CENSORSHIP DECISIONS

Die Prostitution (2.Teil): Die sich verkaufen

(September 22, 1920)

Zensur, Film-Oberpriifstelle, 22.09.1920,

Film Review Office
Berlin, Chamber 3

Berlin, August 7, 1920

Present: Police Councillor Dr. Stiwert as chairman; Mr. Koch, secretary; Police Councillor
Haak and Dr. Fassbender as associate members.

Concerning the motion picture Prostitution, subtitle: Those Who Sell Themselves.



No statement was submitted by the parties concerned. The applicant appeared through its
director, Mr. Sternheim. The film was screened and had the following lengths:

Prelude: 350 m
Actl:315m
Actll: 320 m
Actlll: 428 m
ActIV:337m
ActV:338m
ActVI: 343 m

Total: 2,436 m

Prostitution Part 1: Die von der Liebe leben
Decision: The film is prohibited.

Grounds

The depiction of human depravity, which this film treats in an extremely detailed and at
times morally offensive manner, is liable to create the impression—not merely among
isolated individuals but among a large portion of the population—that the events shown
are commonplace occurrences in everyday life. Moreover, the viewer is presented, in the
most graphic fashion, with a corrupt judiciary and an unscrupulous medical profession—
portrayals calculated to undermine confidence in our state institutions and in the medical
profession, thereby endangering public order and security.

This denigration of the judiciary and the medical profession; the casual attitude toward
marriage; and the efforts of unscrupulous persons to secure a life of comfort at the
expense of their fellow human beings—all these elements are liable, when the film is
shown abroad, to lower still further the reputation of Germany, which has already suffered
greatly as a result of hostile propaganda. Indeed, they may justify the conclusion that, if
Germans portray their state institutions and the conduct of their own fellow citizens in
such a base manner, conditions in the German state must be profoundly bleak.

The main title, Prostitution, is likewise liable to have a morally corrupting effect, since it
can only suggest that the film’s subject has been drawn from sexual life, whereas in reality
the film treats not the prostitution of the body but, so to speak, that of the mind or spirit.



The title therefore serves no purpose other than to attract audiences and lead them to
believe that erotic images will be shown in the film.

For the reasons stated The accuracy of this copy is certified.

(Seal)

Film Review Board
Berlin, September 22, 1920

Minutes

Following the appeal lodged by the Leo-Bishop Company against the decision of the Berlin
Review Board of August 7, 1920, concerning the film Die sich verkaufen (Those Who Sell
Themselves), proceedings before the Higher Review Board were reopened on Wednesday,
September 22, 1920, at 10:00 a.m.

Present were Public Prosecutor Bulcke as chairman; Dr. Maasch (film industry); Professor
Ebbinghaus, replacing Dr. Hauptmann, who had excused himself in writing (art and
literature); and Mr. Lic. Rohn and Dr. von Erdberg (public welfare), as assessors.

The assessors did not issue a declaration that they considered themselves biased.
Director Sternheim appeared on behalf of the applicant.

The grounds for the Berlin Review Board’s decision were read aloud.

The film was screened.

The applicant commented on the matter.

After the applicant, at the suggestion of the members of the Board, had removed the main
title “Prostitution,” Part I, from the film, the following decision was rendered:

In response to the applicant’s appeal, the decision of the Berlin Review Board of August 7,
1920, is annulled. The film is approved for public exhibition within the German Reich.
Exhibition of the film to persons under eighteen years of age is prohibited.

Grounds



The film Die sich verkaufen is the second part of a cycle, both parts of which bear the
general title Prostitution. Whereas, according to the applicant, the first part depicts the
physical harm caused by prostitution, the second part portrays moral corruption. The plot
is convoluted and difficult to follow: a man of mature years, the type of the Berlin man-
about-town, and a woman no longer young, who has a grown daughter and is presented as
a lady of respectable society, have founded a fraudulent company. They claim to be
operating silver mines in Argentina, sell shares in the enterprise, and pay dividends of
twenty to thirty percent.

A young man, secretly engaged to the daughter of the aforementioned lady, has made it his
mission to combat every injustice, wherever he encounters it. At his instigation, the
proprietor of the fraudulent enterprise is arrested. The latter’s son, who is responsible for
representing his father and deciding whether criminal proceedings should be initiated
against him, had previously been exposed by the arrested man as a cheat at cards. The
arrested man exploits the son’s official position and thereby obtains his father’s release.
The corporation collapses with losses amounting to millions; the proprietor poisons
himself; and the son of the official who released his father in exchange for a cardsharp’s
secret also commits suicide. The proprietress flees abroad.

