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INTRODUCTION

CATHERINE O’LEARY

Wander in dreams no more;
What if the Church and the State
Are the mob that howls at the door!
—W. B. YeatsChurch and Statel934

Working under censorship is like being intimate

with someone who does not love you, with whom

you want no intimacy, but who presses himself in
upon you. The censor is an intrusive reader, a
reader who forces his way into the intimacy of the
writing transaction, forces out the figure of the

loved or courted reader, reads your words in a
disapproving andensorioudashion.

—J. M. CoetzeeGiving Offence1996

Censorship across Borders

Canonical writers, such as H. G. Wells, Virginia dlfpJames Joyce,
T. S. Eliot, D. H. Lawrence, George Orwell, Dorigdsing and Salman
Rushdie, have suffered censorship throughout tlemtieth century, with
lasting effects on the publication and receptionttadir work in many
countries. Readers have been introduced to Endlishature in a
bowdlerised form, unless they were members of & gloup with access
to black market books, sealed departments in lgsaior foreign travel.
The censorship of English literature in twentiemury Europe was, in
effect, censorship across borders: an attempt traothe information
flow both in and out of a country in order to pitghe status quo
internally and with an eye to the state’s reputatidoroad. This volume
brings together a collection of essays that exptbee official reception
and censorship of English literature in twentie¢imtiry Europe, taking
into account the various social, political and tistal contexts, and
analysing the extent to which censorship was detexuinby national and



2 Introduction

international concerns. The essays are based omapers given at a
seminar on censorship at the ESSE (European Soidetthe Study of
English) conference, held at the University of AmhDenmark, in August
2008.

Some important works have been published on celnigois recent
years, a fact that highlights the continued releeaof the issue, even in
modern democratic states. These include the voledited by Eiléan Ni
Chuilleanain, Cormac O Cuilleanain and David Pafianslation and
Censorship: Patterns of Communication and Interiesf2008); a special
edition of TTR: traduction, terminologie, redactipfCensure et traduction
dans le monde occidental/ Censorship and Transldtiothe Western
World” (2002); and Derek JonesBensorship: A World Encyclopedia
(2001)* The present volume aims to give an overview oérdity
censorship in Europe and, by focusing exclusivelyEaglish literature, it
allows for a comparative consideration of this impot global issue
across political and geographical borders. Theativge of the book is to
demonstrate the complex and often ambiguous nabfir¢he state’s
relationship with culture. Under the unifying themfthe censorship of
English literature in twentieth-century Europeaitalyses several states’
use of censorship in their attempts to silence dpposition while
rationalising and justifying censorship legislatias the protection of a
narrowly defined, or even undefined, common goodiisTvolume
considers why certain works and authors, many eftimow regarded as
canonical, were subjected to harsh censorship liowa states and under
opposing ideologies.

A unique feature of this volume is that it allows to consider the
reception of certain authors across a variety eblidgical systems and to
reflect on both the innovation and perceived damdeheir work, as well
as to serve as a useful point of comparison betwleervarious systems
operating in Europe in the twentieth century. Desthie different political
and religious ideologies at play, some parallels lba drawn between the
censorship that existed in places as diverse asnBpolireland, Spain,
Portugal, Hungary, Great Britain and the Sovietddniln all of these
contexts, censorship was part of a network of $amatrol. Social and
political change could be resisted or restrictettiéf debates surrounding it
were closely monitored and controlled; and an iietinked to the ruling
group could be protected and sustained, ofteneas#ime time as it was
defined against a named enemy or “other”, which sgstematically
silenced. By comparing the different systems ofsoeship and the
ideologies that underlie them, we can speculateitalyby certain authors

! See recommendations for further reading at theoéttus introduction.



Censorship across Borders 3

were acceptable to some authorities while otherg waacceptable to all.
In addition, we can draw some conclusions aboueffeets of censorship
in general.

The essays presented in these pages reveal someoughe
unpublished and unknown material about the cengorsii English
literature in twentieth-century Europe and contaiformation from
various state archives about the objectives andleimgntation of
censorship. In recent years state archives, sutihea8rchivo General de
la Administracion (AGA) in Spain, the Archiwum ARowyeh (AAN)
and the archives of the Gtéwny Wdz Kontroli Prasy, Publikacji i
Widowisk (GUKP) in Poland, the Archives of The Legiad (now St.
Petersburg) Censorship Committee, the National I82§¢ Library in
Hungary, the National Archives of Torre do Tombo Rortugal, the
Dublin Dioscesan Archives (DDA) and the Nationachives of Ireland,
and the Lord Chamberlain’'s Plays and Correspondduchive at the
British Library, have been opened to researchershigal research has
helped us to understand the systematic nature refocghip in countries
such as Spain and Portugal, and to piece togetioen the files the
possible reasons for censorship in contexts whersarship was less
obviously regulated. These archives contain file®asng the grounds for
censorship of a work or an author, the legislatipon which it was based,
and correspondence between the various partieenwed, all of which
reveal several motivations for, and methods of,soeship and state
control of the arts. Archival research also corgsmuo uncover files on
authors, military judgements, and church reportswiural artefacts; the
impact of social or political circumstances on agshkip; the ambiguity of
much of the censorship legislation and the diffiguhany censors had
interpreting it; as well as the lengths gone toabthors and publishers to
protect and disseminate their work. While some wwak been carried out
in these archives, there is much still to be danddcument and analyse
the various processes and motivations involved, smdncrease our
understanding of the human compulsion to censorcanttol.

