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~Dr. Judith Becker and Ellen Levine ve-
hemently protested the methods and
findings of the Meese Commission ir a
20-page dissent.

“The idea that eleven individuals .
studying in their spare time could com- .

plete 'a comprehensive repoart on so
complex a matter in so constricted a
time frame is simply unrealistie,” they
"noted:. "No self-respecting investigator

would - accept :conclusions based on-

. su¢h a study, and unfortunately the

' document produced reﬂects these in-

adequacies.”

Becker and Levine commented that

the core issuies of .pornography are
“health and welfare:concerns that olight
to-be studied by the National Institute
'of Mental Health rather than the: Justrce
*Departrhent

 ment:

" DISTORTED E’VIDE’NCE -

" "We: do net even: know whether o'r net -

what the Cemmission viewed during the
" course of the yearrefiected the nature
_of post of the pornographic and ob-

scene material in the:markef; ner do we

. know it the materials shown .us mirror

- the taste of the majority of consumers
--of pernography. The visuals, both print
and video, were skewed to the very vi-
olent and extremely degrading. While
one does rict deny. the existence of this
material, the fact that it dominated the
‘materials presented at.our hearings may
- have distorted the Commission’s judg-

ment ahout the propertion of: such vio-

lent material-in refation to: the:total por-
nogtaphic material in distribution.”

*In -collecting the testimeony of vic-
tirms, it was difficult enough to find wit-
nesses willing to speak out about their
Iintimate negative experiences:with por-

' nography. To-find people willing to ac- -

knowledge their persanal eonsumption

Herewith, excerdts from thelr state- '
. | - came.a category-we alf understood: Irv

of erotic and pornographic materials
and comment favorably in public-about
their use has been nearly impossible.
Since such material is selling to milliang
of apparently satisfied consumers, it
seems obvious that the data gathered
is not well balanced

PORNOGRAPHY UNDEFINED

“"One critical concern of this Commis--
sion ‘was to measure and assess pof-
nography’s: role: in causing- anti-social
_behavior; but although the Cammission

struggled mightily to' agree on defini-

tions of such basic terms as pornog-
“raphy-and erotica, it never did so. This’
failure to establish definitions accept-
able toall membersseVerely limited.our
ability to corme to grips. with the ques-
fion of impact. Only the term ‘obscen-
ity,” which has a legal ‘meaning. be-

faet, the Commission failed to carve out
amutually satistactory definitionof antj-
sacial ?b;ehavjiofr.; N

TEASING THE DATA

“First, it is €ssential to state that the so- -

ciakscienece résearch has not been.de-
signed to evaluate the relationship be-
tween exposure to pornography-and the
commission of sexual.crimes; therefore
effarts to-tease -the current data into
proof of a causal link betweén these acts
simply cannot be ‘accepted. Further-
more, social science does not speak to
.harm, on-which this Commission report
focuses.”

“Studies -have- rélied almost ‘exclu-
sively on male college student voiun-
teers, which ‘means that the ‘general-
izability” of thts data is extremely
limited.”

“In’ a laboratory setting, exposure ta
sexually vigient stimuli has a negative
effect on research subjects as meas-
ured by acceptanee of rape myth and

VISSIONERS STRONGLY DISSENT

,,aggressxon and callousness toward
‘women. We do not know, however, haw:
. long this attitudinal changeis sustained: -

without further stimulation; more-impor-
tantly, we do not know whether and why
such an attitudinai change mlght trans-
fer into a behavioral change,”
“Very little social-science researeh

‘has been conducted evaluating the'im- -

pact of non-violent degrading material
on the average adult. Furthermore; there '
is a problem of definition about what
constitutes ‘degrading material.’
“Although research findings are far
from conclusive, the prependerance of
existing data indicates that non-violerit
and non-degrading séxually explicit
materials does [sxc] not have anegative
effect on ‘adults."
. "Human behavior is complex and.
multi-causal. To say that expostre to
pornography in and of itself causes an

individual to commit a sexual ¢rime is

simplistic, not supported by the social-
séience data, and overlooks many of
the other varlables that may be contrib-

.uting causes.”

NO SIMPLE SOLUTIONS o

‘After & year of forums. and delibera-
tions, it is tempting to. join in offering
simple solutions to comiplex. problems,
in the form of the Commission's Rec-.

-ormendations. But we are not per-

suaded to.do so. We believe it wouid
be seriously misieading to read this.re- -
port and see a green light for prose-.
cuting all pornographers. We: still know
too little about why many men and some
women use and enjoy pornography; if
and why women's and men's sexual
arousal response patterns to pornog-

- raphy differ. We still have more gues-

tions than answers, and we stress the
need for both non-governmental-solu=
tions and tolerance for the views:of ath-

-ers.”

details of "a woman masturbating with a
bottle.”

A woman's-magazine editor was upset
that some of her colleagues were con-
fused about the actual degree of cunni-
lingus that Jon Voight performed on Jane
Fonda in Coming Home.

And a psychiatrist with known FBI con-
nections pointed out that Francois Truf-
faut may have padded the population of
sex deviates by bringing a leg fetishist to
the screen in The Man Who Loved
Women.

The Attorney General's Commission on
Pornography—the F Troop of the Erog-
enous Zone—was still wandering in the
brier patch of the bizarre during its cli-
mactic deliberations. Imprisoned by
straight backgrounds, the members had
never acquired erotic cool.

74  PENTHOUSE

THE GOLDEN-SCHAUER REPORT
After ten months on the rack, the all-white,
middle-aged sex tribunal was nearing
self-destruction when it convened for the
final four-day conclave on April 29. Al-
though the last draft of its report was due
at the Government Printing Office in less
than three weeks, the commission had
still not resolved the central dilemma of
its enterprise: What kinds of pornogra-
phy. if any, are reaily harmful? With typi-
cal methodological madness, the panel-
ists had already endorsed tough new laws
to harass the adult-entertainment indus-
try. They had even urged the formation
of citizen sex-spy networks to monitor
newsstands and other purveyors of al-
legedly obscene materials.

In addition, several of the porn probers
were embarrassed by the draft of their

findings as drawn up by Executive Di-
rector Alan Sears and his staff of young
Republicans. Sears tried to keep the
poorly written and researched document
behind closed doors. But when the
American Civil Liberties Union sued in
federal court in March, the Justice De-
partment relented without a fight. The
ACLU's Barry Lynn ridiculed the 1,200-
page text for its “factual errors, prepos-
terous legal theories, undocumented al-
legations, and unwarranted hysterics
about the effects of sexually explicit ma-

terial on viewers and readers.”
Pressured by several commissioners,
Chairman Henry Hudson had reluctantly
requested more time to do a decent job.
But the attorney general was in a rush.
According to Washington speculation, Ed
Meese wanted his antiporn report out in
CONTINUED ON PAGE 126
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