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A Selected Time-Line 1980-88
compactad by Andrew Jaumes Parersan

March 1980 — The Oweario Board of Censar (OB psawis thar
the Punnel Experimental Film Theatre (507 King Swreer Easr, in
Tarmara) beense all ity projectors and suhmir all Ala to the board
for prior classificstion and possible cuts, in scoosdance with ihe
Onzario Thearres Ace. OBC Chairperson Donald Sims was
adamant that the mame males should apply 10 nan-proft arrist-
operated spaces as 1o commercial movie houses or thesrres, The
Funmel enbisied the Ontario Arts Council for assimance with nec-
eswary shipping expenics, and the OBC was now in pasition o
dernans cuts wichin & majority of srtiss’ flms in Cansda.

March 1980 — ar a dunce performance prosemted ar the Ar
Gallery of Ontario — peiste dinse som mom by Marse Chovinand;
the dancer urinaved inso a pail & pan of her performance. In
rescricn, the provineial Minisser of Caloure and
Recreation threarened o review the AGOS annuad
proviecal grant. Memo Coancl car off Trnity Square
¥idea, 4 co-sponsor of this presentation.

July 1980 — Donald Sk setired av chair of the
OBC. He was succooded by Vice-Chadr Mary
Brown.

Scpt. 1980 — The Funnel submitied a compilation
af eleven films (curated by the Marional Gallery off
Canada and dissribuned by the Canadian Filmmakers
Dhaeribusian Cenire) to the OB, whe demansded three
cuts be made ro Al Razutis’ fllm Anad Now A

Free Char Spomser. The Marional Gallery deopped the film
from che wusing compilation, claimieg dhar it wai in s position
to defy the Criminal Code of Canada. Arrists objected, claiming
that the film had already been presented at the Mational Gallery.
Mary Brown counterod thas the Marional Galleey (being a federal
inetitution) was exempt from che ORCY pirnsdiction. Raratia
refused 1o make the demanded cuts and the fillm was not scrcened.

Mar. 1981 — The OBC demanded curs in Michael Snow's mew
Rm Prevents, threatening its warld premicre at The Funnel. The
Funne sppealed. and the OBC reversed in declsion.

Mar. 198] — Capsdian Images Film Festival in Pexerbasouagh,
Oreario’s sereening of an uncur versdon of Al Razutis” flm And
Morwr A Message Frem Char Spovsor was canceled because QOBC
demanded scenes with cxpliciht scxual acts be excised. Members af
the press were invised by the festival to an “invitation cnly”
scroening. Ar the last minuse the screening of film procesded as
veignally planned. Swsan Dires (Esnival Director), David Bierk
(Direcar of Asmspace Gallery), Al Rarwtis, srd lan McLachlan (2
beard member of both Cansdian lmages and Artspace) were
charged with vielston of Section 58 of the Thestres Act. These
were the first charges wmler this act since 1911,

Mar. 1981 — FUSE mugarine caniels schodubed screening of Ley
Mediwm, More Meecape — a cwelve hour susvey of recent videoo
documentaries, afrer Mary Brown of the OBC informed them
thar che planned closed-circuin soreening was in fact located in a
public sphere. The screening was intended o be held as Trinity
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Souare Vides. FUSE decided to take the OBC w0 coarr, wish the
intention of prompring s ruling on what constitwtes legitimaze
exemprions 1o the Thesres Act and OBC jerisdicrion. FUSE was
frecd 1o back down under theear of a counter-suit. Lo Medinm,
Mare Mensdpe was the founh such vides-ar survey prosonied by
the perindical, but the first to be blocked by the OBC.

Mar. 1981 — The OBC rules that Snow's Rrman’ M‘p,bﬂ.n ﬁ?
Didlergy canmog be shown at The Funnel withour demaneded curs
Smow refuses oo muske cuss. The film had already been screenied in
Ohntario at various bocarions incladisg the AGO, The AGO and
The Funnd seaffirm intentions not o show censared wosks and
lauinch a joine appeal. The OBC grants a permis for the film o b
shown at the AGO, bus AGO declines i a protest againss dis.
crimination sgainst The Funncl. The OBC abo demanded cuns
within Broce Elders The Arv of Worldly Winadary, also to e
screened st the Funnel. The fmmaker refuses 1o make e and
thus the film is not shown in Oarasio.

Apr. 1981 — FUSE defies OBC by screening Lesr Medium, M
Mesarpr a2 Trinity Squane Video.

