Copy of respnse submitted to the Home Office by UKrudegirl

I have amended this document purely in the detail of removing some personal information which are irrelevant to publication here.

Response to the consultation paper on:

The possession of extreme pornographic material.

Introduction

Name:
Postal address:

This is my personal response to the consultation paper on the possession of extreme pornographic material.

I am spokeswoman for the Sexual Freedom Coalition

I am web mistress to an adult community website

I am a model and performer for photographs and film

I am entirely happy for you to make public the main body of my response to the consultation document, on the possession of extreme pornographic material and offer it to you freely and without prejudice.

Before I start I would like to point out an error and disparity in the paragraph numbering between the consultation document on the possession of extreme pornography on the Home Office website and the copy of this same document on the Scottish Executive website.  The main body of the consultation document on the possession of extreme pornography on the website of the Home Office contains 57 numbered paragraphs, whilst the main body of the consultation document on the possession of extreme pornography on the website of the Scottish Executive contains only 56 numbered paragraphs.  This error occurs from paragraph 52 onwards.

For the purposes of this response I will quote the numbered paragraphs from the consultation document on the possession of extreme pornography which is situated on the Home Office website. 

Yours sincerely

As a concerned member of the public, who is also a supporter of current laws on rape, violent crime, bestiality and necrophilia, I have a number of issues I would like to address concerning the proposals laid out in the consultation paper on the possession of extreme pornographic material.

FOREWORD

“The Internet provides opportunities to communicate, learn and shop; and helps UK businesses to compete internationally.”

I agree with this statement that the Internet is indeed an international medium and with a click of a button, it knows no borders. We live today in world where one must applaud such a free exchange of information and social interaction between many different societies and cultures, including the opening up of many new and exciting international trade routes. One of the Internet trades that has flourished is pornography. This is an industry where the British government has sorely lagged behind other nations in this thriving international market, including export business and the home market, with its blinkered and somewhat out-dated view on pornography as a legitimate and profitable industry in this country.  Because of current draconian sex laws, most of the capital made in the publishing and distribution of British made films, which is not inconsiderable, currently goes through Holland and other European labels, just to be sold back to us as ‘imports’. Allowing British Internet providers to sell pornography from the UK would allow for better monitoring of pornography produced in the UK. Better protection against abuse for performers and models and could also lead to a profitable British industry offering attractive tax revenues

“There is now also considerable public concern about the availability of extreme pornographic material featuring adults.”

This appears to be a leading comment with no statistical facts or figures to back it up.  What exactly is ‘it’ that the authors of this document would have us believe that the public are so concerned about?  This is nothing more than a clumsy attempt to transform a minority pursuit - looking at extreme porn on the web - into a moral panic.  The vast majority of people don't look at violent porn, or think very much about it; they certainly aren't agitating publicly for the government to save our souls from it.

One of my considerable concerns as a member of the public, is that this proposal is focusing on an extremely narrow subject matter, a blinkered view even, rather than looking for cost effective ways of genuinely safeguarding minors from viewing any and all unsuitable images and material on the internet.

“This pornographic material was available in the past but never so easily or in such quantity as it is now. The nature of the Internet requires us to take a different approach if our controls on this kind of material are not to be undermined.”

Indeed, a quite different approach to this proposal is required if we wish to effectively safeguard our children from pornography on the Internet.

Controls on pornography in the UK have been long undermined since public access to the Internet has become commonplace. We cannot put the lid back on Pandora’s box through an attempt at enforced censorship as laid out in this proposal. The Internet is not the end of the communication revolution it is merely the beginning. Censorship as we know it is now redundant. It is time to seek a different approach altogether.

“This consultation paper contains four options for creating a new offence to help tackle this misuse of the Internet.”

It would be of interest to know exactly who has determined that consensual adult pornography in any form is a misuse of the Internet? And precisely what their qualifications are to do so?

“we believe that closing a gap in our domestic law and discouraging the possession of this material in the UK will help reduce demand for it and lessen the human cost in its production.”

