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The Ontario Film Review Board (formerly the Censor 
Board) stands at a crucial juncture in its history. 

In the last two years it has lost two court battles on its 
constitutionality and faced a technological erosion of its 

powers with the rapid spread of home videos. 
In 198.2 the Ontario Film and Video Appreciation Society 
(OFAVAS) launched a court challenge against the Board 

for violating the newly enshrined Charter of Rights. 
In March 1983 the Supreme Court of Ontario ruled that, 

while the government had a right to limit freedom 
of expression, it had to clearly define those limits which 

the Theatres Act did not. The Board appealed but 
in February 1984, the Court of Appeal upheld the lower 

court's decision. The Board was allowed to continue 
its work pending an appeal to the Supreme Court 

of Canada. In the meantime, the Ontario government 
decided to change the rules to conform to the courts' 

decisions. At the same time it addressed the video 
challenge. In December 1984, new legislation was passed 
which brought the Censor Board's guidelines into the law, 

placed home videos under the Board's jurisdiction 
and eliminated the controversial word "censor" 

from the title of the Board. OFAVAS expressed its deep 
dissatisfaction with the Board and announced plans for a 

new court challenge. 
For Mary Brown, head of the Board since 1980, 

critics misunderstand the nature of the Board's work. 
Brown sees the Board as providing a consumer service 

that is responsive to the community's needs. 
In her view, the controversy that often surrounds the Board 

is clearly media hype which ignores the real concerns 
of ordinary Ontario citizens. 

In her mind, censorship is not what the Board does, 
though she defines censorship in a way that makes film 

censorship arguments irrelevant. 
Personally, Mary Brown is an engaging woman with 

a sharp sense of humour which belies the public image 
of a stern upholder of public morality. Since taking 

the helm she has worked hard to bring the Board out into 
the open: publishing Board decisions; developing the 

guidelines which were subsequently incorporated 
into the Theatres Amendment Act; making sure Board 

members were fully acquainted with the latest 
research on film viewing; and establishing strong 
international links, last year hosting the second 

international conference of film censors. 

Cinema Canada: The Ontario govern
ment has recently made some changes 
in the law with respect to the Theatres 
Act. What are those cha nges? 
Mary Brown: The Theatres Amend
ment Act and Regulations dealt with 
housekeeping changes in th e form of 
th e Board, firming up the fact that it's a 
rotating Board with wide ly representa
tive m embers; expanding the Board's 
jurisdiction to include video cassettes 
that are availab le on re tail she lves for 
rent or sa le; and putting into the regu la
tions th e cri teria w hic h the Board may 
use in any act of censorship. But I think 
it' s very important - perhaps the most 
important thing - that the Board's name 
has been changed to reflect what it 
really does. It is now the Ontario Film 
Review Board because 95% of what we 
do is review and classify ; 95% of what 
we do does not involve censorship . 

Cinema Canada: When you say 95% 
you mean in terms of the total amount 
of titles you're looking at? 
Mary Brown: That's correct. We review 
about 3,000 films a year. Ninety-five per
cent are simply classified or approved 
in th e way in which they com e to u s. 
They are not censored. 

Cinema Canada: Presumably some 
of the impetus for the changes come 
from court actions taken against the 
Board by the Ontario Film and Video 
Appreciation Society under the Charter 
of Rights. The Board was criticised for 

having an arbitrary censorship mech
anism. 
Mary Brown: The court action accele
rated th e cha nges. But before the new 
Charter was even proclaimed , we had 
established and published our guide
lines throughout the province. For the 
past four-and-a-half years we have 
operated on the basis of printed public 
guide lines. The only thing that's changed 
is to formalize them into the Act itself. 
The COU I"t judgement \,vas that the 
guidelines were not part of the Theatres 
Act. They acknowledged that the re 
were guide lin es that had been widely 
disseminated throughout the province 
and had fairly widespread public appro
val. 

Cinema Canada: How involved was 
the Board with drafting the new legisla
tion ? 
Mary Brown: It wasn't involved really. 
I was consult ed but the drafting is done 
by Legal Services with the minister and 
deputy minister in consultation with 
the attorney-general's office. They were 
involved in th e Charter case so I gu ess 
th ey were definitely trying to m eet the 
court's decision . But basica lly I believe 
tllPy worked with our guide lines and 
li s te ned to women's groups, like the wo
m e n's Directorate and from delegations 
from the community who expressed their 
concern about the kind of material thev 
felt s hould be prohibited. They li s te ned 
to a lot of different women' s co ncerns. I 
think they weighed a lot of things. When 
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they had weighe d all the se things, the 
guidelines that are now proclaimed are 
very close to the ones that we have been 
using and that we had determined over 
a period of five years to be really repre
sentative of a cross-section of the pu blic. 