Apr. 1981 — The Finnd canceled a screening of  Cruadian
Filmmukers Sevies IV when appes] to reverse decision an
And N & Mrsape frem Ohur Spanssr wan refused by
DBC. The decion was made not o screen any wirks
in the towring compilsion il ane wark could not be
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May 1981 — A benclit evening of amist’ videorapes
in aid af the Right to Privacy coemmitees which was-
formed to protess Meiros bawdy house laws and in
aid of the 286 gay men arrcsted during the February
raich an four bathbhoases, is canceled as OBC daims
jurisdicrion over the public cveni

May 1981 — Formarion of Flm snd Video Againa
Censarship (FAWVAC) comamittee, az a meeving beld ar Funnel
The Commirree recommensds that OBC e replaced by a
Classificsiion Poard withoat power 1o either cut of ban marerial.
FAVAL also proposes thar sereemings of all culmral and son-cam-
mercial media works be considered ourside the jurisdiction of the
Themres Ao within Ontario

Scpt. 1981 — OB fovces Funnd 1o cancel scheduled moathly
memben’ open screenings because files were nae mibmired for
prior approswal,

Apt. 1902 — Twn days after the fredhly-minted Canadian
Coaminution and Charter of Righss and Freedomms, OFAVAS
(Chrario Film and Video Appreciation Sodiory) announces [nten-
tions to hold 2 series of adul-only public serecnings of flms cha
the OBC had previoudy demanded curs in. Ontaria Theatres Act
is still in kaw, despice sppasest contradiction with Charrer of
Rights OFAVAS submics filns 1w OBC [or approval, The newly-
incorporated OFAVAS mares i intention to challenge OBC with
8 constitutional test case as OBC refuses 1o permis exhibinon of
uncus films. OBC respords by issaing one-time, one-location
permits for Raoseaw’s Nepdbew and Thv Are of Wrddly Wiadows, bus
will demand cuss in Al Ramutin’ Ameribe. OFAVAS declines the
one-time permirs and lsunches 3 jidicial review of the board s
the Divistonal Court of the Supreme Court of Canada,

Sepr. 1982 — With regands to the Vidks Vider component of
Toronao's Festival of Festivals; since the programmes were mvw
scheduled for the commercisl cinems Backstage 2, the rapes could



ned b sceeeneed publicly wahoue complying with the OBC's
“cxaminanon by documentanion” procedares, (In 1951 Vides
Visdre had been presenved in a lobiy of she Fark Plaza hotel in a
wraide-forem fwmac)  Five vidio asms withedrow abcie wark in
proces and f:idﬂnl.i Ph:lpnp.pd I"lll:r 1EVIEIE O II'rIIF. MICENENE.
The pamicular arrisrs did noa wish 1o creste o precedent for vides
art to be mibjeer 10 the sare regrilaroey procedines as flm had
already becoms: subpect 10 in Oatario

Or, 1982 == Meomo Council member and York mayor G;}l-:
Chrissie wosmmended denial of funding w A Spece, An's Sake,
Trminy Square Vidoo, Arn Mesropole, and Mercer Unien. Granes
had already been recommemdiad by Metros Exocutive Commiinee,
briie huriagne rr:llu:'rﬂ the Commutter o reverse thevr decison
reparding A Space, Art’s Bake, and TSV, Singled ous by Chriie a5
bemg an example of disgusringly obscene an wa Kim Tomomak's
Mt af Maw (A Space, Jan. 19582, which deployed hioman
exremment and i 1o make 3 praphic satement aboart the har-
rom of war. Merro Toronto Coundi approved the oreation of an
An Advisary Commiree to moniior “qualicy” of an peodsced
with public moncy. In response, artsts foomed Coeens for the
Aria.

Mar. 1985 — Oatano Supreme Court nales OBC in
vielarion of Chamer of Rights and Froedoms

June 1983 — Mew blzure Culivral Affsirs Direcios
Irene Taerin recommends wubholding msding from
Art's 3aloe, A Space, and TSV — among ren organi-
FAEHNIA — pl.'ﬂd"‘lf. Fl.ll'l‘!'l-ﬂ' EEV W

Feb. 1984 — Clourt of Appeal mules Theatres Acr
allowesd complete denas of free exprersion a0 well .
impinging on federad jurisdicrion. Censor Beaoard
reacives permisson (rom Appeal Couss to coatinue
aperating unal imponding federal Supreme Coun ruling
on Board's eonitirunons bgismaey