The Higher Review Board was unable to concur with the preliminary decision, according to
which this film presents, in the most forceful manner, a corrupt class of officials and a
conscienceless physician, thereby undermining public confidence in governmental
institutions and the medical profession and thus endangering public order and security.

The Board was instead of the unanimous opinion that the film deals only with an isolated
case and that the tendency of the film is by no means to portray corruption as
characteristic of an entire social class. Public order and security could be endangered only
if the viewer received the impression that one such isolated case was meant to be
generalized as typical of an entire class. There can be no question of that here.

The official concerned—whether a police officer, examining magistrate, or public
prosecutor is not stated—experiences the greatest anguish of conscience over his
conduct, and his wife makes his torment even worse. The film takes great pains to
acquaint the viewer with these torments of conscience. The official is also punished for his
actions: his son dies as a result, his young, beautiful wife leaves him, and his case is
therefore treated as entirely individual.

The preliminary decision’s further contention—that the film would also discredit the
medical profession as a whole—is clearly mistaken. The man exposed as a cardsharp is



supposedly a physician, but his father asks him to examine the son and determine whether
he is mentally ill. The physician does conduct the examination, but declares, in violation of
his professional duty, that he can find no traces of mental illness. The man who asks him
to issue this false medical certificate and thus save the son is the director of a private
mental institution, a rather objectionable figure who acts in a servile manner toward the
proprietor, but who is never presented as a physician.

Nor were there any elements that might have an inflammatory or brutalizing effect. It must
be acknowledged that the plot is clumsy, crude, and sometimes awkwardly constructed.
Yet this finding alone was not sufficient to object to the film in its entirety. The prohibition
of the general title “Prostitution,” Part Il, was considered justified because a title of this
kind, if displayed on the street, would be apt to arouse public annoyance—an annoyance
that the film’s quite different and rather erotic content would not justify.

The decision was therefore rendered as stated above.
Signed: Bulcke

Berlin, September 24, 1920.

The accuracy of this copy is certified.

(Seal)



December 3, 1920

Blondes Gift

Film Review Office, Berlin

Decision regarding the motion picture “Blondes Gift”
December 13, 1920

Record

Present:
Police Councillor Dr. Stiwert (Chairman)



Miss Gertrud Duchnowsky
Prof. Jackh

Mr. Weimann

Mr. Curator Wienken

Subject: the motion picture Blondes Gift

No statement was submitted by the assessors declaring themselves biased.
Appearing for the applicant: Mrs. Mellini.

The film was presented in the following length:
Actl: 300 m

Actll: 364 m

Act lll: [not listed]

ActIV: 314 m

ActV:335m

ActVI: 326 m

Total: 1995 m

The representative requested approval of the film and declared herself willing to accept
cuts and alterations.

In a closed session, the following decision was reached and announced:
The public screening of the film within the German Reich is prohibited.

Mrs. Mellini lodged an appeal against this decision.

Reasons

Aside from the fact that several scenes—in which the father of Loni brutally mistreats his
wife and ultimately kills her with an axe, as well as the final scene in which Mande drags his
beloved back and forth by the hair in order to force her to submit to his criminal will—must
be prohibited on account of their brutality, the entire plot of the film is also apt to exert a
morally degrading effect.

Loni, the female protagonist, is presented as a prostitute whose entire thoughts and
actions are directed toward satisfying her sensual desires. This distortion of female nature
runs like a red thread throughout the entire film.



The institution of marriage, which ought to exert a refining influence on the heart and mind
of every human being, is here trampled underfoot in the basest manner. In the face of this
atrocious distortion, the ending likewise offers no ethical counterbalance. Loni is not
seized by remorse or a reflective change of heart when she is informed of the death of her
husband—who had hastened to bring about her liberation—but is instead occupied solely
with the thought of how she might ensnare the infatuated police lieutenant in her net, in
order to continue her debauched life with him and to bring about his ruin—to poison him.

In general, the board found that it was the intention of the producer to imbue the depiction
with crudely sensual effects, to suggest sexual acts unnecessarily and insistently, and
thereby to provoke the viewer in an immoral manner.