While the essays collected in this volume are corexewith historical
censorship, often in non-democratic states, it khdne acknowledged
(although a more detailed analysis is beyond tpeof this study), that
censorship remains a live issue even in contempatlamocratic European
states. Recent examples of censorship in Europede¢he withdrawal of
Gurpreet Kaur Bhatti’'s playBehzti (Dishonou), from a Birmingham
theatre in 2004 in response to threats and violdra® the local Sikh
community; the Danish cartoon controversy in 20@e fining of
journalists from the Spanish satirical magaziké,Jueves for a 2007
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cover illustration deemed offensive to the Crownd ahe introduction in
2009 of a blasphemy law in Ireland. The focus hémwever, is on
historical censorship, both that imposed by twéht@ntury authoritarian
regimes, such as the dictatorships of Spain antu@ar the Communist
leaders of the Eastern bloc, and that imposed Imgaroative leaders in
democratic states, such as Ireland and Great Brited we shall see from
the evidence in the essays, the threat from liteeatperceived by
governing bodies is often that the writer will bena persuasive in his
argument than the politician, and that the fictimestem he describes will
seem more attractive than the everyday realityhefreader. In short, the
censors fear that an author’s words will influeacel move the reader to
seek change in his personal circumstances. AsStamans argues in an
interview with Verénica Albin, “fiction has alwayseen understood to
have a double edge — it allows for an escape froutire and it also
showcases the possibilities of freedom” (Albin: 200. pag.). The work
of James Joyce, for example, which was censoresbimany different
societies under a variety of political regimes, wassidered subversive
because it was deemed anti-traditional and notralend. Its very form
suggested change, and change was what the cenmwbrtheir political
masters feared. In the Soviet Union, for examplegeoTrotsky's ideas
about art had been denounced along with their authere was no longer
any tolerance of avant-garde or experimental amdrealist works.

The contributions to this volume show that, desdiféerent and often
opposing political ideologies, the practice and lengentation of
censorship is often the same across national bmrdeensors tend to
exhibit similar concerns about the threat posediteyature, a fact that
allows us to draw some tentative conclusions altbet relationship
between culture and the state, particularly, but exclusively, in a
repressive regime. As we shall see in this volumeariety of factors
influence both the decision to censor and the g#gvef the censorship
applied. These include the political concerns @& #uthorities but also,
less obviously perhaps, the genre, the notoriettleerwise of the authors
(which may be related to their actual or presumelitipal engagement,
religious persuasion or even nationality), the tpzall or moral intent or
content of a text, and the intended readershipn@han political regime,
internal censorship board personnel, and wideratdcnsformation also
have a direct impact on the practice of censorsigpcan be seen in the
essays that follow.
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Society and Censorship

Censorship exists in all societies. The impositdtimits is the norm
and is often welcomed and ratified by the genemdutace or by their
leaders, democratically-elected or otherwise. Cestgp, therefore, is not
a simple matter, a fact that can be seen in deladtest the protection of
the innocence of children, for example, and thesitan between free
speech on the one hand and people’s rights to ¢eapd tolerance on the
other. An individual's “right” to articulate publictatements that are
deemed by others to be racist, blasphemous, missigynr homophobic
is a clear example of where most reasonable pewmléd consider some
form of restriction necessary. As Janelle Reinghlights in her article,
“The Limits of Censorship”, the generally acceptismocratic right to
free expression “must be balanced among competitegnative rights
(privacy, respect, civility, among others) and stimes those competing
rights have been difficult to assimilate or foldtana larger good
recognised by society’'s members as necessary Sohatlth and well-
being” (2006: 6). Censorship is more complex andneed than a simple
battle between the forces of oppression and theeseptatives of freedom
of expression or the upholders of individual rights is a constant
balancing act, even in democratic societies, thl¢g into consideration
the avoidance of harm and the protection of botlividual and collective
rights. Yet one of the problems with debates alzeusorship is that they
tend not only to focus on the moral and the palitconcerns of states or
citizens, on individual and collective rights, ogfiditions of innocence
and corruption, but are also coloured by emotiba, gtruggle for power,
and blind faith.

State censorship, as it has been practised in istiertentury Europe,
has tended to be either preventive (prior, or vi@y) or repressive
(punitive), or both, as in the case of the Sovietiod. Often initially
introduced in extreme circumstances, such as itimey censorship often
becomes normalised. As Piotr Kuhiwczak writes, firet introduction of
censorship in Russia, as elsewhere, was presested“@®mporary and
extraordinary” measure, justifiable in a revoluaioy context (2008: 48).
Later it becomes part of everyday, lived experienegtified by continued
reference to a threat from an identified enemyhef people. Collusion of
the populace, either passive or active, is necgdsarsuch a justification
of censorship to be sustained. As this justificatio usually framed in
terms of protection from a threat, rather than msatiack on freedoms,
censorship very often is supported by many in $pciwho believe not
only the threat that they are presented with, kad the argument that the



6 Introduction

state has their best interests at heart. The pgtea@argument has
traditionally served the censors well. For exam@ledrew F. Comyn,
writing in 1969 on censorship in Ireland, made t@nt that “it is
important to remember that the primary purposehefAct was protective
not punitive. It was not the intention of the ldgtare to punish people for
writing indecent books but to prohibit indecent kedérom getting into the
hands of people who were likely to be corruptedhsm” (45). He went
on to argue that “young people, whose minds hawk @ chance to
mature and who, if they read at all, read periddiead paperbacks, are
the ones who need protection; and the books tegtdte likely to read are
those on which the Censorship Board should conraeritr (47).
Censorship, in certain circumstances, represer#s infantilisation of
whole nations.