My 1984 — Fing resding of Bill 82 (A 1o amnend Theatres
Acth, These amendments would permic the Censor Board 1o cen-
sl videos sodd or deiambuted {or bome VAW, R proposss 1o
clusigr name o Cngie Fdm Reviea Beand,

May 1984 — Ax A Space gallory, repecseatatives of the Oatana
Menizry of Conrumer snd Commercial Relarions Thears
Branch seized tapes and eqaipniens after screening of
BritehCanadion Vides Bochange 84, Mo charges were laid and no
medsves provaled, caccps that the exhibition contravencd Section
A8 of che Theasres Act, Oineario an galleties had besn presnaung
wideo exhibivons withour governmens incerference since 1970,
Equipment was rorurnecd bux the Brivish videorapes were declared
foafrit v the Crown. A Space filed appeal with Counry Coun
|H.|‘|F s Taeenie far eeuen af rapers The -t"_;mmr Caoaist .l“'dE'
declared the seirure of wper o be unconstitutionsl in Beu of the
Charter of Highs acd Freedoms

June 1984 — Ag the Anculiue Resoarcoes Cenire in Toronto
(ARC], wiali the sponsarship of 114 organications or indivicuals,
a broad coallsion of artae, dealen, and sw-organiations defic
the DBC by screening Paul Wangs documentary, Confinrd
Sewwarl Views. A Thearres Beanch inspecece was infosmed thar the
tapcs had not been sibmined nor the equipment licemed, The
screenang rock puace without iscident, (Wong's 1ape had been
scheduled vo play ar the Vancouver Ary Galbery in Febauary 1984

when & was suddenly cancded shonly prior to s opening. YAG
Dhircctor Luke Rembour defended thin canodlason by dedaring
Wong videotape ro be “nos ar”™.)

Juns [984 — Proclamason of “Summer Agains Censarshap” by
ad bos coalivion of artisw, s ongankeations, and othes advocar-
ing; free speech and particulerdy concerned abous the ramificarions
af Ball 82, “Summer Againae Censorsbip” bamners displayed in
gallerses throughour provesce, sl ip tandem wieh angi-ceasaship

EVCNES.

Chen, 1984 — Fonbicilen File Feretual: The Fifowntabker and Husian
Ky, In i of Amnesty Incernazional, W films froms 25 coun-
trbed are screened in chis eleven-day feuival. Alsn, chere were en
publec parcls snd dascussions an censorhip Bmes. The films were
origmally censored o gutreghe barmed an cheer hinh counmice
The Pestival sabmireed all fillms 1o che Censor Board amd several
filins woie ches “banned®, since dhe feaival refused we show films
with domanded climinarion

Feb. 158% — Bill 82 passed, gving Film Beview Board power o

scecpd af mjec cvery media work 1o be screened in the province
of Odneari, s beense ol soresning vepues snd projectisning,

powet o view any work and then demmand cuts or oon-
ploae bam

l confiscate fq_ujpmr:lu (evem when oo rJu.rg.-: laid). &lso the
-y

April 1985 — Six Dap Agarnrs Cemarshap held

theoughouwr Chntarie. Sererched over filieen days, a

network of centres woeenad | 20 uncemsored £l

and videos. Af soreenings, organieerns would demand

thar members of the censor board leave the premaoes
g they were emnployess of an unconmicasenal sl
fepesalve ofganiagein,

Mg, 1988 — Onreri’s Minismer of Consumer and
Commorcial Relatons annosnces amendmenis to Ongarios

Theares Aet, The Chvtareo Fibm and Video Revicw Board can no
longer censor Films and videos scresmed an film feanivals, an pal-
lerigs, public librarses or schood. on condiion the inesded odi-
ence be over 18. All movies previously banned would remain
banncd, and cecryrhing wosened for sadicncos wnder 16 would
sl roguire writben o The srtistic alibi or cxcepron,
i weell as the spe parsmerer, remun problemarie, Mot all feaivals
ran affard 10 showcawe themselves in high-peafile “official® cine-
mas, arsd both LCBO-liened and all-ages venues remain vulsera-
hbe. Bordern or boumdamness betweer ar, sctivem, amnd even com-
miercial are never abways clesr-cur. And che ape rericrion pot only
prevenes children who might well enjoy parvicular films or apes
from beisg in aseendance ag particullar venues, in abvo denies wis-
baliy for yourh cxploring and pegotsanng sexuality.
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Censorious Practices
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Trinity Square Video and
the “Art Community”
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Tranity Square Video, from iis incepiion in 1971 through
uniil at least the mid nincveen-cighties, prowdly considered
inself 1o be 2 dual artistic and acriviss w-opemlw: This
acrivist mandare was ¢ with the usurpation by
arvises andd polivical-activisis of the camcorder and other
video equipmens in order vo document bath their bodies
and body politics, When critical sineations manifested
among Torono's independent arn nerworks and political