Cinema Canada: Can you say some
thing about how the Board's guidelines 
have developed? 
Mary Brown: Yes. When r first became 
chairman in 1980 we went to a rotating 
Boad shortly thereafter, striving for a 
good cross-section representation of the 
community. This was also a follow
through from the federal Suprem e Court 
decision in the MacNeil case that said, 
"The standards by which you review and 
censor films should be consistent with 
the community standards." I think this 
put on us the onus of determining what 
that community standard or community 
level of tolerance was. That was when 
the Board members undertook an on
going, in-depth program of community 
contact - public meetings with high
school and university students, with 
professional people, parent-teacher 
associations , lawyers, blue-collar work
ers. I personally have been out two or 
three times a week speaking, explaining 
the types of films that are coming through, 
asking for feedback on what was appro
priate for the specific age groups so that 
we could classify. We were trying to 
identify clearly what most people felt 
shouldn't be in commercial distribution. 
What I and the rest of the Board mem
bers felt was very interesting was that 
the things that the community were 
priorizing were not covered in the 
Criminal Code. They had not to do with 
sex. They had to do with violence and 
the sexual exploitation of children. So 
we revamped our guidelines. We prio
rized violence and the sexual exploita
tion of children. That was in late 1980, 
early 1981. I think we were unique in 
Canada at that time. We were the first 
Board to priorize violence as opposed to 
sex. But we were really in tune with 
other jurisdictions around the world: 
Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Holland, 
France and Germany. All are priorizing 
these as the greatest concern in their 
film censorship. 

Cinema Canada: What are the actual 
mechanics of the public consultation 
process? Do you make notes of the 
reaction? Do you hand out question
naires ? How does it work? 
Mary Brown: If it's a group that is at 
all manageable in terms of numbers we 
take our guidelines with us and say, 
"These are the guidelines that we use, 
could you please assess them?" We 
distribute a very simple questionnaire 
to those in attendance asking for their 
comments, asking them if we're on 
track with it. The classification guide
lines are the most difficult. People take a 
look at what we feel people are not pre
pared to accept, in other words, the cen
sorship gUidelines. Classification guide-_ 
Lines are difficult. 

Cinema Canada: Most of the public 
argume.~ts seem to revolve around the 
censorship issue rather than classifica
tion. 
Mary Brown: Only in the media. Our 
appeals and our complaints - when we 
get them - are on classification, not on 
censorship. Not in the past five years. 
Can you think of one criticism for cen
sorship of this Board in the past five 
years that affected many people ? 

Cinema Canada: The Tin Drum. 

I"TERVIE w 
Mary Brown: The Tin Drum was s ix 
years a go . Befon~ mv tim e. I'm saying 
five years since we went to a rotatin g 
Board and s in ce w e priorized viol e nce 
and children. Name one out of 3000. 
Name one. 

Cinema Canada: Michael Snow's 
Rameau's Nephew. 
Mary Brown: Neve r bee n censore d . It 
has never been refused a permit. 

Cinema Canada: Bruce Elder's The 
Art of Wordly Wisdom. 
Mary Brown: Never ce nsored . 

Cinema Canada: Weren 't there pro
blems with that film ? 
Mary Brown : For a 24-hour period w e 
had trouble with a ve ry hard, what we 
called hard-core footage - vagina I pe ne
tration that w e nt on for 46 seconds and 
nothing but genitalia on the screen . Yes, 
w e had a few problems with that. We 
gOl le tte rs from art galleries saying th a t 
this was an artistic production and w e 
said all right, fine . That's the way you 
want to play it, that's where the pe rmits 
go. Since that time we never ever refused 
a permit. But they want to press imme
diately before they even sat down and 
discussed it, and they' ve been using that 
as an example now for five years. It was 
never censored. 

Cinema Canada: You haven't cen
sored it by demanding any cuts. But 
aren' t there limits as to where it can be 
shown? Can it be shown only in art 
galleries? 
Mary Brown: No, that' s not true. It's 
wherever they want to show it. They 
simply have to get the permit to show it. 
If they want to take it to the Odeon 
Theatre, they should probably come 
and say they want to take it there. I 
really don't think they want to play it 
there. It's not a mainstream commercial 
film. 

Cinema Canada: So what you're say
ing is that the distributor can show this 
at any suitable venue and will always 
get a permit for this particular film 
whether on campuses, art galleries and 
so on? 
Mary Brown: Absolutely. 

Cinema Canada: What about Not a 
Love Story? 
Mary Brown: The same. That was 
their marketing plan. That's what they 
gave to us. "This is what we want -
public, not commercial screening." 
We've never, ever refused a permit for 
Not a Love Story. Never. 

Cinema Canada: There was a lot of 
controversy about it. What was that all 
about then? 
Mary Brown: It got a lot of publicity. 
After they went through their public 
exhibitions they came and said, "We 
think we want to go commercial now. 
What cuts would be required?" We 
said, "Please don't cut it. The whole 
point of the film is to make this state
ment." So they decided to go ahead with 
the public, not commercial screening. I 
think it's working out well. In Montreal 
it was a disaster. 

Cinema Canada: Why not give it a 
commercial release? This film does 
exactly what behavioural scientists say 
should be done when viewing porno
graphy to escape its e.tfects. There is a 
lot of debriefing within the film about 
the hard-core porn you're seeing. 

