecency. )
This could make things difficule for the Muscum of
Contemporary A"

This action is the most serious © have happened o Davila -
ane ranks with the Gallery A events of Mike Brown and the
juiling of Catherine Phillips in terms of artist’s rights perhaps -
but the most notorious event was the cemsoring in 1982 in the
centre of Svdney of his large Stupid ar 8 Pagmter work, Are
Netwerk reporied:

Srwpid ar a Painigr was chosen by the Biennale of Sydney
Led to represent the work of Chilean-born artist, Juan
Diavila (now resident in Melboumne) in its 4th Beennale,
Placement of the work, as firsz proposed, 3t the Art Gallery
of NSW wis deemed unsuitable by bath the Biennale
hanging committee and the gallery’s director on the basis
thar accessibility e the painting by minoms within a public
institufion was unaceeprable, and was certain fo creatc
scandal derrimental to this and furure Biennales, pardeulary
with respoct to corporate and state funding.

In an unsuccessful attempt to divert attention from i,

Davila™s painting was subsequently shown at the Roslyn
Ondey Gallery where it was exhibited until the Vice Squad
removed it onc week later, following complaings from
Festival of Light director Fred Nile and the ensuing media
SN
NSW Premier Wran reacted by going over the head of the
Commisioner af Police, ordering (apparenidy dlegally) thar
it be remurned to the gallery, which it was,
The wivwanted publicity the painting had sorscted pat its
furure “exposwre” in jeopardy, and it was withdrawn from
wewing for another week for “repain®, although Clive Evan
of Hogarth Galleries wanted to exhibit the work as a
provocative act. This elearly conflicred with the Bienmale
CoHmEITes’s inTentEony.
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Meanwhile the directors of Watters Gallery, fecling there
were important principles at stake, offered wo exhibiv the
waork  bed of an official Biennale venue, However it was
finally placed at the Power Gallery of Contemporary Are at
the roquest of that gallery’s curator {(and member of the
Biennzle Committee) Elwyn Lynn, where it remained
behind ‘R rated sereens undl the end of the Biennale ®

Pam Hansfoed, in an interview with Davila, reported in Tée
Svdrey Morning Herald of 25 Seprember 985, wrote:

Since the Basco over the alleged obscenity of Stapid ar a
Painrer, Davila has developed his work into a reasoned
critbquc which questsons the way in which cermain images arc
sccepied as normal models for fne art, while others
doggedly resist being incorporated into art at all. Initially,
Davils experimented with the effect of introducing picures
from pormographic magazines into his paintings, =1 was
interesied in the effects created when pormography waa
saitched from i onginal place, the porn shop, to 3 oontext
that would never accepe it he said, The shock value thar
Davila gets from jusmaposing pornography, comic strips,
phnmpuph: and copics of the works of other master
artists. proves that we resist the idea that fine art should be
dethroned and aligned with the mass of common lmages
which circulare in oar sodi
In thie early B0k, too, Davila's flm Ko of tke Sider Woman
was refused registration by the Film Board on the ground of
indecency, and more recently his book The Murdated Pirta was
gcized from a Melbourne bookshop by members of the
Victorian Police; it was sent to the Liverarure Classification
Board which found It ‘s work of serious lserary and artmstie
merit and therefore not suitable for classification’ and therefore



could be sold freely.

In 984 Nigel Thompson's painting Clildren’s Riter was
excluded from exhibiton fFom the At Gallery of NSW, an the
vote from the gallery’s trustees, as *unsuitable’ *It showed a
maked man ted ro a post with a circle of naked children
dancing around him. According o the press another painting,
by Phillip Hammbsl, was also deemed “unsuitable®.

In the 185 Perrperfa, again at the Ary Gallery of BSW,
Anne MacDonald®s work was the subjeet of complalne, and
gleven panchs covered rarher than the whaole
remaned. This became a well-known event,
with the Free Speech Committes previding
copics of the work outiide the gallery.

