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should be provided to take advantage of
rapidly changing technology, and that, despite this light and flexible approach, a
small number of key safeguards should b e
applied to guide cable development in
certain directions to ensure that existing
broadcasting and telecommunications
services are safeguarded.
Achieving the compromises required by
these ground rules has not been easy. Hollins describes in some detail how the final
decisions were reached and how they benefited from the North American experiences. While recognizing the different circumstances especially between the United
States and Great Britain, Hollins nevertheless argues that “to dismiss what is happening in North America as irrelevant is to
deny the possibility of comparison-not of
like with like but of one relatively well
advanced experience with another where
the ground rules are only now being laid
down.”
Hollins uncovers what is happening in
the United States as well as he has traced
the British cable television debate. The
analysis of the U.S. cable experiences covers the early as well as the recent history of
cable, comments on the boom and bust
characteristic of this growth, kindly and
with great understanding critiques basic,
pay, and local services on cable, examines
the fitful growth and now almost certain
death of enhanced and b y i n e s s services,
inquires into the cable consumer and program producer, and examines the relationship of cable to broadcasting and the cinema. For everyone interested in cable
television in the United States, this analysis alone is worth the reading of this book.
Insofar as any writer expresses a point of
view, Hollins comes down on the side of
quality, culture, and uplift as important
roles for broadcasting. Nevertheless, he
recognizes, albeit somewhat wistfully, that
as society changes so must the nation’s
broadcasting. In this respect he very likely
reflects the views of the nation’s decisionmakers who have had to respond to the
changing nature of society and the concom-
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itant changes in broadcasting. T h e s e
changes include BBC2 and Channel Four
widening the range of programs, news
gathering becoming faster, the number of
different audiences addressed increasing,
and coproductions and their larger budgets
improving production quality. With or
without the videocassette recorder, foreign
products, especially those from the United
States, have become a staple of British
television. Clearly, there is a consumer
demand for more television. But having
carefully examined the nature of cable television in the United States, Hollins is well
aware that the diversity delivered by cable
is very much within the range of mass
audience programming. Cable, h e concludes, may b e a natural response to social
trends, just as the BBC in the 1930s saw
itself as an instrument of democratic integration and just as ITV in the 1950s was
one manifestation of the “new-found affluence and increasing materialism of society.”
Television has frequently been described as a mirror on society, a mirror that
often distorts the image it delivers to us.
“Now cable promises to splinter that mirror and, in doing so, could mutilate that
image still further.” Will this new image of
society reflected in that mirror be a truer
picture of our complex and increasingly
pluralistic society?