As we shall see in the essays in this collecti@msorship takes on
may forms, including the cutting and banning ofiwdual works; the
blacklisting of an author; imprisonment; exile; agekn death. There are
other, less obvious forms of censorship also, tioly the humiliation,
harassment and exclusion of authors, the impositibriines, loss of
employment, and public campaigns against certaiitesgf deemed
enemies, not of the state, but of the people. Thrpgse of censorship is
not only to prevent the dissemination of an unappdomessage but also,
in the longer term, to break the spirit and destieywill or ability of the
writer to defend himself.

In autocratic regimes, criticism of the leaderskspproscribed and
debates about alternative forms of governanceikmeced. Censorship is
often allied to propaganda and other attempts #trali control in an
effort to create and defend a “new” culture theg fuith the values of the
authorities. In order to allow a nascent cultureestablish and sustain
itself, alternatives may be systematically silenoeéliminated. As we can
see, this pattern is repeated in the twentiethucgnin places such as
Spain, Portugal, Hungary, Poland, the Soviet Usind, to some extent, in
Ireland also.

Political censorship in authoritarian regimes isenflinked to the
creation and protection of a national identitycas be seen across many
European countries in the aftermath of civil andridowars? This
frequently includes the use of censorship to ptdatee official version of
events, such as the history of a regime’s riseotegp. Works that criticise
a regime’s ideology, or praise another, are denedings attacks on

2 For a discussion of censorship, translation antbmal identity in an Irish
context, for example, see Maria Tymoczko, “Cendprand Self-censorship in
Translation: Ethics and Ideology, Resistance antu§ion’ (2008).
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national identity and their authors dismissed asvéas of the people. This
form of censorship also affects non-political textscluding works of

literature. In various European states, we findoeshof what Kate Sturge,
writing about Nazi Germany, describes: “State ditgr policy was to

promote a supposedly pure “German” literature kstrdging the “racially

impure” in literature” (2002, n. pag.). Such cersip is essentially
xenophobic, arguing against internationalisationd ame mixing of

influences (and often blood) and in favour of te&ention of a racial and
cultural purity that can only be described as noghi Writing about

Stalinist Russia, J. M. Coetzee notes that Mabestinist theory of

ideology dictated that “ideas serve and reflectsslanterests”, and
therefore it followed that “ideas that divergednfréarty ideas could only
serve interests ‘alien to the proletariat’ [...]. #&dewhose origin was ‘alien’
could therefore not serve the interests of thegpaoiat: by a trick of logic,

foreign aesthetic movements like Modernism werecrdidited” (1996,

124).

One of the interesting differences to emerge frdm study of
censorship in various European states is the iflearsorship as an anti-
intellectual exercise in countries such as Spaimiugal and Ireland, and
the argument that, conversely, it was an intell@lcéxercise in the Eastern
bloc, where state control of publishing houses Bbug educate the
masses in accordance with its ideology. In Comnturasintries, cheap
editions of approved canonical texts were produesed reading was
encouraged; in conservative, Catholic states, tkeeans to have been a
more paternalistic attitude towards the populacéo vare generally
deemed to be ignorant.

In countries such as Spain, Portugal and Italyifipal censorship was
allied to a repressive moral censorship that fthwie respective regimes’
definitions of themselves as morally pure. In Ineldoo, the influence of
the Roman Catholic Church was great, and its waak supplemented by
the endeavours of lay Catholic groups concernet thi¢ sexual morality
of the nation. As Donal O Drisceoil and Julia Canlspoint out, these
voluntary groups with links to the Roman Catholibugch were also
concerned to define Irish identity as Catholic,opposition to British
(non-Catholic) identity. Yet religious censorship Europe was not only
employed to protect the dogma and leadership afréicplar church, as in
Spain and Ireland, but was also anti-Semitic in yn@auntries (not only in
Germany and France) in the early part of the tve¢imitentury.

In Britain, moral censorship was motivated by Vi@a and
conservative values, rather than Catholic onestHauthet result was often
the same, with traditional ideas of decency ancppety imposed by
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authority figures in the face of social change amowing international
influence. In all forms of moral censorship, attésngvere made to rid
literature, and by extension society, of bawdinésdecorous behaviour
and language, obscenity, immorality, indecency amddeness, yet
recognising and agreeing a definition of these secould be problematic.
Nonetheless, it is clear that in societies comiogtérms with social
upheaval in the form of liberalisation, the certizis offered by historical
mores or by Church rules were embraced by largeiossc of the
populace. Censorship in much of Europe also reftegtaternalism and
ingrained misogyny, which manifested itself in cemts about the
representation of the family in literature and tlepiction of ideologically
approved gender roles. One of the most scandalepects ofLady
Chatterley’s Loverand one of the reasons for its trial for obsgerfir
example, was Lawrence’s depiction of the womanjsynent of sexual
intercoursé. Taboos about gender, as well as class, were sithttgth
that novel, which was banned not only in Greatdmitbut in many other
states.

As that trial showed, censorship is not a staticdpand the essays in
this collection demonstrate how it changed oveetimvarious countries,
according to the political and social transformasidaking place, such as
the Thawin Poland,apertura in Spain and changes in leadership in
Portugal, the Soviet Union and Hungary. A standadiSoviet (Stalinist)
style of censorship was initially imposed acrogsHastern bloc countries,
but over time there was a divergence from the eéiséd model across the
various states. Some of the essays in this calleqtioint to changes in
censorship regimes linked to modernisation, impnoets in education,
increased travel, urbanisation and, of coursegetite and flow of foreign
influence. What emerges from these studies istangiof a gradual easing
of restrictions over time with occasional clampdswihe introduction of
a Censorship Law in Poland in July 1981, for examplas an attempt at
the behest of Solidarity to limit the power of thensors. Alexander
Remmer, in his article “A Note on Post-Publicati@ansorship in Poland
1980-1987", writes of the introduction of a process end sealed
departments or restricted holdings in libraried,mtes that when political
circumstances changed, so too did the easing tifctéms (1989, 417).
According to Remmer, even in the more liberal pdrad 1986-87, books
such as Orwell’'s1984 and publications such as thHEmes Literary
SupplemenandThe New York Review of Booksre being confiscated by
customs officials in Poland (422).