Mary Brow n : There is a lso a lot of 
desensi tization. T he p rob lem is if"ou go 
into a cons ta nt run , a six-week run a t 
th e theatre. They found in Mon treal for 
example p eople going back aga in a nd 
again comme ntin g, "That's better tha n 
w e could see for $3.50 down th e st reet." 
The film itse lf could d efeat th e vel'y 
purpose for which it was b eing made if 
it was us ed in a long-run e ngagem e nt 
and if it were catering to a crow d who 
w e nt for that purpose. Now, w e' re not 
supposed to make decisions on that 
basis. What we had to do was make a 
decision a nd w e spe nt two w eeks on it, 
reviewing it , thinki ng a bout it. ta lking 
about it. It wasn' t m a d e lightly. But w e 
re ally thought it was some thing the 
public should see . Board m e mbe rs 
actually w e nt out with the film to 
e ncourage disc uss io n a nd debat e. We 
re ally suppo rt e d it. I w e nt to the Univer
sity of Weste rn Ontario with it. Our 
Board membe rs w e nt all over th e pro
vince encouraging th e dis tribution a nd 
view ing of the filrn . On a non-commer
cial basis. 

Cinema Canada: One area that always 
seems to create controversy are the 
films that come in to the Toronto Film 
Festival. 
Mary Brown: Are you interested in 
the Board or are you interested in the 
media-hype? 448 films came through 
for last year's festival . We ru ined it again 
because we said no to one. It was Sweet 
Movie. Have you seen Sweet Movie? 

Cinema Canada: No, I haven' t. 
Mary Brown: Well, bless you. Sweet 
Movie starts out for the benefit of the 
audience with young women graded, 
undressed and placed in stirrup-style 
chairs, examined with a magnifying 
glass to determine their virginity. One is 
then turned over to a very wealthy man 
who first beats her and then rapes her 
and then turns her over to his body
guard. This is all very explicit. In another 
scene a naked man is held down by 
about 10 people. His nude body is 
smeared with excrement. His body is 
pummelled and manipulated until he 
vomits and urinates onto the screen 
while the cameras close in on the genital 
area. Then some of the guests get up on 
the stage nude, defecate onto plates and 
pass the excrement round for eating. 
There's another scene in which nine
year-old boys are seduced by a woman 
who undresses in front of him, lifts her 
leg to expose her genital area, unzips 
the fly of one of the children and takes 
him behind a curtain. There's another 
copulation scene in which the woman 
is obviously not happy with her lover 
because she stabs him over and over 
again in the genital are a. 

Sweet Movie violated community 
standards. We have no jurisdiction to 
treat festivals diffe rently. S weet Movie 
was beyond the pa le. So there are no 
apologies for Sweet Movie. Every year 
the Festival seems to introduce a film 
that w e have no choice about and it ge ts 
th em a lot of publicity. 

Cinema Canada: To answer your 
question, I am interested in the Board. 
This is your forum for thinking about 
these things. 
Mary Brown: I guess I get so tired of 
these interviews. They spend all the 
time talking about The Tim Drum , Not A 
Love Story and the fes tivals. And tha t' s 
not wha t the Board is a bout. Th e Board 
is a consume r se rvi ce th at provides tre
m e ndously good informa tion a bout 
films to h e lp pare nts guide their chil-
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d ren . Ni ne tv-fi ve percent of what we do 
is very serio us research in to th e su it
abili tv of film co nte nt fo r child ren . vVe 
class ify. we provide a trem endous 
publi c serv ice . Thi s 5% up h e re is w h a t 
peop le kee p zero in g in on an d it' s so 
boring. 

Cinema Canada: It's possibly boring. 
Mary Brown: I get tired ta lking about 
it. 

Cinema Canada: I am inte rested in 
that 95 % and it's something I would like 
to pursue ... 
Mary Brown: Good. 

Cinema Canada: The reason the 5% 
is of interest is that, as with anything, 
it's always at the margin, when you're 
talking about controversial topics such 
as censorship .. . 
Mary Brown: But it affects so few 
people. 

Cinema Canada: It's not a question 
so much of how many people it affe cts 
but how one organizes society to deal 
with important topics like censorship. 
The ex ploration of such issues is always 
done at the margin, the decisions are 
made there where immediately it's not 
going to affect a wide body of people. 
Mary Brown: And you' re not talking 
about censorship either. You're talking 
about film regulation. Censorship is 
political manipulation. It' s the manipu
lation of ideas. This has nothing to do 
with visual images, really, or very little. 

Cinema Canada: Let's get this one 
straight. I'm not sure I understand 
what you mean by censorship. 
Mary Brown: Censorship to me is the 
suppression of ideas. It' s the suppres
sion of books or magazines. It's manipu
lation for a political purpose. To me 
that's censorship and that's anathema 
in the democratic system. What we're 
talking about here is film regulation, the 
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regulation of vis ua l images that have 
nothing to do with o r verI' little to d o 
with ideas because you c~n com muni
cate id eas without screv.,drivers up a 
vagina, for good ness' sake. An d th a t's 
what w e're ta lkin g about and I don' t 
thin k we shou ld ever mix it up with th e 
suppres sion of ideas. No t ever. 