setivists, Trinity was always on deck 1o funcrion as a proac-

LiVE FESOUFCES CERITE, SPONSHT, 4l SCIECning vemue,

The increased activity of the Onario Board of
Cemsors (OBC) in the lare 19705 and carly half of
the 1980s must be considered in the context of
secelerared anemprs by the stte o strictly
define boundaries of private and public space.
Indeed. the Funnel Experimental Flm Theare
came 1o the OBC's arcention pardally as a
result of an 1976 exenuation of the Ongarnio
Theatres' Act's parameters w incade Smm and
vidootape, expressly w deal with the sex indasiry
on Yonge Street. This need v define and hen
coantrol public space bed 1o the hysteria surrounding
e murder of shosshine boy Emmanue] Jacques
{1977}, the arrest of the Body Politic collective for publish-
ing Gerald Hannen's anicle Men Loving Bop Lowing Men
{1978), and dhe raid against the Barracks bathhouse in
1978 fallowed by the massive bathhouse raids of February,
1981.

Parallel 1o a Emired relaxazion of laws regarding same-sex
pleasure and sctivitics, the stare and is agenis moved w
enforce s demarcarions of whar could be performed or
exhibived within “public space”. Chucers, sex-positive femi-
nists, pro-chobce advocaies and anti-censorship activiss all
countered these artacks by claiming many de facwo public
spaces as being in reality privare because the activities
occurring involved consent and imenton, Meering plices
for gay men secking out sexual plessure were theoretically
socially and legally parallel vo dheawres and access centres
screening experimental and sctivist work to audicnces
alresdy knowledpeable about the nanwe of the works 1o be
sereened. In theory, nobody oppased 1o the paricular plea-
surable (or educational) activities would be arending the
site, However, the stave and b enforcement agencics

begged w differ.

Ar the oop of the n'ln:lz:n-u's]\l:iﬂ. The Ontario Board of
Censors decided thar the non-profit sector of experimental
film centres, parallel galleries, film and video eo-operatives,
public are galleries. and community-based centres and/or
facilities warranted the same degree of surveillance and sub-
sequent regulation as did commercial theares, This panic
also oocurred concurrently to an increasing public presence
for both vides ar and experimental film. Filmmakers and
viden artists were achicving a fairly high profile in muscums
and mainstream as well as in “alvernative” festivals, As the
stte and its regulatory-agencies set about enforcing sarict
parameters between whar are privare and public spaces,
media-artists wished o have their works visible to foeih
andiences in publicly-accessible spaces. The tenson
berween arguing that only those already interested in and
supponive of works in question and many anists” desire o
see their works disseminated to broader audiences was (and
continues o be) an unsatisfacrorily resolved conundrum
among media-artists and ant-censorship activists.

In April of 1985, a province-wide coalition of centres,

ence ttled Six Dy Againes Cemornliip, in which
120 uncensored films and tapes were wreened.

At each presentation. any individual or individu-
als affiliared with the ﬁuhl}rad\ris::rmd Ohntario
Film and Video Review Board (sill the same
old censor board) was :mcll.lulud to vacate the
premises as their presence and their very ongani-
zation was in violation of free speech as guaran-
veed by the Bill of Righus, Trinity Square Video
was not only an activist sponsor, the omganization
produced a documentary called Citieens Againg
Cemsarsinp in conjunction with the disohedience.
The 180-minutc tape provides a forum for many artists
{artises-as-citiens, feminis-as-aniss, and plain old non-
hyphenated artists) to address their problems around the
pervasive issue of censarship. Those westifying (including
miysel{) insisted thar anistie free speech is a cormerstone of 3
free sociery, and that censorship supposedly intended o
protect vulnerable constituencies and citizens in fact only
makes matters much worse, Many of the artists on camera
make sharp demarcations berween arisic scrivities and
industrial modes of production, arguing that the commer-
cial sccvor already enforees ins own censorship rules and
codes and thus state censorship is redundant. The censori-
ous procedures arguably inherent in the grant-funding sys-
tem are also desailed — “qualisy” can and has indeed been
synonymous with “apolitical”, Bur the documentary is very
much a monument of the early 1980s. Not only pro-sex
feminiszs bur straight and gay men ke pains o dissance
themselves from misogynise slasher-movies and from gener-
ic (not only sraight) pomography. While some @lking
hezds do advocate replacing the censor board with classifi-
cation systemss, only one individual opines char "srristic
cxemiption” from censoriows activitics is clitist and problem-
atic. Inexplicably fior even 19835, all of the pamicipants (vol-

unteers) are Cascasian.