3 For information about the trial see C. H. Rolpfiise Trial of Lady Chatterley
(1961).
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The Censorship Process: Silence and Secrecy

It is a revealing feature of censorship that ind proud of itself, never
parades itself (Coetzee 1996, 35).

As many of the essays in this collection show, nsige usually
surrounds the practice of censorship. The fact thatworkings of the
censorship system tend not to be public has ctaeplidations for writers
and publishers who fear breaching rules that avemapenly discussed. In
places like the USSR and the Republic of South cafrithe word
“censorship” was not part of official discourse, fact that made
challenging it all the more difficult. Indeed theodies charged with
implementing censorship tended to be given euphEmiames, such as
Glavnit — the Soviet central administration for literaryfaas and
publishing — and in Spain, the Ministry for Tourisamd Information.
Readers and ordinary censors too, were often anongnthough recent
archival research has revealed their identitieetain places.

Essays by Jacqueline Hurtley and Julia Carlsonidenshe censors
themselves and reveal significant information abtbeir selection, their
roles and their motivation. In some cases, the arehad legislation to
interpret and implement; in others there was a niwaey system of
control. The religious influence on censorship bean Spain and Ireland
is discussed in some of the essays contained smwvbiume, as is the
influence of non-official bodies, such as the Leagf Decency, the
Knights of Columbanus and the Catholic Truth Sociedlilitary and
secret service on occasion wrote reports for cehgorboards too. The
censors themselves were, in all of the states aed)ya combination of
civil servants, writers, journalists, academics ,andsome cases, clerics
also. The practice of censorship, even in statesrevthe legislation was
comprehensive, was at times arbitrary because absldtion and the
duties of the censors were open to interpretafRaguel Merino and Rosa
Rabadan, who have examined the censorship of Endasd other
foreign) literature in Spain, note that, for mogttibn, the censorship
guidelines were vague: “There was no explicit folatian of what to ban
and what to tolerate, so decisions would often ddpen the composition
of the boards of censors and their degree of idgoab conviction” (2002,
143). Given the number of texts that the censore wequired to consider,
they were inevitably constrained by time also, as éxample, Connor
Maguire, Chief Justice of Ireland and Chairmanh&f €ensorship Board,
admitted to Mervyn Wall: “Not that the Board redbthe books it banned
[...]- Of course we didn't. If we had done that, weukdn't have been
able to ban anything” (qtd. in Atkinson 2001, 129).
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Aside from systematic state censorship, more hidaed insidious
forms of censorship exist in all cultures and theseare explored in some
of the essays contained in this collection. Regutabf literature and
culture was not limited to those classed specilficas censors. A social
network of different bodies and apparatuses enstitatdcensorship was
pervasive, normalised and, therefore, unchallengédme of these
alternative forms of censorship are discussed m déksays by Julia
Carlson, John Bates, Zs6fia Gombar and Marina kallinThey range
from economic controls, including the restrictiohpaper supplies, to the
role played by editors and publishing companieshin preparation of a
text for submission to the censors. In some cdsissamounted to another
layer of direct censorship where the interventidérpablishers led to an
initial round of textual cuts. This too is understable, though sometimes
overlooked in discussions of censorship, as it m@only the author who
would be punished should the work displease thesarsp but also the
publishers. Where the publishing companies werée-stantrolled and
censorship systematic, it was almost impossibldisseminate anything
but approved works. In some countries, printingspes were state
controlled and even typewriters had to be regisgtevih the authorities
(Kukiwczak 2008, 51). Restrictions in paper supgiyld be used as both
threat and punishment, as was the control of thet pr, and works could
also be confiscated from printer, publisher or tzatller. All of this led to
the growth of a black market in literature in caigg such as Hungary,
Portugal and Poland and, in the latter, the emeseai an alternative,
underground publishing industry.

In his essay, John Bates comments on the contrsttodol curricula,
and the control of libraries is mentioned by vasiaontributors. In the
USSR, Poland and Hungary, state libraries housatededepartments
(spetskhrajp containing works that were not available to theneral
reader, although an elite minority of readers cadthin permission from
the government or an academic body to access thaserials. What is
interesting in the context of this study is thet fdbat many of the works in
sealed departments were foreign works of literatAceording to Valeria
Stelmakh, for example, “in the mid-1980s foreigmlzations made up 80
percent of the stocks of tlepetskhrarof the Lenin State Library of the
USSR” (2001, 146).

Of course, when looking at English literature inEaropean
context, one of the most significant, but oftenlaeted, issues is the role
of the translator in the censorship process. Asesm® who works at the
border between two languages and cultures, thslatan is a significant
point of contact with the outside world. Stavanskegathe point that like
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the censors, translators “are gatekeepers who stakdy control points
and rule over what gets in and what stays out gf gimen cultural or
linguistic territory” (Albin, 2005, n. pag.). Thadt that the essays in this
volume look at English literature in Europe allows to speculate and
perhaps draw some conclusions about the role of ttheslator in
censorship, considering that English literature s@wetimes censored by
a translator before it reached the offices of testansor.