Cinem a Canada: Art deals with things 
that are not ideas, with emotional 
states .. , 
Mary Brown: I d Oll 't think we're talkin g 
abo ut art h e re. \Ve're talking about a 
I'el'\" comme rc ial m e dium th a t trims 
itself a nd gears itse lf and censors its e lf 
fOI' the best commercial market because 
most of th e films before th e l' ever get 
he re h ave been targeted at a parti c ular 
audience. They've taken the director's 
version of th at fi lm an d the\' have e ithe r 
adde d a few ga rbag\' works'to it to bump 
it up to PG or they've reduced th e 
themes as in Scarface so it can get a 
re stricted.and not an X rating. That' s90~ 
of what we're d ealing with. A very, very 
commercial industry. Now, you're talking 
again about the art community w ho are 
using the film m edium as an art form . 
I'm telling you that in the last five years 
since we went to the documentation 
process we have not censored anything 
that is an art film, unless you consider 
Sweet Movie an art film, 

Cinema Canada: I haven't seen it and 
I can't respond. But are you suggesting 
that in terms of art films their appro
priate display is within galleries? 
Mary Brown: No, I don't determine 
that. It's whoever wants to exhibit that 
detennines that. The documentation is by ' 
whoever is going to exhibit. The curator 
of a venue or whoever ... their biggest 
concern was when they were dea ling 
with films like Michael Snow's or Bruce 
Elder's was that this was not one of 
many copies. Th is was the artist's copy 
and obviously they don't want to subject 
it to the physical strain of bringing it 
b efore the Board. So they do it o n docu
m en tation and te ll us where they wan t 
to show it. 

Cinema Canada: I would like to stick 
with this area of censorship and the 
arguments surrounding the issue. I 
want to pursue it and get your vis ion. 
Mary Brown: As long as it's relevant to 
what we' re doing. 

Cinema Canada: I would like to pur
sue the arguments the Ontario Film 
and Video Appreciation Socie ty ha ve 
brought to bear ... 
Mary Brown: You mean the three 
people ... I gu ess the re are more now. 

Cinema Canada : They argue that 
there should be no prior restraint on 
films. That pornography can be dealt 
with by the Criminal Code. 
Mary Brown: You 're going to have to 
deal with the minister on that. I have 
""lothing to do with that. 

::; inema Canada: Do you have a view 
In that? 
"ary Brown: Not for publication, no. 
'ou see, I can't afford to have personal 
iews. I can' t afford to h ave personal 
iews on o n-screen copulation . Certain
" I have attitudes to that, but again if 
m ' re dealing in my area, it has to be a 
~ fl ection of what th e Act says and w h a t 
e commu nity says. And w hatever the 

heatres Act says is my responsibility 
o admin ister for the next year. After 

that it w ill b e somebody else's respon-
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sibility. It's like ... I hate to compare it... 
it's like the chief of police. He can have 
all the opinions in the world about 
whether OT not the speed limit on the 
Spadina Expressway should be 50 or 60 
km/ h . But whatever the traffic act says, 
that' s what he administers. 

Cinema Canada: Let's get back to the 
topic of community standards. Are 
there major differences between urban 
and rural community standards? 
Mary Brown: Not in terms of prohibit
ing material. We w ere insightfu l enough 
to change the way people used to ask 
th e questions. In the past they were 
asked: What do you want to see or not 
see on the public screen ? We can't do 
that because that becomes a lmost a 
moral issue. People are more concerned 
abou t public harm. The question now is , 

. "What are you prepare d to tole rate 
be ing ex hibit ed on th e public screen 
and what are you prepared to tolerate 
your neighbour seeing?" I think that' s 
when yo u get more and more people 
thinking about the harm e ffect. What 
kind of material exhibited on the public 
screen is apt to motivate anti-social 
be haviour, violence ? More and more 
people are zero ing in on that kind of 
thing, So if you' re sexu a lly exploiting 
children, you're motivating to act aggres
sively against children. If you' re eroticiz
ing sexua l violence such as rape, torture, 
mutiliation, that's a problem. We found 
that what is now reflected in our guide
lines is pretty consisten t in major urban 
areas and in small tow ns. There's a n 
agreement on the kind of material most 
people think should really not be on th e 
public screen. But they might differ 
quite radically on w hat their personal 
viewing tastes might be . If, however, 
they are goi ng to put a prohibition on 
oth er people seeing it, they rea lly are 
standing back and say ing, "My moral 
va lues cannot be impose d on my neigh
bour unless it's going to affect my ability 
to wa lk my street safe ly or m y children's 
ab ility to grow up in a fai rly sane envi
ronment." 

Cinema Canada: Does the fact that 
th e guidelines are now en s hrined in 
law mean you stop the documentat ion 
process? Does that m ea n you can no 
longer respond to changes within the 
comm unity because the process of 

changing th e g uidelines would be too 
s Ial\' and too c umbersome ? 
Mary Brown: You w e re asking before 
if! had anI' influ e nce o n the legisla tion . l 
guess my s trongest plea was th at they 
not be e nshrined in th e Act but they th ey 
be put in th e regu lat ions w h ere they can 
go in and ou t in two weeks. So that's 
where th el' are. I saw what happened to 
th e C!'iminal Code . It hasn' t ch a nged in 
2S vears and it' s not even re leva nttoday 
unless I O U have a n e nlight ened judge . 
In nH' opin io n , and " m very ser io us 
about this , it had to be in th e regu lations , 
oth e r'w ise -, 'ou w e re defeati ng the w hol e 
purpose or th e co mmunity s ta nd a rds . 