Prohibition of extreme pornography will not reduce either the demand or the supply of such images.  The only thing that prohibition will do in this case is put law abiding, firms who produce informed, responsible and consensual images out of business, push the price up and place the trade straight into the hands of the unscrupulous who will be unconcerned with legitimate business practices, careless of the consequences for their victims and the cost to the public purse. In practice this proposal will ultimately achieve the very thing that the authors wish to protect us from.

Background

Paragraph 4

As stated in the forward by the right honourable authors: “It is time to seek a different approach altogether.”

I applaud this view and would urge them to do so in relation to a full review of our outmoded and somewhat redundant censorship laws that we still cling to today.

Paragraph 5

“It is not possible in a public document like this to give a great deal of graphic detail or description of the material in question.”

Balderdash!  Of course it’s possible to list the full criteria that would constitute the crime of possession of extreme pornographic material.  After all people have the right to make informed choices in a democratic society when responding to a proposal that may leave currently law abiding citizens subject to invasions upon their homes for search and seizure operations.  The embarrassment of public trial.  Possible bankruptcy with proposed fines that have no upper limits set.  Incarceration in our already straining prison system for a three-year sentence and last but not least, the lifetime stigma of being registered as a sex offender on the basis of an extremely ambiguous description of what will and what won’t be defined as the crime. This is aside from the extreme damage it will cause to family relationships of those investigated   As governmental representatives to the public there is a clear duty to every constituent, to present all the facts of the matter when the proposed crime is the central issue and the consequences are so great.

Paragraph 6

The survey from the London School of Economics, UK Children Go Online, whilst being an admirable work in itself, is actually flawed as evidence for the argument in favour of the prohibition of extreme pornography.  There is insufficient breakdown of figures to be truly representative in this case.  A cross section of those surveyed were of legal age to view pornography whilst the figures shown were for pornography as a whole and no survey figures were shown at all for specific contact with extreme images.

Paragraph 7

People should not be condemned nor prosecuted for accidental exposure.  In fact, they should not be criminalized at all for viewing images of consenting adults engaged in fantasy/fetish sexual activity.

Paragraph 8

The Internet is transforming our lives and will continue to do so as new technologies develop.  Censorship laws, as we know them have been progressively marginalized to the point of redundancy.  Any attempt to prohibit consensual adult images is most likely be an expensive exercise in futility.  It is time to show people respect and allow them the courtesy of self-censorship.  It is time to think again and take a completely different approach to what is after all the central concern, which is safeguarding our children from accessing inappropriate material on the Internet.   

Paragraph 9

“extreme images are now being sought after and provided. In addition, this material has never been available so easily or in such quantity.”

Vox Populi Vox Dei?

Paragraph 10

I believe there is universal sympathy in the heart-rending case of Jane Longhurst. I understand and have the utmost sympathy for the impact the circumstances of her death has had on her family and friends.  Sadly, there appears to be a desire here to punish many simply for the crime of one man.  This feels like a poorly considered and emotive knee-jerk reaction to a distressing tragedy.

In the case of Graham Coutts it is documented that his obsession with autoerotic asphyxiation was firmly fixed in his psyche long before the advent of the Internet, with him producing many pseudo images of his own.  Given this, one might hypothesise that with obsessive nature of Coutts interest, the death of one of his partners sadly was a tragedy waiting to happen, regardless of access to extreme pornographic images on the Internet. Indeed, there is little, if no conclusive evidence for proof of harm in viewing pornography even though there have been many different studies in numerous countries over the past 40 years. This is only one isolated case and as such should have little bearing on outlawing images of informed consensual adult fantasy/fetish play.

Paragraph 11

States that:  “The material under consideration does not depict consensual sexual activity”

Yet in point 38 it is stated:  “The offence would be limited to explicit actual scenes or realistic depictions of the specified types of material.”

The material to be included in this proposed legislation on the possession of extreme pornography has not been fully specified. The list of material to be included is ambiguous to say the least.