Therefore, what Ni Chuilleanain termed “the ambkigsi of the
translator’s position” (2008, 10) must be consideire any discussion of
the censorship of English literature in Europe. Tdngestion of the
translator’s collusion with the official state st of censorship arises, as
does the more general question of the role of lmgorsas censor. We must
ask if the choices made by the translator refleetfolitical demands of
the day and what role is played by the publishiomgany that contracts
the translator. Maria Tymoczko writes that “it lettendency to conform
to dominant discourses and standards that lidseatbt of self-censorship
in translation and self-limitation in general” (&)®1). While it may not
be the main objective of his task, it is undeniaiat the translator can
function as censor, be it through deliberate mistiation (for ideological
reasons, or because of fear of the consequencédasiliofy to do so);
excisions; insertions; adaptation of text to sha# home audience or the
political leaders. In this volume, the essays bytiK&regor and Elena
Bandin, Mdnica Olivares, and Marta Ortega all cdesithe impact of
decisions made by the translator on the recepfi@weork. An interesting
point to emerge from these contributions is tha translator did not
always work from the original text and thereforeghti have taken as a
starting point a work that had already been cemkelgewhere. In Spain,
for example, the availability of cheap imports mdrislations from Latin
America meant that the translations were alreadyedry people working
in a different political context in advance of thesubmission to the
censors in Spain.

Another point to be considered is that the transtaiay, in any given
social or political context, have internalised thdtural norms of the day.
Indeed, one could argue that the more represserdbime, the more
likely it is that the approved translators will leagdone so. As Tymoczko
points out, however, “translators — like other hunfeeings — are rarely
totally submissive to dominant thinking or totatgsistant to it. In most
circumstances translators accept and buy into souftaral norms and
restrictions, but oppose and challenge others”§2886). The idea here, as
in any discussion of the many modes of censorshifm acknowledge its
complexity and to recognise that censorship sonoft@s a process of
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negotiation. How the content is framed or represgrtb a particular
readership may influence how a work is read; otevamt example of this
process is the reception of Eliot's writing in E&stbloc countries, which
was shaped by his presentation as an enemy ofethy@lgp Of course, the
role of the translator can also be a positive @ra] there are several
examples of this. Editorial commentary in the idtiotion or preface can
sometimes be used to give the appearance of coitjotm political
demands, while the content of the text itself @radles them. According to
Tymoczko, “translators have reframed translatiomsl ssupplied an
alternate place of enunciation, so as to packabeessive texts and ideas
in ways that are difficult for the censor to object’ (2008, 26).
Translatingagainstcensorship, or even ignoring it, could be a damger
game, however, as Olga M. Ushakova shows in heayessting the
example of a Russian translator of Joydéigsseswho ended his days in
a concentration camp. Finally, it must be acknogéetl that in certain
states the translating profession, like creativiing itself, was distorted
by censorship and suffered long-term damage.

While it was sometimes the case that the censatsbaaccess to an
original English-language text and were judging Wk entirely on the
translated version, it was more often the casettiebfficial decision to
censor an English work had little or nothing to wibth the work of the
translator, but instead was almost exclusively tase the reputation or
notoriety of the original author. While writers eft argued that the
political works of foreign authors were less haystldensored than
domestic political works, it is clear from the egséan this volume that,
although some foreign writers were tolerated besafigheir international
reputation, others were damned for exactly the saason, highlighting
once again the arbitrary nature of censorship. Akaldova and Kulinich
show in their contributions, the foreign works outteors who were
tolerated or even promoted were those whose wosksean to support the
ideological line of the regime, or to attack iteenes. Thus denunciations
of western capitalism or the bourgeoisie by foreigothors were
welcomed, as were works that fit the approved gafreocial realism.
Authors such as Orwell, however, who was condemioedcriticising
Communism inAnimal Farm(1945) andl984 (1949), or Joyce, who was
seen as representing western decadence with hisrnmisdwritings, were
both heavily censored in the USSR. Yet the recaptiosuch authors was
always tied to ideological shifts and to politicatonciliations or the rise
of new opponents.

4 Lawrence Venuti too, has much to say about thestator as social activist. See
The Translator’s Invisibility: A History of Trandian (1995).
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Evasion and the Effects of Censorship

One of the more interesting points to emerge frbia tollection of
essays is the evidence of constant attempts totegLor at least to evade,
censorship; heartening too is the evidence of theival of English
literature in Europe. Wherever there is censorshggems, there is also a
creative attempt to subvert it. Writers sometinmegdte the oppressors’
language and produce texts that parody or mochuiigorities. They may
employ Aesopian strategies, disguising or veilingit message in order to
secure the safe passage of the work through tieesfbf the censors. For
some critics, such strategies amount to collusiath whe censors; for
others it is a necessary means of survival, indieisdudged admirable for
its determination to disseminate the author’s ngessa some form, rather
than to accept censorship and silence.

Black markets in prohibited literature emerged srious countries
also. In an essay on censorship in Poland betw8&6 &and 1989, John
Bates describes “the creation of an undergroundighibg network, the
‘second circulation’, which constituted an increagy serious challenge
to the party-state monopoly on information” (2004t1). According to
Stelmakh too, writing about the Soviet cassarhizdatwas a form of
opposition to the regime and an assertion of thlet of the individual for
‘one’s own’ reading” and such was its growth fromtiay minority
practice in the 1960s that by the 1980s “its distiibn could not be
stopped by any punitive sanctions of the auth@it{@001, 147). It must
be acknowledged, however, that it was still a pcactimited to a
relatively small, educated elite.