Cinema Canada: HoII' do .VOU stan
dardize the different Board members' 
responses to the gu ide lines? How do 
you ensure that th ey all understand the 
guidelines in the sa m e way? 
Mary Brown: How do you instruct a 
ju rI' '~ 

Cinema Canada: Is there a process 
y ou have? 
Mary Brown : The procedure is that a 
panel of five will screen a film.At the 
end of the day they take their personal 
notes and they meet and enter into 
discussion about their perceptions given 
various backgrounds, Ninety-five per
cent of their decisions are classification 
anyway, The censorship oreliminations 
are usually fairly clear cut. They don't 
touch anything that they're not very 
sure is beyond the pale . It's always a 
panel offive and it's always <;l discussion 
based on guidelines that everyone has 
agreed to because they've done their 
research and they figure that's exactly 
where the community seems to stand. 

Cinema Canada: would you say there 
is a fairly co nsiste nt application of the 
guidelines? 
Mary Brown: Some in the industry 
m ay not agree, but yes, I would say so. 
The industry disagreements are in 
terms of classification . We had one very 
violent film com e through w hich was 
restricted but they said, "You let Indiana 
Jones throu gh and it's much more 
violent than this one.You're being incon
sistent." But the Indiana Jones kind of 
violence was perhaps, in the Board's 
view, muc h more fantasy . When people 
parachute out of a plane on a rubber raft 
and land safe ly o n the water, it's not th e 
same kind of realism as in a crime film . 
They d o tend to compare decisions on 
films as far as classification is concerned, 
but not in term s of censorship. 

Cinema Canada: You mentioned ear
lierotherjuris dic tions in other parts of 
the world. You had a meeting last Sep
tember in which censors from all over 
the world gathered. Would you say that 
there was a commonality of view? 
Mary Brown: Yes, very much so in 
terms of what peoples and governments 
in other countries are seeing as film 
content th a t ca n impact very negative ly 
on th e community. I think we' re all 
identifying the same thing and that' s 
w hat's so exciting. When you get in and 
sift out and say, "What content is th e 
community concerne d about; what 
co nten t do govern m e nts perceive can 
impact on anti -socia l behavior?" a nd 
compare it with I'esearch that has been 
done it a ll seems to come out w ith the 
same a n swers. That's what I foun d very 
exci tin g beca use I think, in Canada, our 
Board was very much in the forefront of 
prioriz ing vio lence wi th c hildre n . It 
seems to be reinforced by the research 
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th a t is now being conducte d all over the 
world. 

Cinema Canada: Is n' t there a certain 
amount of controversy among th e 
researchers? 
Mary Brown: Not among serious 
scient is ts, no. 

Ci n e ma Canada: A sociologist a t 
}'ork University, Thelma McCormack. .. 
Mar\' Brown: You found one. I don't 
kno\;' a ny thing about Th e lma McCor
mack a lt hough I' ve heard of h er. But 
th ere have bee n over 100 fie ld an d lab 
s tudi es done in over 22 countries and 
th e resu lts are un equ ivoca l. They say 
th a t th ere is a direct con'e lation be tween 
explo ita tive violence a nd sex ual viol e nce 
and be haviours and attitudes. 010 serious 
sc ie ntist today challenges that. Having 
sa id that. we can 't base our decisions 
sole h on that, unless that's the kind of 
thing to which the comm unity is saying: 
'Yes, we accept that" Their zeroing-in on 
th e content they feel is a problem is a re
flection of w hat researchers seem to be 
saying. And it seem s to be fairly universal 
on the international scene. Australia, 
West Germany, Norway, Sweden, Den
mark, England - all of them are saying 
that that is the content we're concerned 
about. I guess the most ironic thing is 
their observation that those who had let 
film boards lapse are now reinstating 
them to deal not with their own coun
tries' products, but with American pro
ducts. The only country in the world 
that has no censorship or regulation of 
film is the one that is creating problems 
for the rest of the world. 

Cinema Canada: Richard Heffner, 
chairman of the American Film Rating 
Board, presented quite an anomaly at 
the international meeting. He argued 
quite forcefully against censorship. 
Mary Brown: But Rich ard Heffner 
sees 450 mainstream films a year. He has 
no idea of the other 1500 that we see . His 
board reviews 350 film s a year. Our 
board reviews 3,000 . I think if I only saw 
mainstream films I wouldn't see the 
need for censorship e ither. 

Cinema Canada: Are you suggesting 
that he is basica lly blind to what is 
happe ning ? 
Mary Brown: I wouldn't want to put it 
that bluntly. Richard Heffner and his 
board do not see the films that the other 
countries see and the kind of films that 
are gen erating the concern and the kind 
of films that we are "censoring." They 
are titles you have never h eard of and 
Rich a rd Heffner has never heard of and 
that would be out there without us say
ing, b eyond this line you don't go. 