I would draw your attention to the phrase ‘realistic depictions’.  Surely this implies acted scenes and as such is fantasy role-play for the camera where the performers have freely given their active consent.  Informed sexual exploration amongst consenting adults has a legitimate place in any contemporary democratic society. 

Current Legislation

Paragraph 12 through to 19

Current legislation as it stands is a given.

Recent Consideration of the Current Legislation

Paragraph 20
“We believe the type of extreme material specified in the proposals would contravene the OPA and in Scotland, the CG(S)A.”

Under the terms of this proposal on the possession of extreme pornographic material, persons who produce their own consensual images at home which are never intended for publication nor distribution, either privately or in the public domain are not protected from prosecution.  This may include loving couples who enjoy playing out alternative sexual fantasies, purely in the privacy of their own homes.

Paragraph 21
“Despite the criticisms often made of the general test of obscenity, we are satisfied that it continues to provide a benchmark for society's tolerance of certain material at a given time, as expressed through the courts”

So, we are being told that we must be satisfied with the benchmark being what an individual court judge decides is society’s tolerance for certain material, not society itself in making informed choices on preferred home entertainment?  I am certainly not satisfied. This process can be neither impartial nor representative of contemporary society as a whole.

Paragraph 22
It would appear that in the main, producers of pornography in the UK are being responsible and abiding by current UK law.  It would seem appropriate then to allow them to expand their trade to the advantage of the British economy.

Allowing British Internet providers to sell pornography from the UK would allow for better monitoring of pornography produced in the UK. Better protection against abuse for performers and models and could also lead to a profitable British industry offering attractive tax revenues

Paragraph 23
“As indicated above, it is not an offence simply to possess obscene material”

Quite rightly so.

“We are determined to act where we can against publishers but require the individual to take greater responsibility if we are to maintain our controls on illegal material.”

As adults and members of the Great British public we are considered competent enough to be held responsible for our tax returns, drive vehicles, sit in judgement on jury service and even vote for government yet we are considered incapable of making an informed decision about what we wish to view or not view when it comes to sex?  Surely in the 21st century the government should give us credit for being responsible and adult enough for self-censorship when it comes to what we do and don’t want to watch.

Creating a criminal offence for the possession of extreme pornographic images will not generate, nor encourage individuals to behave in a responsible manner.  It merely generates an atmosphere of fear, anxiety and resentment

“Accessing extreme pornographic images, particularly on paid-for sites, fuels the demand/supply/demand cycle. We believe that an offence of possession of a limited category of extreme adult material, may help to break this cycle.”

Supply is governed by demand.  Demand is not governed by supply.  What is governed by supply is price.

Let us take a leaf out of Cecil Rhodes book and the De Beers Central Selling Organisation which maintained high prices for its’ diamonds by limiting supplies through that market.  Did fewer diamonds make people want them less?

If the price is falsely inflated due to scarcity value it will make the production of extreme pornography an attractive proposition for the unscrupulous, those who have no concern with legality and who will hold little or no regard for the well being of their performers and models.

Prohibition does not work, as many governments have discovered. If it were effective, you would not be able to buy an alcoholic beverage anywhere in the in the USA. The UK would not have a massive drug problem and no one would carry firearms or knives, to quote but a few examples.

Possession of Indecent Photographs and Pseudo-Photographs of Children

Paragraph 24 through 26

The abuse of children is abhorrent and reprehensible. Children are by definition unable consent to acts or photographs of a sexual nature and I applaud the prosecution of any who would exploit them in such a way.

There is a huge difference between the un-consensual sexual exploitation of children and viewing images of adults engaged in consensual activities of a sexual nature and as such, paragraphs 24 through 26 has nothing to do with such consensual activities and has no place in this consultation document.

I object most strongly to the document’s somewhat tacky and emotive inferences in a clumsy attempt to falsely align child pornography with the extreme pornography images under discussion in this consultation.  

Q. Do you think that the challenge posed by the Internet in this area requires the law to be strengthened?

No.

