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r--Pavan for a dead cartoon,
By ZOLTAN MELKVI

Mr. Melkvi is a graduate student in
physics at the U of A

I am joining the discussion of the De-
partment of Printing Services' refusal
to print a Gateway cartoon because I
feel that a significant means for ex-
changing ideas in our university com-
munity is endangered. I am not offering
support of the currently fast declining
stylistic standards of our student news-
paper, or of the editorial prudence in-
volved in attempting to publish the car-
toon. In fact, the view that our student
press has temporarily fallen captive in
unworthy hands should all the more
lead one to protect it from sustaining
permanent damage.

Of the four signed comments that ap-
peared on this subject in the Nov. 20
issue of The Gateway, only Dr. Tyn-
dall's letter appears to me to have ad-
vanced arguments along a line that I
consider basic to the issue, or to have
arived at a stand that is firm enough in
its logic to support a continuance of
dialogue without compelling one to start
from scratch. So let me say that I agree
with Dr. Tyndall's contention that no
censorship was involved, but only a re-
fusal of co-operation. In support of this
interpretation I offer the following
illustration despite the vice-president's
lucid arguments: if a theatre chain re-
fuses to show a particular film no cen-
sorship is involved if it leaves the
screening to other firms' enterprise or
discretion, and therefore there still is no
censorship even if it operates the only
theatre in a town. This prerogative
would be just one of the advantages of
owning a theatre.
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Those giving orders
should reconsider

But if Dr. Tyndall was correct in
describing the nature of his interference
in The Gateway's affairs, I fear that
such action by the administration in the
future will jeopardize the.functioning of
our university to a far greater extent
than can be justified by a prospective
relief from the more trying instances of
vulgarity in The Gateway, and I would
like to reason that those giving orders
to Printing Services should reconsider.

First of all, I take it for granted that
any department, academic or otherwise,
that is connected with the university
has the purpose to aid and promote-
within their ability-all the aims of a
university, so far as these aims can be
defined. Further, I assume that the
examination of all ideas by as large a
segment of the university community as
possible falls among those aims to which
most members of our community on
campus subscribe. In asking for uncon-
ditional tolerance from the administra-
tion it remains only to be shown that
nothing less than total freedom, even
freedom bordering on anarchy, will en-
able the student press to pursue this
aim, or indeed, this duty. I offer two,
distinct, arguments.

One is that an almost undiscerningly
eclectic student press might well serve
as perhaps the only fiducial entity by
the aid of which that elusive, almost
myth-like, but nevertheless all-impor-
tant concept, freedom of the press can
be measured. Even the best practi-

tioners of our democratic free press are
a product of compromise among the
often clashing interests represented by
the duty towards society calling for a
free presentation and critique of news
and ideas, the pressure of making the
final product salable for commercial
profit and lastly, the inevitable political
or even intellectual bias that is always
present when a paper is put out by a
small group of people. A student paper
can be easily free of the influence of
the second factor above, and, given an
editor that is willing -to give space to
anyone (and Al Scarth -one has to
hand it to him-is such an editor) can
be immune to the danger inherent in
the last clause, too.

Graduating from chaos

Of course, this positive potential of
the student press is to be considered
against the backdrop of a whole lot of
shortcomings derived from one of the
very sources of positive contribution: a
lack of editorial polish, very often the
absence of purpose or even of a point
of view, and the two-bit gimmickry and
sham intellectual pranks that can be-
come rampant when editorial guidance
is replaced by permissiveness allowing
nigh everyone of 20,000 people to 'do
their own thing'. But I claim that after
graduating from this chaos, from being
either a student reader or editor, to the
respective sides of the secular press, one
has a fair idea just which aspects of the
the democratic press are worth fighting
for, and which are expendable. Brought
upon such a diet, the would-be-reader
of some years from now could very
likely remember the moral that crude
cartoons perhaps can be done without,
and that a publisher that let an offend-
ing artist go is not necessarily a witch-
hunter, but just an individual who
graduated from college, and college
penmanship, a long time ago.

And, I suppose anyone bent on mak-
ing a living as an editor would do well
to refrain from offending the curiously
high degree of sophistication of the
Establishment in matters erotic: for the
current controversy seems to indicate
that the administration would much less
excuse the lapse of a second-rate 'dirty
joke' than its fourth-rate political con-
tent.

The second argument is that the sud-
den move of the Printing Services forces
upon the university community to arrive
at some sort of accepted decision on the
old question of who forbids whom to
publish what, a field of speculation
notoriously replete with logical con-
tradictions. While society at large can
apparently forsake logical consistency in
its censorship for real or imaginary
benefits, a university community can ill
afford to do so, for the simple reason
that it can count nothing before logic or
truth. I am not quietly slipping back to
the position that the Printing Services
committed censorship after all: I am
saying only that it pretended to have
discovered where to draw the line. Since
it produced no discussion of the matter,
only an arbitrary decree, we must con-
clude that it had not unearthed an in-
tellectually acceptable criterion to guide
its action.

In a university, especially on the
sensitive question of curtailing the press
we can accept nothing short of such

criterion, from a department or an
individual.

Of course, one would not expect
subtle arguments about esthetics frorn
the Printing Services, for ordinarily
their efforts are best -invested along
different lines, ones that would make an
occasional passionate involvement with
the vagaries of the printed word under-
standable. And it is not that I wish to
thwart their evident drive to let their
voice be heard when these matters corne
up for discussion in any public forum:
it is only their proclivity for binding
arbitration that grates me, for I confess,
as far as the final word is concerned in
deliberations of the subject of sexual
delicacy, I could hardly trust them with
the simple dilemma of drawing the dis-
tinction between a pedestrian and a
pederast. Clearly, if they are not to in-
volve their superiors in a constant and
embarrassing debate about what is
practically non-debatable, they must re-
linquish their new-found role of pioneer-
ing action in this field.

There is one limitation on this advice:
the matter of legal responsibility. As
one totally ignorant of the law and not
having time to invest to study this
aspect of it, I can only vaguely recall
that all litigations against the press that
I have heard of, whether arising from
charges of obscenity or libel, involved
either the publisher, the editor or the
author, never the printing plant. This
was the case even when "publication"
on this continent involved little besides
'running off' some pornography as a
direct copy of material originating else-
where. So my first instinct would tell
me that the legal question raised is per-
haps but a red herring; if it is not, the
Printing Department would have to ar-
range to ensure that any possible light-
ning would strike elsewhere.

The finale with
glance askance
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This would bring my comments to a
close but for the fact that I do not want
to appear as one of those entirely neg-
ative fellows who, after decrying what
is wrong with things fail to suggest any-
thing better. In a way, in my advocacy
of unlimited freedom for the student
press I am prevented from doing so, but
this part of my stand is just a matter of
opinion. So, let me say that I see nothing
wrong with students' council, or for that
matter, General Faculty Council, re-
sponding to a widespread dissatisfaction
with the way the paper is run by in-
vesting the editorship in different hands.
But such action should not be con-
nected with a single offending item, and
certainly be brought to bear only after
a detailed review of the paper's per-
formance, within the terms of reference
that are associated with a student paper,
an appraisal in which, incidentally, the
considerations of good taste and esthet-
ics would not rule supreme. For this
reason I look askance at Mr. Scarth's
suggestion of bringing the matter ul-
timately to the Board of Governors.
Frankly, if students' council, and more
importantly, General Faculty Council,
cannot give him a just and intellectuallY
enlightened hearing, and see to it that
their decisions hold, he would be either
a martyr or a fool having anything fur-
ther to do with this campus' paper.