Cinema Canada: You were saying 
those films affect so few people. Why 
bother the n? 
Mary Brown: Why don't you ask the 
minis ter that ? That is not m y decision. 
The Theatres Act say ' thou shalt review 
every film and thou shalt approve it or 
not approve it based on the community 
leve l of tolerance .' And that's exactly 
what we are doing. 

Cinema Canada: Let me go on to the 
video question. You are now going to 
classify them in the same way thatfilms 
are classified. 
Mary Brown: Correct. That's what the 
Act says we must do . 

Cinema Canada: At this poiRt, y ou 
ha ve to go through classifYing all exist
ing videos and insuring that they are 
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the same videos of the films that you' ve 
screened? 
Mary Brown: I imagine that at least 
60% of the product will be that. 

Cinema Canada: How many videos 
are we talking about? 
Mary Brown: I would guesstimate 
anywhere from 4 to 6 ,000 titles. It' s very 
difficult because I don't think anyone in 
the industry has a handle on it. I think 
some of the major distributors have 
about 3,500 titles in their inventory but 
then you have small independents who 
have been supplying the retail outlets 
and that is what we' re going to have ' to 
ge t a handle on. 

Cinema Canada: How will the Board 
handle the increasing number of videos 
being released? 
Mary Brown: We' ll have to screen 
them and classify them. 

Cinema Canada: Are y ou going to 
take on additional people ? 
Mary Brown: Oh, yes. The numbe rs 
depend on the minister . I' ve requested 
between 40 and 50 reviewers. Obviously, 
we' ll work in panels. Depending on the 
volume, we could be doing four or five 
parallel screening panels a day. 

Cinema Canada: Is the budget of the 
Board going to increase ? 
Mary Brown: It will , of course . But 
we're self-supporting. We always have 
been. There is 97 -98% revenue re turn for 
expenditure. We're certainly not a drain 
on the taxpayer. The licensing and 
screening fees cover our costs. 

Cinema Canada: What is th e annual 
budget at the moment and what will it 
go up to ? 
Mary Brown: It's about $600 ,000 now. 
I'm not sure that I can tell you what it 
will be. A budget has bee n prese nte d to 
the ministe r with the plan over the three 
years to show that we are solid and our 
revenues and expenditures are going to 
balance. But the figures are always 
released at the end of the year in the 
annual report. I don' know that I'm fr ee 
to talk about them when I have just 
submitted them to the minister. 

Cinema Canada : Do you hope to be 
caught up with video classifications by 
April 1 ? 
Mary Brown: Oh, no. By April 1 we 
want everyone licensed. It will take s ix 
to eight months to ge t their on-shelf 
products identified, classified and 
labelled. 

Cinema Canada: Is licensing an ' 
automatic procedure ? 
Mary Brown: They s imply a pply a nd 
w e license them. Initially, I wouldn' t 
think the re would be grounds for refu s
ing a li ce nse unl ess you have a situation 
that is blatantly organized crime. Sub
sequently, if someone were in repeated 
violation of the Act, renting unclassifie d 
product or renting a restricte d cassette 
to a child, that sort of thin g, one could 
refuse to renew a license. 

Cinema Canada: What do you do 
about pornographic videos that come, 
say, by courier from another province. 
Is that out of your jurisdiction ? 
Mary Brown: If it is being mailed 
directly into someone's home, it's a 
federal matter. What we will be dealing 
with is distribution within the province, 
with what is on the store shelves. l don' t 
think anybody is naive enough to think 
they' re going to stop pornography. What 
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most people are concerned about is 
what is being publicly stored - the 
sta'ndard accepted as normal within 
our society. And what is publicly and 
openly available on our shelves is going 
to be regulated. It' s not going to be the 
norm to have sexual torture and mutila
tion as a viable commercial product. I 
think basically it' s a statement about 
what society finds acceptable and not 
acceptable. It also deals with a concern 
about children getting their hands on 
some of this materia l. I think that this 
legislation is going to deal with that. But 
there will always be pornography. 

Cinema Canada: Don 't y ou feel that 
technology will overtake the Board ? 
The public may b e able to receive 
uncensored those kinds of material, 
say, via direct broadcas t satellite trans
mission. Doesn't that make the work of 
the Board somehow redundant ? 
Mary Brown: I think w e' re talking 
about regulation of the mainstream . 
Whe n w e were regulating thea trica l 
film you always had th e backroom. 
The re were body-rub parlours showing 
pretty rough material that hadn't bee n 
approve d. We'll probably always have 
that sort of thin g. 

Cinema Canada: This is quite d iffe
rent. There is a whole new delivery 
technology at work. We're not talking 
about backrooms but telecasting. 
Mary Brown: That is obviously going 
to create pro blems fo r the federal 
gove rnme nt. I think the re is " lot of 
pressure ri ght now for them to d o som e
thing about that. 