HERBERTS . DORDICK
University of Southern California

Propaganda of success
The Black Book of Polish Censorship
translated and edited by Jane
Leftwich Curry. New York: Random Housemintage Books, 1984.
451 pages. $24.95 (hard), $8.95
(soft).
Censorship is encumbered by paradox.
An astute enemy can read the censor’s
strictures as a road map for plotting subver-
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sion, an insider’s guide to points of organizational vulnerability. Consequently, censors try to cover their tracks. They
frequently go underground or operate under assumed names.
The Black Book of Polish Censorship is a
valuable resource not just for what it reveals about party censorship in general and
Polish censorship in particular, but also as
data for developing a general theory of
censorship. Although Curry analyzes only
the case at hand, she does acknowledge
that, “while the examples here come from
nearly three years of censors’ records from
Poland, the fears and frailties of rule that
they illustrate have existed in differing
degrees under conditions as diverse as the
American occupation of Japan, the early
years of military rule in Brazil and party
rule in the rest of the Communist world.”
Mapping those fears and frailties can help
us traverse the topography of modern structures of power-knowledge.
Curry’s analysis of Polish censorship
documents indicates that the fears and
frailties of the Communist party bureaucracy under Edward Gierek-the paranoia or
“rot” of party leaders-were in large part
instrumental in giving birth to the Solidarity movement. The party’s insistence on
securing the Good Lie, “the propaganda of
success,” in spite of rising prices, rioting,
and shortages, led to widespread cynicism
among the people about all government
claims-so much so that a 1981 survey
conducted by the School of Journalism and
the Center for Public Opinion Research of
Polish Radio and Television showed that
only 36 percent of the population trusted
the Communist party. Party leadership responded to this legitimation crisis by tying
the knot of censorship even tighter-so
tight that it cut off the flow of creditable
information not only to the people but also
to party policy-makers. Since political
news was vulnerable to heavy censorship,
writers and journalists who wanted to find
a ready market for their work simply
stopped writing about politics. This market
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censorship ultimately shut off the flow of
political news, so that “middle-management” bureaucrats, with their own careerist motives, became the party leadership’s
primary source of political information.
The circle closed. The only political news
that reached party leaders consisted of flattering rewrites of their own press releases.
The scenario that ultimately delivered
the Polish censorship documents to us exemplifies in a dramatic way the cycle of
disillusionment that was apparently reproduced in thousands of more mundane ways
throughout Poland during the late seventies. Thomasz Strzyzewski, censor C-36 of
the Krakow Main Office for Control of
Press, Publications, and Public Performances, got his job as censor because he
had “connections”: his brother was well
placed in the Krakow city government.
Strzyzewski was a bureaucrat, not an ideologue. He believed in and still believes in
the legitimacy of censoring genuine state
secrets. But the party’s “redesign of reality” under Gierek proved more than Strzyzewski could stomach. Even the word
“censorship” was finally censored! The
straw that broke the back of Strzyzewski’s
bureaucratic caution was a regulation that
forbade publication of the names of soldiers massacred at Katyn forest. Strzyzewski’s grandfather was among the victims of
the atrocity (attributed to the Soviets by
Polish dissidents and Western historians
but to the Nazis by the Great Soviet Encyclopedia). As a result, Strzyzewski began to
collect, copy, and conceal classified censorship documents. In a two-year period he
collected over 700 pages of material that
included not only censored writings but
also selections from the censorship bureau’s internal publication reporting on
censored material. Strzyzewski’s criteria
for selection were personal-he simply collected those items that he found most outrageous. In February 1977, Strzyzewski
left Poland, ostensibly for a two-week vacation, with his collection in plastic bags
strapped to his back and legs. The docu-
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ments were published by the Polish 6migr6 press Aneks in London. They were
subsequently smuggled back into Poland
where they received wide circulation in
the literary underground. This material,
then, is both documentation and provocation of Polish party repression.
The excerpts from The Black Book and
the Report on Materials Censored are
placed in context by Curry. Part one, “The
World of the Censors,” includes a lucid
introduction to Polish politics since World
War I1 and a detailed analysis of the organization of Polish media and the mechanics
of censorship. Part two contains the documents, categorized according to the subject
matter of the censored materials: domestic
politics, world politics, social problems,
economics, religion, history, and culture.
Each category forms a chapter. Curry
frames presentation of the material within
a narrative structure that “makes sense” of
the excerpts, the censor’s decisions, and
the relation of deleted passages to party
policy and interests.
In sum, Curry has done much more than
translate and edit this book. Her low profile is warranted in light of Strzyzewski’s
heroic deed. But in no sense should the
substantial and substantive scholarly contributions that she has made in this book be
depreciated. While her sympathies are
clearly with the censored, the writers and
artists who struggled to practice their crafts
with integrity in spite of bureaucratic repression, she nevertheless presents a balanced and highly informative, if nonreflexive, analysis of Polish censorship.
Strzyzewski’s documentation proves that
censorship under Gierek was not only repressive and comprehensive (censors intervened over 10,000times per year), it was
also sometimes patently absurd (covering
such topics as problems in manufacturing
shoes and statistics on national coffee consumption). And ultimately it was unsuccessful because the most able writers responded to the bureaucratic domination of
their craft by donning the mask of Aesop

and writing between the lines. They made
monkeys out of the organ-grinders.
The propaganda of success called into
existence its own gravediggers, who
danced for a time in the streets of Gdansk
and Krakow. But, as Curry’s introduction
and the daily papers remind us, things in
Poland have now returned to “normal,”
and Wendell Phillips’s dictum is once
more affirmed: “Every step of progress the
world has made has been from scaffold to
scaffold and from stake to stake.”
SUE CURRY JANSEN
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The U . S . shadow
Film Industries in Latin America: Dependency and Development by
Jorge A. Schnitman. Communication and Information Science series. Norwood, N.J.: Ablex, 1984.
134 pages. $22.50 (hard).
As the title suggests, this book is not SO
much concerned with the art of Latin
American film (which is barely touched on
at all), but the economic, political, and
cultural-ideological factors that affect and
account for the development of the filmindeed, any cultural-industry.
Schnitman’s conceptual point of departure is dependency: that “the domination of Latin
American domestic film markets by foreign
products and distributors has been and
continues to be a basic element affecting
not only local production perspectives of
quantitative growth, but also local producers’ choice of content and the overall organization of film as cultural form” (p. 8).
When he speaks of foreign products and
distributors here, Schnitman mainly has in
mind the U.S. film industry and those government policies that greatly aided the
expansion of the industry abroad. He am-
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