Despite such attempts at subversion and evasienpehative effects
of censorship were many. Official state censorstiighe type explored in
this study, has a wide impact, not only on the autind publisher, but on
society in general. In addition to the more obvieffects on individuals
who are fined, banned, imprisoned, exiled, or Hillthere are many other
effects, not all of them immediately obvious. Cash, after all, can
function as a warning and a deterrent and theréfeleng-term impact is
impossible to measure. One of the most obvioussffef censorship is
self-censorship, both conscious and unconsciouscadenever know how
many books were never written because of censor$timtegic self-
censorship in the interactions between writer atadesis also a factor
wherever censorship exists. This is a conscioudatiderate form of self-
censorship, a negotiation with the censors, aaugptertain restrictions
with the goal of sidestepping others; getting agage across, albeit in a
veiled manner; and avoiding punishment. With selisorship the writer
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is producing his work, not for his ideal readert tather for the censor.
Ushakova notes in her contribution that people, wthey are afraid, are
not willing to step out of line. Thus the constdéimteat of repression (in
some places also the lack of clear guidelines émsorship) has a purpose
and an effect: self-regulation on the part of thaselved in cultural
production. In political contexts where the threBpunishment is real and
ever-present — albeit unspoken — publishers, lidnar educators,
translators, postal workers, customs officials ahd official censors
themselves often choose to err on the side of @aini their interpretation
of a text and its possible threat to the status gieémce, self-censorship, or
self-regulation, becomes normalised, unconsciond, @art of everyday,
lived experience. Through coercion and eventualigugh self-regulation,
the objective is to give rise to a literature tiheflects only the official
values of the regime; in a distortion of the norera@ative process, writers,
translators and publishers begin to make their wampatible with the
official rules.

Censorship has the consequence of damaging cuftategnly at the
moment when it is exercised, but in the longer tamiits legacy is felt on
society. The reasons for this are myriad. The i does not have
access to certain works or foreign influence arnttius deprived of a range
of ideas and exposure to other cultures; instebddtaccess only to state-
sanctioned local fare or to bowdlerised version®odign literature. Non-
contentious, non-political works become the mawstaf literary
production in some places, while politically “casteliterature dominates
elsewhere. Censorship can lead to the growth dfiretlectualism in
society, where writers are seen as problematicasrenemies of the
people. The official censors, whose qualificatiforstheir role may be no
more than their political allegiances or religidadiefs, distort the literary
landscape, restricting normal discourse and dewedmp. The absence of
information (or of correct information) also damagéhe collective
memory and shared cultural heritage of a society.

Censorship stymies international cultural dialoguel exchange, and
prevents opportunities for growth and developméite result for the
writer is often silence or even exile. Some theitenfor export, or for
posterity, and resign themselves to the idea thatwork will not be
published under the prevailing rule; others simgilye up. Censorship is
difficult to criticise in the moment of its implemtation, and it may give
rise to new and evasive ways of writing, or indeédeading, as people
attempt to evade its intended effects. Coetzeeesrgior example, that
“Stalin and his apparatus castrated a generatiomritérs, robbing it not
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only of its generative power but of its power oktbrical witness and
therefore its political power” (1996, 113).

Some writers criticise censorship, usually fromlegxas it is
difficult to criticise from within. When the writedoes remain in the state
and writes, ever conscious of the censor at hisldbo, he might write a
certain type of fiction with veiled messages. Readearn to read between
the lines — indeed sometimes to read into textsliéigal intention that is
not there. In such circumstances, significant endgg funnelled into
evasion rather than creation. Coetzee commenthetbizarreries of the
language that grew up under Stalin”, arguing thattte case of Stalinist
Newspeak there could be no view from the insidegesithe language did
not allow for critical self-reflection” (1996, 132Kulinich’s essay shows
how this operated in practice. Leslie Daiken toaitimg in 1936,
concluded that “as a result of veto, ban and bdytdw whole social
atmosphere tends not only to thwart, but atrophg, dreative impulse
among poets, and reduce the rising generationdgmbnultural frustrates”
(gtd. in Witt, 1952, 257).

The Essays

In the first of two essays dealing with censorshipreland, Donal O
Drisceoil looks at the author, Frank O’Connor, ahid battles with
censorship in Ireland, arguing that it engendeitbeé ‘tultural poverty of
the nation” (30). The influence of the Roman CathoChurch is
commented on, as is a censorship system that igaped as anti-
intellectual, and obsessed with morality and wishiffing out sex” (30).
The class aspect to censorship in Ireland is ais®d as it was the case
that censorship could be evaded more easily bywbktravelled and
well-connected middle classes (unlike in Eastemc dountries, where
party connections and obedience were rewarded).ri€cédil discusses
the impact of censorship on the Irish writer andsooiety. For writers, the
choice was between silence and exile, and they dftend themselves in
the bizarre situation of writing for export; for Gety, the long-term
damage to Irish cultural health is incalculable affiécted some of the
greatest writers that Ireland produced. The speadifkample of the
treatment of Timothy Buckley and his wife (the Baiknd Ansty), one of
the most shameful episodes in the history of Isitgte censorship, is also
considered. The personal nature of censorship €dhsideration given to
the notoriety of a writer — is clear from the ptation of O’Connor’s
translation of Merriman’sThe Midnight Court as translations by other,
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less “problematic” writers had not only been apgahbut extracts of this
text were on the state school syllabus (38).

Julia Carlson, in her contribution on Irish cenbgss profiles
Christopher O'Reilly, a censor during the years mvtithe Censorship
Board was dominated by members of the lay Cathadisociation, the
Knights of Saint Columbanus. She analyses the wgskof the Board in
the 1950s and comments on “the degree of atteigiiven to the female
body and its bodily functions”, as well as homosaity and incest, in a
censorship system that seemed obsessed with sewomdlity (54).
Furthermore, she shows how the influence of a sgralip of like-minded
and interconnected individuals influenced the cestsp of publications in
the state. Carlson documents their ambitious planslegislate for
increased censorship, to expand the role of theareand to draw on the
goodwill of other groups, such as librarians, toegd the net further and
create a system of “nationwide vigilance” suppottgdan “active network
of readers” working outside the official controksym (47, 46). She marks
how a decline in the influence of the Roman Cath&@hurch in civil
society towards the end of the 1950s altered thé&ings of censorship.