Evidence of Harm

Paragraph 27 through 31

Whilst we were told in a single paragraph [5] that it is not possible to quantify exactly the criteria of the proposed criminal offence of possession of extreme pornography, it has taken five paragraphs to tell us that there is no real and conclusive evidence of harm from viewing pornography.

“we are unable, at present, to draw any definite conclusions based on research as to the likely long term impact of this kind of material on individuals generally,”

Q. In the absence of conclusive research results as to its possible negative effects, do you think that there is some pornographic material which is so degrading, violent or aberrant that it should not be tolerated?

Given the absence of any conclusive evidence on viewing pornography having any negative effects there can be only one answer here.  No.

The Proposals

Public policy rationale
Paragraph 32

“Technological and social developments, including the widespread use of the Internet, mean we can no longer rely on national norms of behaviour or understanding, or on border controls to limit the kinds of material consumed within the UK.”

‘National norms’ fluctuate based on the contemporary mores of a society and communities within that society.  For instance, there would be a different set of mores or norms practiced by, say a Christian organisation in comparison to those enjoyed by a film noir society, the Rocky Horror fan club or a nudist club.  Each has just as much validity as the next.  Just because one section of society does not like the practices of another, it does not mean that one faction should impose draconian censorship laws upon another, currently law abiding group of people merely because they have a different outlook on life.  It is time to allow people to choose for themselves.

Paragraph 33

“As set out earlier, we believe that there is a small category of pornographic material which is so repugnant that, in common with child abuse images, its possession should not be tolerated.”

Yet another tacky attempt to align extreme pornographic images of adults with those exploiting children and as such has no place in this consultation document.

Paragraph 34

“Our proposals to strengthen controls on extreme pornographic material are therefore based on:

· a desire to protect those who participate in the creation of sexual material containing violence, cruelty or degradation, who may be the victim of crime in the making of the material, whether or not they notionally or genuinely consent to take part;

· a desire to protect society, particularly children, from exposure to such material, to which access can no longer be reliably controlled through legislation dealing with publication and distribution, and which may encourage interest in violent or aberrant sexual activity.”
 A desire to protect is admirable.  However there is no actual evidence of harm or increase in criminal sexual practices from viewing pornographic material. One also has to ask, how somebody may be the victim of crime if they genuinely consent to take part? The consequences and outcome of both the financial and human cost of this proposal has not been thoroughly thought through to its logical ends.  This may, in part, be due to a lack of appropriate advice sought from suitably qualified agencies with a number of essential key stakeholders missing from the inception of the due process of analysis on the viability of this proposal as a whole.

Summary of consequences:

· Considerable cost to the public purse

· Extra strain and cost for our overworked police force

· Extra strain and cost for our already overloaded prison system

· Prosecution of those who may have produced genuinely consensual film/photos

· Instant criminalizing of up to 6 million British citizens engaged in lawful BDSM practice alone in the UK

· Denial of access to information on safe BDSM practices

· Imprisonment and ruination of lives for currently law-abiding citizens

· Trauma, devastation and possible breakdown of the families of those prosecuted under the terms of this proposal 

· Bullying at school and unhealthy stigmatisation for the children of those convicted

· State benefit cost to those families who have one or both parents in prison.

· No realistic solution to safeguarding our children from exposure to pornography in general on the Internet

· Extra strain and cost on the divorce courts when the family unit breaks down

· Pushing up the price of extreme material to the consumer

· Greater profits for production of extreme pornography making it a more attractive prospect for the unscrupulous and those already engaged in criminal practice

· Less, not more protection for the performers and models of such material (who will feel they have no legal recourse to genuinely abusive treatment as they will believe that they too will be criminalized by the authorities for taking part in such film/photo shoots)

· Increase in tax bill to the public 

· Loss of tax revenue from and income for legitimate adult industry firms (considering the final and actual material to be included in this legislation is so vague, they will not want to take the risk of producing something potentially illegal)

· Long-term psychological damage to the children of those prosecuted and cost of counselling for those fortunate enough to receive any.

· The long term cost to the taxpayer of supporting those prosecuted (and their families) on state benefits, as they will find it hard to attain gainful employment with the stigma of being labelled as a sex offender.