Cinema Canada: Do y ou view those 
prospects with concern ? 
Mary Brown: No, it' s not my jurisdic
tion. I' ve got enough problems without 
worrying about that. I found it interesting 
that at the international mee ting in 
London, England, in 1982, they did men
tion this because some of the jurisdic, 
tions like Australia include television. 
But in Europe there is a great deal of 
concern about broadcasting countries 
sending signals to unwilling receivers 
and they're trying to work in Europe on 
some kind of international tre aty 
whereby the originating countries will 
undertake to prohibit the beaming of 
pornographic or unacceptable material 
outside the country. I found it interest
in g but it's beyond the Theatres Act. I 
think the public, from what I under
stand, w ill react to what is happe nin g if 
it gets too much heavie r. 

Cinema Canada: Are you concerned 
that there are differe nt guidelin es in 
the other prol'inces ? Do you feel there 
sho.uld be consiste ncy among the 
provinces ? 
Mary Brown: I think the industry 
w ould like that. I d on' t see tremendous 
inconsis te ncie s, e xcept in Que bec pe r
haps, and British Columbia. And there 
th e attorneys-general have individua l 
interpretations of the Criminal Code 
which makes eve n th e obscenity provi
sions different. Aside from that , I find 
that the standards ' a cross Canada a re 
very s imilar. 

Cinema Canada: You're in y our final 
year as chairperson of the Board. What 
would you like to say about your time 
with the Board ? What would y ou like to 
say you accomplished? 
Mary Brown: I really be lieve the Boa rd 
has become not only consistent with, 
but essential to, a d'emocratic system. 
Because we have derived the guidelines 
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from the community. We a re not s itt ing 
in isolation. We w ere five full-tim e c ivil 
servants making decisions without a ny 
public input ; in secret, rea lly. We 
brought that out. The guid elines are no 
longe r our own p erce ptions bu t hones tly 
refl e ct co mmunitv conce rns. We've 
gone fro m five full,tim e c ivil serva nt s to 
a rota ting board of representa ti ve me m
be rs from right ac ross th e commu n it\'. 
We have an ongOing assessm en t by th e 
community a nd co ntinuing response of 
th e communitv. Perhaps the m os t 
importa nt chan ge is publi c acco u nt
a bility. Every single dec is ion we ma ke , 
eve ry report is ope n to pu bli c scru
tiny. Eve ry elimination we req ues t is 
public knowled ge. I thi n k o ur Boa rd is 
unique in the wo rld. We h a ve bee n 
w orking very close ly w ith the ind ustry 
a nd th e public a nd I think w e h ave in 
the pas t fou r yea rs increased the p u b li c's 
aw a ren ess of the na ture of fi lm s tod av 
so th a t th ey can m ake info rmed d ec;
·s ions a bout what they w ant. J a lso th ink 
w e've got the Boa rd into a n inte rn a tio na l 
pe rspective. We we re very much in
volved in liaison a nd a tt end ing the two 
internation a l confe re nces th a t invo l\ 'e d 
a ll the countries in the worltl tha t are 
de aling with censors hip. I thin k w e 
really have a n in-de pth knowled ge a bo u t 
research be ing done in film . 

Cinema Canada : Were th ese things 

you felt strongly about when y ou 
ass umed your prese nt position ? 
Mary Brown: W he n I firs t s ta rte d 
scree ning on th e Boal'd , I fe lt th e re w as a 
rea l n eed to ge t som e p ublic in put in to 
ou r dec is ions. Beca use the kind of 
thin gs tha t, it seem e d . we re disturb ing 
m e, like th e vio le nce. were not be in g 
pai d a n\ ' a ttenti on. They were deali ng 
wi th se .'l.ual conte nt. I was su re a lo t of 
peop le out th e re thou ght the same as I 
did. T hat's w hen I fe lt a real need not to 
s it there a nd make judgeme nts based 011 

my va lue sYste m but on some ki nd of 
represent a tive basis. 

Hight a ft er I becam e cha irm an . the 
govern m en t a nno u nced th e\' lVere 
int e nding to p ursue a po li cy o f freedo m 
o f in fo rm a ti o n and I guess [ ju mped the 
gun on tha t o ne . I fe lt it w as terrib lv im
p orta nt to open o ur records. 

T he th ing th a t \\ as most disturb in g 
m e was that p\'e ry tim e a fil m jumped in 
a thea tre . peop le assumed th a t \\'e had 
cut it. \\'e ll, we weren' t touch ing main
st rea m fi lms. If a film jumped, it \\ 'as 
becau se so m eone had d one a bad s pli ce 
or th e fil m h a d bro ke n. I fe lt it w as so 
im port an t tha t the p ubli c s hou ld I-. now 
e .'l.act lv what it w as th a t \\' e w ere c utt ing 
~ to take a w a\' a lot of th a t paran o ia - to 
le t th e m know \\'e were n' t to uchi ng 
m ainstream fi lms, a t leas t not us ua ll y. 
\\'e were dea lin g ma inlv w ith 10\~
bud get exp lo it a tio n film s. T hat took 
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some Ineetin gs w ith the industry a nd 
gettin g th e m to ackno\Vle dge th~ fac t 
that w e w e re n ' t go in g to ke~p it sec re t 
am' lo nger. 