John Bates explores the impact of Soviet and $$allregemony in
Poland- from 1946 to 1960-, which he describesths Subordination of
all literary activity to Party control” (62). He gues that although largely
successful in its attempts to control productitwe, $ame could not be said
about their control of reception. He comments or firomotion of
Russian classics at the expense of contemporargswboth national and
foreign, which, he argues, had a negative impadhercultural health of
the nation. He considers the cases of Wodlfie Yearand Greene'She
Power and the Gloryand looks in some detail at how they were cerksore
Bates notes the regime’s “special hostility for plap literature” (67) and
its insistence on literature that was “represevdtiand demonstrated
“truth”; in other words, literature that was sodiahlist and anti-capitalist.
The essay also contains an analysis of other fafntensorship, such as
the control of school curricula and the controlibfaries, and looks at the
state publishing houses versus private publishgesalso discusses the
impact of Church-state relations on censorship lamd these practices
changed over time. Bates’'s analysis ends with tlggestion that “the
relationship between the permissible and the pitgdlwas more dynamic
than conventionally allowed” (70).

Marina Kulinich’s essay looks at the case of GedbBgerell in Soviet
Russia. She comments on the often insidious wawhith censorship
operated in the Soviet state, and how much itdedie fear and the threat
of punishment. She also refers to the fact thawthi “censorship” itself
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did not form part of the official lexicon, and shensiders the impact of
this on society. She also explores the creatiotfunfpersons”, and what
this meant. Following an analysis of the officigiception of Orwell's
work, Kulinich goes on to share her personal exgmees of how, even in
the Perestroikayears, elements of the old system and old suspcio
remained in place. She recounts her withessingen$arship of English
literature in the university system. In her comnaegynton Newspeak from
Nineteen Eighty-fouand its equivalent in Soviet reality, she poimtsah
area worthy of further study.

Olga M. Ushakova explores the official receptionnaddernist works
in the Soviet Union. Her contribution considers thgact of Trotskyist
proletarian aesthetics, Stalinist systematic céntrand cold war
propaganda on the reception of and access to sbrie great Western
modernist writers of the twentieth century. Shelgses the perceived
threat to official, orthodox culture posed by stlitérature in the context
of a battle for cultural identity, and she notesvhilne modernists were
associated with the bourgeoisie, with capitalisrd eorruption, becoming
the targets of anti-western propaganda and thel fpomt of state-
sponsored anti-cosmopolitan campaigns. She assesses official
argument that “modernism was opposed to realismbangigeois culture
to socialist arts” (88). In an essay that captuttes social impact of
censorship and the fear and the threat of persegutishakova makes the
point that literary criticism in this context redked official dogma and
critics’ fears more than it reflected any objectamalysis of the works in
guestion. Finally, in common with other contribigot)shakova draws
some conclusions about the impact of such cengorshiinternational
cultural dialogue and exchange.

Sandra Josipo¥iconsiders the reception of James Joyce's work in
twentieth-century Serbia. She analyses the ceripagghtem in the former
Yugoslavia, which was initially dominated by Soviafluence and was
more concerned with politics than with morality.sipmvic gives some
examples of the type of censorship implemented mur@emmunism
before analysing why Joyce’s work escaped harséesarship. The role
of the translator in the censorship process isyadamcern in this essay,
which also highlights some of the differences imsmship within the
Eastern Bloc.

Zsofia Gombar’'s essay provides a comparative stfdghe official
reception of English-language authors in Hungarg &ortugal, which
allows the reader to draw some parallels between iseologically
opposed systems of governance and to draw someus@rs about
censorship in repressive regimes in general. Ad a®lexposing the
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similarities and differences between the two syste®ombar considers
the difficulties faced by translators in both judiitions. She also
comments on the challenges faced by the censorskigarcher in the
search for records and information. Her detailedlysis of archival
material from Portugal and Hungary supports a ussfummary of
censorship procedures in both countries, rangimgn fistrict political
censorship forbidding the mention of certain eventsa prudish moral
censorship. She considers the justifications puivded by censors for
their work and the impact of the practice on watdranslators and on
society in general. Gombar concludes that bothesysttreated foreign
literature less harshly than national literaturel doth demonstrated a
“deep respect for canonical literature” (123), &lbar different reasons.

In her contribution, Jacqueline Hurtley exploresnsmship in a
Spanish context, highlighting the interesting cab@ censor who was a
writer and civil servant linked to a group of idstit and intellectual
Falangists, and who eventually became a victim esfsorship himself.
The case of Darié6 Fernandez-Flérez shows up theplesity and
arbitrariness of the censorship system, documehts ¢hanges in
censorship personnel and outlook over time, anducap the systematic
nature of censorship in Franco’s Spain, where rehea censor could
evade the blue pencil. Fernandez-Flérez's gradsaehdhantment with his
role as censor, which Hurtley plots, echoes thentenad distancing of this
group of intellectuals from the regime and its pies. Their vision of a
Falangist new state was sidelined in the afterméthe Axis defeat in the
Second World War and a different, conservative Qlattregime with an
anti-intellectual bent took hold. The gap betweegrnBndez-Flérez's
public activities and championing of certain wogsl writers on national
radio, and his more clandestine censorship agvitiould be interpreted
negatively as hypocrisy, positively as an attengpiptiblicise works of
censored authors or, as Hurtley convincingly argassevidence of his
disillusionment with his role as a censor, whicteagll he had assumed
for financial reasons in straitened times.