In particular, the board objected that in Act | the female protagonist displays her legs,
which her lover kisses. It further objected to the depiction of the backstory, in which the
love relationship of the parents of the protagonist is presented. Finally, the board took
offense at the concluding scene, in which the protagonist—while her two lovers lie crushed
in front of the house—approaches a police officer in a manner that cannot be
misunderstood. In this, too, the board discerned a brutalizing effect.

Since it appeared impossible to remove individual sequences from the film without
destroying the coherence of the narrative, a ban on the entire film had to be imposed. It is
left to the producer to replace the objectionable scenes with other sequences.

Signed: Bulke

Royal Film Reviewfice, Berlin



Dis frentlicne Yorfubrung dea Sildetreiflens ia Deutachen Reich

¥ird vervoten,
Frau Mollinli legte yeozen dle Epuscheidung Eeschwerde ain,

Grungde,
Abgesenen, deio mehrsre Sceoen,- in denen der Vater loni 8eine ¥rsu in
dér bratelsten Weias misshondelt wad sie golilisaalich mit dem Seil or-
#chlépt, fermer die S:hluccacone, in der Mandk seine LUelisbte s&n den
Hemaren hin- und her serrt, we sie peinen vervracherischen ¥illem ge-
fogig 2n machen,— wegsn ilires verrohenden Charaxiers mm veruleten sind,
ist die ganze Haondluag deos Bildsireifens goe=lgnet, eptsittlichend zu
wiriten, lLeni, die Hauptdmtollorin, wixd uns als eive Dirae vor Jugen
perunrs, deven gantea Sinoen and Trechiten dacaad gerightet L4t, 1kae
sinnlichen Geflihle zu befriedigen, Liese Verirrung der meidlichen Dirmop-
natur slebt 310h wie ein roter Taden durch len gemzen Filg, Dle Biorigh-

bang der Ihe, dia auf Ferz uad Gemit glnes Jeden Menachen einep verdsin-

den

veredeladen Zinfluon susilber wge, wird bier in gemeinstexr Woige
wit Fissen getreten, Yaganiber dieser schensslichen Verserrung bil-
get mach der Schluss keinen ethischen iusgleioh, Wicht Heue oder
eingichtsvolle Uwkehr erfaret Loni, dle ikxr dor Tod ihrem Manaes |,
der zn ihrer Befrelung herbeigesilt ist, gemoldet wird, moudera mur
der Osdanke beseelt sie, wie sie den schneidigen Polizeileatasut in
inre Natze z1€ben kann, un mit ihm ihr liederliches Lebem fortsuset—
Zeo und 1hv ivs Verdsrden zu stirzen, su vergiften,
Aus dlessn Ortinden war der Film aun verbieten,

oz, Stiwert.



Tilu-Oberppifatelle, Rerlin, den 19 Jemuar 1921,
Liedersahrilt,

Eetrifft den Flldstraifen "Hlondes Gift®,
Zur Verhandlung Uber dem #ildstreifen "Blondes Bift" waron orsohienans
Steasganwelt Fulecke als Yorsitsealer,
Feg,Rat Pror,Dr,leidis (Pilmindustrie)
Lr, deseoir, Univ,Prof, (Kanst uad Literatar)
Pfoerror Ir, Krdtaooholl)Volksauhlfabrt
Profezsor Hmanner

#lg Daisitzer,
Mir den Antra-steller wer Hegleseat Welling eraeniensn, Hine Britlirang
der Seileitzer, desg gle befansen osien, wurde nicht abgageten, far
Tildotroifen wurde vorgefunrt, Der Vertrater des Artragoetellers
Hueporse cich mar Jache, Bs wurde folgende

™

gntesokeidunjg
vaxkiindet,

Die Fegohwerde vow 13, Dazembar 1820 nirg surickgewionen,
Entseneidungayninde,
Der DBildstrelfen “Hlondeas GLLL® 1ot gomrboitet anach eincw pleichnemie-
&03 Tomen vor Peul langenscleldt, Der Boman mar der Kewmer rioht be-

kannt, die Femoer bet lodiylich davon Kemnvnis gummesex, dace Ateser
: Romnn




[TENDAMM 236 DIR. JIEGBERT GOLDSCHMIDT

TOTENTANZ (LOST)



CENSORSHIP DECISION

Film Review Board
B. 253.21

Berlin, 7 December 1921
Concerning the decision of the Film Review Board regarding the motion picture 7otentanz

The authorization granted to the motion picture Totentanz by the decision of the Berlin Film Review
Office of 21 September 1920, No. 558, is hereby revoked. The public exhibition of this motion picture
in the German Reich is prohibited.