l diseriburors, and galleries organized a civil disobedi-
",



The convestation of the Ontario Theatres Act and s
amendments as outlived in Bill 82 also ok place agains: a
hackgronnd of feminist anti-porn activiem and the sirategie
imvocarion of “free speech” by Lawyers defending hate prog-
enitors and Haolocaust deniers such as Ernst Zundel and
James Keegstra. OFAVAS and anti-censorship activises
airessed their appodition o violence againie women and
minaritics, while pointing our thar have laws were already
in place o deal with hate propagands (although the
mechanics of using the courts 1o combar bigotry are not
exactly accessible to all who might consider the option).
The deployment of free speech rhetoric by racists and anni-
Semites i not dissimilar 1o the
quasi-liberrarian belief thay
arisss are by definition inspired
individuals who are thus
beyond any crivicism. For
meany, the amistic exempion
remains problemaric — not
everybody whose crearive activi-
ties come to the atention of
the censor board or the obscen-
ity squad can claim arristic
immuniry,

The private/public dichotomy
ar conflict is also inherent to
di.ipul:ﬂ. inm|vins EOVErMEnT
or “public” funding. Many
evenes oanlined in time-lines
chronicling the hissary of cen-
sorship in Chtario {35 well as
n:llnruﬂr} invalve sither prmh-
lemiration or violamon of arms-
lengrh eodes berween govern-
ment and their funding bodies.
While the repressive rhetoric of
sell-appainted taxpayer
spakespersons is highly trans-
parent, the deployment of vanguand justificanions for artis-
tic “rransgressions” often flls flar in the context of public
maoney and expected accountshility, Recessive economies
and class-based resentments against artistic pn':vilr.s: WEere
already hitting nerves in the early 19805 and they became
even more pronounced in the eardy 1990s. By this paint in
time, accesi-centres such as TSY had become more
remoaved from the artist-run alliances (which themsehves
wete under siege for both incffectivences and percerved elit-
ism) thar had initiated common fronts againse censorship
and other threars to freespeech. Binaries such as individual
or collective and artistic or commercial no longer meant 2
great deal 10 many of the medis-practitioners who now
comprised the arganization’s active membership. Bartles
around aru-funding and. for that marter, free-speech within
fine-ars practices, were not a great priofity for many indi-
viduals and organizations who felt alicnated from the ans-

CENSOR

baireaucracies and who wished For their work to be dissemi-
nated as widely as possible.

While it is a truizm that anti-censorship activism occurs in
lieu of acts -ufm'l.mlsl'li.p {by the state, its agents such as the
police and ¢ , and self-apg d protectons of “the
public interest”), it has also been true that the issue of cen-
sorship has varied markedly in its public profile as well as
its pwu:imod d:gh&n of UMEEnCy. .llnli-muun.lﬁp activism
has been, not without accuracy, accused of only being rele-
vant to those who have already enjoyed access 1o free
specch, which s far too oficn synomymous with free mar-
ket In this era of eivil and uncivil disobedicnce, of anti-
corporate interventions and even
strategic incidences of creative
vandalism, censorship might
seem like a quaint or *liberal”

i.mu BII "hﬂl I.I'ti.ﬂ‘.l ar ﬂ.l:l;\l'l‘m

u:pcriml:n arrest and/or serzure
of their work, at least wome indi-
viduals and organizations who
have become blasé about censor-
ship issues can be expected o
shake off thair complacency. The
banad-based enalitions of the
carly 19804, while agrecing o
disagree abour specifics within
the larger issue of determined
anti-cemnsorship, at best formed a
moudel thar may all woa well need
10 be rejuvenared, Inis siill all oo
possible for ambinious cops or
politicians, misguided ar-critics,
or self-appoinied guardians of
“communiry standards™ 1o air
their dirry laundry and conse-
quently provoke scts of censor-
|]1:||1.
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