Cinema Canada: What was th e re luc
tan ce on the part of the induSlrv ? 
Mary Brown: Apparentl\', the 'Board 
previous to my time had entered an 
agl'eeme nt that if they made a cut in a 
film it would not become public. It was 
a mutual agreeme nt between the indus
try and the Board. I think the indus try 
was a little bit concerned that , if we 
were to cut a mains-tream film , the 
public wouldn' t want to see it. But when 
we came to them saying, " Look, do you 
realize that the public has a perception 
that much more is being cut than really 
is and it would be to your advantage for 
us to publish this ?", they agreed. 

Cinema Canada: You mentioned the 
Board is now keeping abreast of 
research in this area. Is that something 
new under your chairmanship? 
Mary Brown: Very much so. It has 
been extre mely helpful in classifying for 
children because there vou can be 
paternalistic. We can know intellectually 
what the research is saying for th e 
censorship function, but unless there is 
a public mandate to censor we can't do 
anything about it. Unless the public is 
aware of that research and they say, 
" Yes, w e agre e with that ," w e can't 
move. But in the area of classification , 
that is where we can be paternalis tic . 
That is where w e can say most of the 
research says that this type of violence 
at age seve n is very bad news. So w e use 
a lot of researc h in the classificatio n 

process in what could be damaging or 
harmful to children. 

Cinema Canada: Could you tell us 
how you ended up at the Board? 
Mary Brown: I was a wife and mother 
for 25 years. I raised six children. But 
during that time I was very much 
engaged in education. I was on the 
executive of the Metropolitan Toronto 
High School Commission. I served on 
the steering committee for Christian
Jewish Dialogue in the city. I served on 
the Senate of the University of Toronto. 
And I co-ordinated an international 
conference for third world develop
ment. I was doing a lot of things on a 
volunteer basis. I also worked for the 
Vnive l'sity of Toronto Alumni Associa
tion. I was approached by the university 
to see if I would join the permanent staff 
in the department of exte rnal affairs as 
assistant-director of th e d epartme nt of 
alumni affairs. It was almost an exten
s ion of what I had bee n doing a s a volun
tee r. I wasn' t looking for it. But when I 

w a s th e re I d evelope d branches for 
th e alumni assoc iatio n across North 
Am e rica a nd I ra n inte rnational confe
re nces. Whe n I was there I was doing a 
lot of stude nt -liaison work too. I was 
approac h ed by a fri e nd in education 
who said th e re is an opening on the 
Censor Board, with your background 
dealing with young people, teaching 
and being articulate, you could probably 
serve a really good role there. I thought 
about it a lot and I thought yes. It didn't 
make any sense because I had a really 
good job at the university. I was assistant
director of a department. I had a big 
office , All of a s udden I'm saying, " Yes, 
I' ll go and sit in a dark room and screen 
movies." I thought it was an important 
thing to do. I did that for two years. And 
it was very debilitating. It was de
sensitizing and I really didn't feel I 
could do it for much longer. That was 
when the assistant director of the 
branch retired and his job was open for 
competition. It was a wide-open compe
tition throughout the ministry. I had 
been on the Board for two years and I 
had administrative experience so I got 
the job. It was when I was there that The 
Tin Drum happened. In the midst of 
that controversy I was appointed chair
man. 

Cinema Canada: You've complained 
about media-hype. How does that affect 
you? 
Mary Brown : ·If I weren' t out there all 
the time listening to the groups I meet 
with and really explaining where we' re 
coming from and getting the mandate 
clear in m y mind, certainly the media 
paranoia would disturb me greatly. I 
know that in this issue they're totally 
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unreprese ntative of where the commu
nit~' s tands. I w a s at Quee n's Law School 
yesterday. There was two-thirds support 
for what we' r e doing. Even at the law 
sc hool ! I spoke to Grade 13 s tude nts at 
Se neca College, about 700 of them. 
Whe n I walked in you could have cut the 
hostility with a knife . They knew about 
Mary Brown .. . reading in the press, 
right? By the time that I finished explain
ing e xactly what we are doing, there was 
a standing ovation from 700 Grade 13 
students. I know the public support is 
out there and I've just learned to feel 
that the media have a real concern 
about something called censorship...and 
so their perception of the Board is 
distorted. That' s to say the least, and 
their reporting isn' t responsible in 
manv cases. They always come from an 
edit~rial position and they are feeding 
to the public an image of this Board that 
has no relation to reality at ail, And 
that's too bad, because that's the kind of 
censorship that scares me to death. 

Cinema Canada: Where do you see 
yourself going after the Board? 
Mary Brown: I have no idea. It's like 
working at the University and ending up 
in the screening room. I tend to go 
where whatever skills I've developed 
could be useful. Not for my personal 
gain. I have no career aspirations at alL 

Cinema Canada: Are you committed 
to public service? 
Mary Brown: It sounds kind of reli
giously fanatical and that's not really it. 
I'm volunteer-oriented perhaps, but not 
causist. I think I can do an excellent job 
in an are a that I think makes sense and 
whe re I've developed skills. • 
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