In short, this proposed legislation would create more problems than it offers to solve. It will not protect our children from exposure to pornography in any form, not just the extreme material mentioned here. Nor will it protect the perceived victims in the production of such images, merely make them more vulnerable to abuse from the unscrupulous who pay no heed to the law in the first place.

Paragraph 35.

“The proposals would thus close what can be viewed as a gap in existing legislation which has developed as technology has advanced to circumvent the controls already in place.”

What a wonderfully definitive statement.  Sadly all this proposal will do is criminalize currently law-abiding people who view material on the Internet that has not been passed by the BBFC.  Much of the general hardcore pornography that is widely available and viewed on the Internet has also not been rated by the BBFC, but there is, quite rightly, no governmental call to criminalize people for possession of that.  Is it possible that possession of the extreme material has been singled out for legislation because it is seen as an easy target that will not be contested, even though there is no evidence of harm?

Pornography

Paragraph 37

“The intention is that any new offence would apply only to pornographic material. In other words, material that has been solely or primarily produced for the purpose of sexual arousal. It is not the intention to capture medical or scientific material, educational, artistic, mainstream broadcast entertainment, or news footage.”

We are told that images of violence for educational, artistic, informative and general entertainment is ok, but even though there is no evidence of harm from viewing, we are told that viewing violence in a sexual context is not.

There are many examples of mainstream entertainment films such as ‘Deliverance’ (UK rated 18) and ‘The Wall’ (UK rated 15) to name but two that contain realistic depictions of rape scenes. Or, for example scenes of a semi naked Mel Gibson undergoing electro torture in a shower from ‘Lethal Weapon’ (UK rated 18). It may be argued that these were not produced to engender sexual excitement, yet there are viewers who will find these scenes arousing. There would appear to be much disparity and little clarity over what is considered acceptable and what is not.

Explicit actual scenes or realistic depictions
Paragraph 38

“The offence would be limited to explicit actual scenes or realistic depictions of the specified types of material.”

“By realistic depictions we intend to capture those scenes which appear to be real and are convincing, but which may be acted.”
Scenes which appear to be real and are convincing is what good acting is about surely?

“but not, for example, text or cartoons”

If text and cartoon stories are seen to be of no concern then photographic or film images should be ok too. 

“necessary to avoid the need to prove the activity actually took place”

There is an intention here to prosecute and imprison people for merely looking at home entertainment images where no actual abuse or crime has taken place and where there is no conclusive evidence of harm.  Call me old fashioned, but it was my understanding that criminal convictions in this country rely on evidence and proof of intent or that actual abuse has taken place.  I believe this act to be a severe infringement of civil liberties, human rights and is nothing more than legislative act against freedom of speech, thought and expression of the citizens of what has been to date a democratic nation.  This statement is worthy of George Orwell’s 1984 or Franz Kafka’s The Trial.

“In addition, there is no requirement that the activity is real in the OPA or the CG(S)A.”

This may be the case, but as it has been observed earlier that given the nature of the Internet, the current UK obscenity laws are both out-moded and somewhat obsolete in contemporary society.

Content of material
Paragraph 39 through 42

“39. We propose restricting the offence to explicit pornography containing actual scenes or realistic depictions of:

i) intercourse or oral sex with an animal;

ii) sexual interference with a human corpse;

iii) serious violence in a sexual context, and

iv) serious sexual violence.

40. In (c) above, "serious violence" will involve or will appear to involve serious bodily harm in a context or setting which is sexual - for example, images of suffocation or hanging with sexual references in the way the scenes are presented. In (d) above "serious sexual violence" will involve or will appear to involve serious bodily harm where the violence is sexual.

41. By "serious bodily harm" we mean violence in respect of which a prosecution of grievous bodily harm could be brought in England and Wales or in Scotland, assault to severe injury.

42. Therefore the activities in a) and b) and the qualification of "serious bodily harm" in c) and d) bring this material within the scope of the OPA, and in Scotland, the CG(S)A, and ensure that what could be categorised as mainstream pornography (such as that classified R18 by the BBFC) is not included.”
Q. Do you agree with the list of material set out in paragraph 39?