It should be noted that the Ay Gallery
of MW frequently codmes tnto this story
where other Stare Gallesies do noc. [t could
be canvincingly argued that this happons
not because of the particular attitude of
that Gallery vo moral censorship, but
because iv shows, and has shown, much
more  contemporary  {challenging,
provocaiive, eifc, eic. ] art than the others, It
has set el up to display contemgpeosary art
and naturally has become involved in s
particular controversics,

Having said thar, one case in the mid
1980s in Melbourne which ended befire a
magistrare, and was there defended by the
Directar of the National Gallery of
Victoria, was Ray Richards perfoemance of

Poler. Bichards performed it at dusk 2t
the World Trade Centre in 1385, naked,
painted blue with orange Auorescent poles
srapped 1o his body. There was a complaine, he was arresved,
and eventually the case was dismissed,

In Brisbane, indeed ar the Queensland Arr Gallery, again in
1985, Wayne Tindall's *prines’ were consigned to the library
during the showing of the tounng exhibiton Prind ar Qbpecr,
organised by the Manr Council of Austraia. The work, Hr i
Not o Wiz Som, was only awailable io be seen on request,

Im Addelaide, again in 1985, at the Festival Cetre, Fima's A
Concar Hinory of Awsradia was fint turned o the wall, then
removed from an exhibidon in the large fover space. As T
Advertirer wryly stated at the tme, "It now hangs in the office
af arts supeemo, Len Amadin®, A plemure of Amadio with the
work was mcluded. (Fimo pext came into controversy with the
media with his |988 Festival poster design, with s ‘phallie
pencil” jutting from the neck of one of the figures, It caused
comment, mostly semi-frivelous, and waan't withdrawn. )

One different example from 1985 was the decision by the
Unbon of Posal Clerks and Telegraplists leading vo Australia
Fost's withdrawal of a poster designed o encoumage people (o
send Sr Valenrine's Day cards. “The undon sald the poster,
depicting a scantily-clad female lying on a bed, one leg in the
air, a black gloved hand raised o sabute 3 portraie of the pop
:inE,:r Billy [dod, was sexist”.”™ The argument used was thar i
coanld cause sexual harassment in the workplace.

Also of a different type was the censorship of Japanese
netsuke figures in Mdboume | Ovrober 1985, Seven of these
little belt toggles, showing various stages of sexual intercourse,
were on display in the window of the Jade Gallery Shop ar the
Southern Cross Hotel when ssized by the vice squad and the
gallery owner charged with displiving indecent Agures, As the
owner ssid, the pieces are part of @ traditdon going back v the
fourteenth century and while erotie they were not obscene. The
mag;umtc aﬁmd and the case was dismmiased.,

Very recently the stores of overt or covert censorship have
continued: in PE6 Randelli had their insallatgon Adam and
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Eve moved after objections from the public from & prominent
to 3 less obvious posithon ar the Are Gallery of New South
Wales; Arthur Boyd®s pring illustrations 1o Peter Porter’s poems
were taken down, then pur up again at the Queensland Ar
Gallery - reminiscent of the ban in B84 of one of Bovd's mudes
at the Tokyo Central Muscum. In 988 Don Sccwart's
wculptures Comeramam and Ofd Man wink Toumgy Woman were
removed [rom dsplay an the Cihry of Hamilten Art Gallery in
Victoria after complaints and police intervention; there was
cantroversy over Gunter Christmann's
waork in Benalla and Robert Besanko in
Ararar: in Ocrober in Adelaide Lodi
Eramer's image on the Duncan munder in
an exhibition of AIDS-related work, at
Artzone gallery, was not put up; and in
May this yeir Bernic O'Regan’s image of
artist Bashir Baraki and two models wa
remioved froim an exhibition arganived by
the Victorian Centre for Photography at
the Blaxland Gallery at Myer Store,

Most dismurbing of all, as it involved a
major library, copies of newly acquired
books on Robert Mapplethorpe, Robers
Mappietirorpe - Retrospective, published by
the Whitney Museum in New York, and
.‘:!'ﬂp_-p.ft.l'h'rpr 0 x I |:|u|:||'u|'||:|:| m Munich,
were shredded by the Queensland Srane
Library, Mapplethompe's image Man in a
Girey Flanmel Suir had previously had
vartous troubiles getting to the public in
reproduction, with magazine propricton
and printers shying away and then
bosnkshops refusing o ger involved."ln the
clirmate of the tme this s understandable - if not acceprabie -
but the Library case is in a different league.