Also considering the Franco regime, Keith Gregad &hena Bandin
give an overview of theatrical censorship as thaext for an exploration
of the reception of Shakespeare’s works in Spaith, &m particular, a
detailed case study oThe Taming of the Shrewlt is clear that
Shakespeare’s canonical status led to less intéovefrom the censors,
who often viewed themselves as literary criticadition to their role as
protectors of the people and sanitisers of theestéhe stress was often on
the mise-en-scénecostume and setting, rather than on any possible
political interpretation of the works in questioret, as the authors of this
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essay argue, this did not entirely account forgbsitive reception of his
work in Spain. Gregor and Bandin also highlightithle played by factors
external to the censorship system: the directa,ptoducer and critics.
The essay also looks at the role of the translattite censorship process,
including the impact of self-censorship before pleey was staged, and the
ease with which translation can be employed toeseensorship. Finally,
it highlights ways in which certain versions of Sbaspeare’s works
reflected the conservative amthchistaviews prevalent in Spanish society
at the time. Thus, in their portrayal of the treattnof women, of manly
men, and of religion, these plays could be inteéguteas representing a
way of living that was consistent with the valustsyn of the regime.

Ménica Olivares’'s essay contains a detailed exatioimaof the
censors’ reports on the Spanish translations oh&@ra Greene'’s early
novels, those written befoBrighton Rock(1938) and submitted to the
Spanish censorship board in the 1940s. Olivarewsow six out of the
seven novels that entered the censors’ officeadttiime were banned. It is
interesting to note the contradiction evident ia tensoring of novels by
an author so clearly associated with Catholicisime Tegime’s focus on
sexual morality is revealed in this analysis, as $fpanish censors report
on the “moral depravation”, “pornographic” and “rba” passages that
they find in some of these stories, particularlySitamboul Train(1932)
and It's a Battlefield (1934) (166). Olivares also draws the reader’s
attention to the frustrating absence of certaiasfifrom the censorship
archive, which means that at times she is forcedpeculate on the
possible reasons for the cuts to, or prohibitioihg articular work.

Marta Ortega’s essay explores the reception of Rosd Lehmann in
Spain under Franco. Unlike in the case of Grahasef®, Lehmann was
never likely to be seen as sympathetic to the reglmfact, she was vocal
both in her opposition to Franco and the Natiohdlisces, and in her
support for the Republican cause during the Spafishli War. Her
unconventional and bohemian lifestyle, which ideetd in her work,
shows her to be a modern, liberated woman, of fipe tthe regime
frowned upon. Moreover, as Ortega suggests, thgeecumatter of her
writing was likely to give offence to a regime cenged with sexual
morality. The relative success of her work in Spaid its authorisation by
the censors can probably be attributed, in somé g@ialeast, to her
foreignness, and also to the fact, as Ortega pousthat the translators
of her work into Spanish may have based their wartkversions of the
texts that had already been censored elsewhere.

Nuria Fernandez Quesada’s comparative analysis hef dfficial
reception of Beckett’'s work in Spain and in the tddiKingdom highlights
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some interesting similarities, as well as more obwidifferences, in the
relationship between culture and the state in éoNaltCatholic dictatorship
and in a democratic state. Experimental theatre ldeckett's was
relegated to theatre clubs and university theaimeboth places. Also
noteworthy is her analysis of the impact of censigrscarried out by
publishers, and their failure or inability to neigté with the censors.
Ferndndez Quesada also comments on the long téentsebf censorship,
particularly in Spain, where restrictions on stggiand the censorship
imposed have had a lasting negative effect on tlsethination and
reception of Beckett's work.

The Importance of Studying Censorship

At a time when much of Europe is taking stock, explg political and
social change and the impact of earlier regimebath the present and on
our understanding of the past, the study of cehgwis a timely one. We
describe ourselves, our hopes, desires and digappits in literature
and, therefore, an exploration of how literaturesvieated by political,
social and religious leaders in Europe in the tiedémtcentury reveals
quite a lot about how we see ourselves or wantebees to be represented.
With foreign literature (as English literature wis much of Europe),
questions of national identity and national pricdene into play also, and
are related to considerations not only of how we @arselves, but also of
how we want to be seen by others. This book offarsopportunity to
consider the legacy of censorship on the understgnéh various
European contexts of some of English literature&sagwriters’

One of the purposes of studying historical cengprighthe correction
of misinformation and untruths disseminated for rgeabout certain
authors and books. Another is to alert people ¢ofdlet that the version of
an English text that they have read may not haea Ibee complete, uncut
version. For Romanian theatre academic, Liviu Malthe study of the
censorship archives has been a positive experidntealso “a form of
revenge. [...] It has provided the comforting feelthgt | have overcome
the anguish of my personal past. It underlined magtiment, acquired
during the days of the Romanian revolution, thahdve escaped a
nightmare” (2009, 13). It can be argued, then, thatstudy of censorship
can be a cathartic experience, part of a processithf and reconciliation,

® While not dealt with in this essay, work is alseirly carried out on the
censorship of English (and other foreign) literatin Fascist Italy and Nazi
Germany. See the essays by Jane Dunnett and Katee $t theT TR Special Issue
on translation and censorship.
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related to our understanding of our history andselwes. Although the
repressive and conservative regimes discussedidrvtiume have been
replaced by more liberal administrations, we &i@le much to learn about
what led to them and sustained them for so long. l@ye is that this
collection of essays will enhance our understandig only of literature
and its interpretation, but of the interactionsi@sn culture and the state.
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