No.  In all good conscience, I cannot agree with imprisoning people for the simple possession of the images listed in paragraph 39

Q. Do you believe there is any justification for being in possession of such material?

I do not believe there is a requirement to justify the simple possession of images listed in paragraph 39

The Options

Paragraph 43 through 51

The options are:

Option one - adding a general offence of possession of "obscene" material to the Obscene Publications Act 1959 and in Scotland, the Civic Government (Scotland) Act 1982;

Option two - adding a possession offence limited to the category of material we have set out but under the umbrella of the OPA and in Scotland, the CG(S)A;

Option three - a new free standing offence in respect of the category of material we have set out; and

Option four - do nothing.”

Paragraph 52

“Option four, doing nothing, would risk sending a message that we considered accessing such material was harmless, or not worthy of attention. But although we recognise that accessing such material does not necessarily cause criminal activity, we consider the moral and public protection case against allowing this kind of material sufficiently strong to make this option unattractive”
With the authors having recognised ‘that accessing such material does not necessarily cause criminal activity’ and with no conclusive evidence of harm from viewing pornography, what exactly are the details and justification for the so called ‘moral and public protection case’ cited by the authors for rejecting option four?

Q. Which option do you prefer?

None of the above.

Instead I would suggest a quite different approach and put forward a three-step proposal to minimise the risk to minors (under 18) viewing such adult material on the Internet.

(i). Government sponsorship for a user friendly website where parents can download, for free, parental control software. The Internet Content Rating Association already offer a free service that provides good software for both parents to protect their children and for adult web hosts to tag their sites as adult content. Companion this move with a legal requirement for all new computers to already carry the parental control software at point of purchase, (this is a direction which the adult television providers are already going and such parental control software would compliment this sound business practice on behalf of the television companies)

(ii). A government sponsored, free to the public help-line where parents can get step-by-step instructions on how to set up the software to their family's requirements thus supporting and empowering parents in reclaiming responsibility and control for responsible parenting when it comes to the Internet 

(iii). Make it a criminal offence of neglect to leave a child with unsupervised access to the Internet.  This would also help safeguard children from ‘Internet grooming’ by those who would directly abuse and exploit our children.

The LSE (London School of Economics) who have already been cited in this consultation has recently done a study of: UK Children Go Online, it may be appropriate to consult them in this matter. http://www.children-go-online.net

Q. Why do you think this option is best?

I feel that the parental control software it is a much more cost-effective move, considering both the financial and human cost in the consequences of the original proposal as set out in this consultation.  It can help safeguard our children from viewing inappropriate material (not just of a sexual nature) and from those who would abuse and exploit them.  This option also allows for adults who do not wish to view pornography to set up a filtering system for themselves.  It also respects the human rights issues in terms of self-determination and choices in consensual adult pursuits and home entertainment.

Penalties

Q. Which penalty option do you think is preferable?

I do not believe that simple possession of extreme pornographic images should be a crime. Therefore any discussion of penalties is irrelevant.

Paragraph 55

“International co-operation is essential for effective action against the production of extreme material. However, there is considerable variation in the approaches and law regarding publication of adult material within the international community. The majority of western countries (including the other G8 countries) have controls based on distribution of material deemed to be obscene by the courts, similar to the position in the UK; others have controls aimed solely at preventing children from seeing potentially corrupting material. We are not aware of any western jurisdiction which prohibits simple possession of extreme material.”

I would support any move to seek truly international agreements in creating policies on good business practice when it comes to producing adult material and also towards powers of prosecution on the perpetrators where actual non consensual abuse has taken place in this or any other country in the making of such images.  However, as with any other crime, one must depend on the victim or witnesses to report the crime to the appropriate authorities.

Paragraph 56

“Given this wide disparity in the law regarding publication, the chances in the short term of achieving an effective international agreement covering publication of extreme pornographic material are limited. This makes it more important that we act against possession domestically in the interim.”