The imporeant case however 8 Catherine Phillips', and it
SCCms an :p-prl:l]'.lr'tll!r: ]:l|=.-|:,|: to end. |"‘]1.i||:'l:|: showed Bwich
Massom; the Palace ar Femme at the 1988 Mildura Sculpnare
Tricnnial. It was a small ‘building’, in a bush setting, with the
script: ‘she ran her wongue like fire across my nipples. she
slipped leer hand 10 my cunt and grinned” on the floaor under a
bed-like structure. There were no images. Foe this the police
were called in and the work covered. Phillips uncovered the
piece, and she was charged with showing an obscene work. She
was interviewed in The Age Good Wiekmmd, on 15 July B8, and
asked if she was surprised by the rescrion:

o b )

' surprised it's gone this fer, | thoughy there would be
problems, which is why 1 was as honest as posstble with the
adminismrarors of the show, but T was very surprised when
the police were brought in and by the fact that | got no
suppor from the community that had invited me there.

Asked if it was important oo fight the case, she replbed:

Tes, becanse | want a nght of reply and vo object o the
censorship and the cagging of me as an obscene arnst. |
think artisis have a role in socery o question and talk abour
things that aren’t normally spoken about. To fum arouand
and punish an artst who is doing that seems unethical.

The work is abouat leshisnism, which as The Awe notes, is for
‘a minorety that suffers persccution mostly i silence’. Phillips
chose vo be public, and as has been noted ™ it is For this she was
censored. The work was seen as enhancing the leshian life-seyvle.
Richard Perram, a witness for the defense, in the cour
procecdings in August BEE, reported the magistrate as saying
that in the ‘context of the community thar is here' [ie.



Mildisra] the work was obscene according to the Aot

Phillips was duly sentenced on two counts and ordered 10
pay 5400 in fincs. She refused oo pay and in late November
spent two days in the Mildura lock-up, The Agr of | December
[#88 quoted ber as saying she was ready to go to jail, after
which “this part of my life will be over and [ can ger on with my
wark.., 1 am not prepared vo compromise my principies onver a
law which | think is wrong.’
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2, Tim Bumns

A Chanige of Plans,

Briems A A Gallery of HEW, W71
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3. Michelangelo

Diawid sculpture

i} Prowter repeostuc oo, Third Workd Boobabe, Mellourse, 573
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Sketch for nhe Nirvana Trick
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5. Eravica Exirifition
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13. Sr Valensing's Day Pogter
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Umicon aaid scamit s removed from dapley in pont office

. Hay Richards

Lang Poles

Lrniprury B4,

Canmpilieny; armna charged with indecenay; v disminsd

5. Anne MacDanald

fove Fand Love IF
Asmrralizn Frpana, A Gallery of NSW REE
Capmeplasen, i ddecided 10 comver pars rather s have whole romernd

Itv. Wayne Tindall
He i Nt a W Som

Poraar Oumendand & Gallery RS
B daplay m Gallery erary, wheer svalable on request

I7. Fimo

I8, Japanese netsuke
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19, Randelli

Adam and Ere installation with video and photograph
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20, Arthur Boyd
Tlustratons o Narciour [986
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211, Catherine Phillips
Bueeh Maisen: the Palace ar Frmme
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22, Don Stewart

Camcrdanan

O Man wirh Towrg Wesran
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23, Lodi Kramer

Image on AIDS
Ari for AIDS < Explisrationr of Erarica Arteone galiery, Adclaide [988
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24. Bernic (YRegan
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25, Robert Mapplethorpe

i} Richard Marshall

Robert Mappletharpe-Reiraspeciive book
i !fhl:.:lnnu i

R Mappletharpe 10 x 10 book
(parenilird

Stane Libeary, 999
Camvyplaine; ahrededed
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