The proposals laid out in this consultation on the possession of extreme pornography are not a temporary measure whilst international agreements are sought.  There is no interim when it comes to passing legislation. Once something is on the statute books it is very difficult to repeal.  It is important to be clear on this given the severity of the consequences to those prosecuted under the terms of this proposed legislation.

Human Rights Considerations

Paragraph 57

“The proposal which we have set out will impact upon the freedom of individuals to view what they wish in the privacy of their own homes.”

Indeed it would.  The key word here being freedom.  It is my belief that we still live in a democracy where freedom of speech, freedom of thought, freedom of expression and freedom of choice are an essential right to those living in a free nation.  All of which are currently under threat, even though there is no conclusive evidence of harm from viewing pornography. Given the Orwellian and Kafkaesque elements of this proposal, along with other rather draconian propositions during this governments’ term in office (e.g. 90 day detainment without sufficient evidence for criminal charge and recent speculation on condoning and validating information gained through torture), I am left feeling deeply concerned about which of our civil liberties will be impinged upon next.

“However, the material which we intend to target with this new offence is at the very extreme end of the spectrum and we believe most people would find it abhorrent.”

Minority groups have always been persecuted in one way or another.

‘In 1952 almost 4,000 gay men were arrested in this country simply for being gay – many went to prison and many others suffered the indignity (and often permanent physical and psychological damage) of the supposed ‘cures’, which included lobotomies, aversion therapy and chemical castration.’

[Source: www.ageconcern.org.uk]

A sexuality which was considered abhorrent by most people in 1952.

In 2005 most people would find the treatment of those 4,000 individuals abhorrent.

The Wolfenden Report of 1957: concluded that outlawing homosexuality impinged on civil liberties and that private morality or immorality should not be "the law's business."
In respect to the violent pornography mentioned in this proposal, current research from Durex suggests that one in ten of the UK adult population has experimented sexually with some form of bondage and pain/pleasure fantasies.  With a current UK population standing at 60,441,457 (July 2005), those who could be potentially maligned under the terms of this proposal is not an inconsiderable number: 10% of the electorate, well over 6 million people.

Who knows what compulsory treatment or rehabilitation programs would be foisted upon those incarcerated within the UK judiciary system under the terms of this proposal.

Annex C: Partial Regulatory Impact Assessment

My main concern here is the ‘minimising’ of potential financial cost to the public purse.

“It is difficult to quantify accurately the financial impact of the new offence although it is felt to be low - due to the extreme nature of the material involved and its limited attraction for most individuals.”

If the material has a limited attraction, it beggars the question: Why the perceived need to make simple possession of extreme pornography a crime?

If there is a perceived need to make the simple possession of extreme pornography a crime because there is more than a limited attraction as inferred in paragraph 9: 

“more extreme images are now being sought after and provided. In addition, this material has never been available so easily or in such quantity.” 

Then it follows that the cost of implementing this law successfully will indeed be much greater than the authors would have us believe.

This latter view is backed up by the Durex survey, which found that 10% of the population had a sexual interest in bondage and pain/pleasure fantasies.  This amounts to over 6 million people in the UK alone.

There is a need to point out that the desire to: “help to protect those who participate in the creation of sexual material containing violence, cruelty or degradation, who may be the victims of crime in the making of the material, whether or not they notionally or genuinely consent to taking part” is ill conceived.

In prohibiting extreme pornography there will in reality be less, not more protection for the performers and models who appear in such material, who will feel they have no legal recourse to genuinely abusive treatment as they will believe that they too will be criminalized by the authorities for taking part in such film/photo shoots

I would also like to make it clear that the vast majority of models and performers who appear in pornographic images have made an informed choice to do so.  In fact many regard it as a career.

I appreciate the time given in reading this response to the consultation on the possession of extreme pornographic material and sincerely hope that serious consideration will be given to scrapping this proposal and that moves will be made toward genuinely helping to safeguard our children through parental control software as laid out in my response to the question that follows paragraph 52 on which legislative option is preferable.