Grounds for the decision

A motion picture, or any part thereof, is capable of producing a morally corrupting effect within the
meaning of §1 of the Motion Picture Law if its exhibition can, with sufficient probability, be expected to
have a detrimental effect upon the moral feelings and thinking of the average spectator (see the decision
of 19 September 1921 concerning Das Auge des Gétzen [The Eye of the Idol]). In the present case, such
an effect has been established in two respects:

I. The substance of the motion picture consists essentially of the sadistic activities of a sensualist and
misanthrope. This Dr. Sephur, himself consumed by an intense passion for his instruments of torture,
takes equally lascivious delight in the death agonies of his victims and in the torments of love suffered by
those who, inflamed with passion for a woman, must ultimately follow the path to death. The
accumulation of fatal consequences arising from his actions, together with the struggle he himself wages
against that woman in order to possess her, are highly likely to exert a detrimental influence upon the
spectator’s moral sensibilities. This applies particularly to those scenes in which Sephur pursues the
woman who remains beyond his reach with continually renewed propositions, gropes her in a corrupting
manner and pulls her toward him, as well as to the image in the final act in which he attempts to seize her
by force.

II. In addition, a morally corrupting effect is unmistakable in all those scenes in which the woman
displays her arts of seduction before the victims of Sephur’s revenge and, through her clothing and
gestures, inflames the senses of the male spectators. The effect is especially provocative when the
woman’s dance, and the display of her limbs, turn a man into a burglar and murderer. The same applies to
the dancing scene in the tavern, where she dances upon a tabletop before the men crowding around it. The
close-ups of the spectators’ faces, distorted by lust, their greedy gazes, and their frenzied behavior clearly
reveal an inflamed sensuality.

III1. No countervailing elements capable of neutralizing or mitigating this effect can be discerned. The
tendency claimed by the representative of the original production company—to demonstrate that sensual
passion has a corrupting effect—is nowhere expressed with sufficient clarity to exert a balancing
influence upon the average cinema spectator.

In view of the finding that the motion picture has a morally corrupting effect, it was unnecessary to
examine whether it also produces a brutalizing effect. Pursuant to §1, paragraphs 2 and 4, of the Motion



Picture Law of 12 May 1920 and §3 of the Rules of Procedure of 18 August 1920, the decision was
therefore rendered as stated above. Signed: Dr. Seeger



Abscarift

Film-0berprufsteile. Beritn,den ‘7. Dezember 19:
B- Zw.?lt

- -

Batrirft Entschelaung der Fllm-0barorifstd:
zu dem Bildstredfen * Totentanz " .

Die durch die Entechebdunp’der Film-Prif-
btells’ Berlin vow' 21, Sgptenber' 1930 Nvi'558 uuspespro-
chene Zulassung das Bilastreifens *’'Totentanz " uird
widkrrufeniDia Gffentitche Vortdhrung dleses' Blldstretl-
Yeng im Deutschen Relvhe 15t verbuten.

Ehtschel dungsgrunde.

Ein Bilastreifen ougr ein Tetl eines solchen
b6t yestgnet,ontsittiichend tn ?!nﬂyzdﬁb‘§¥.@§ Lichtspiel-
gesetzes zu wirken,venn, von sebner Vorfuhrung nt! hinreleh
ghgnder Wuhrschelnlichkelt eine npch?gt{}qg B}pptrkuna wuf
dgs sittliche Fuhlen unda Denken dge normulen Durchschnitts-
besuchers zu erwurten steht.{vgl. Bntsohctcunyuon 19.5ep-
tenbér 1v2l in Bucncn " Auge aes Gotzen”. J Diese Wir-
kung is5t voritegend in doppel ter Richtung festaestellt
worden:

I. Der Jnhull des Bildstrelfens erschipft sich im wesent-
lichen in den sudistischen Trelben ]ctnqs scntlan List-
lings una lensohenhassars;Dtcser“Dr. Sephur,der seibst
von gratsenhuftar Laldenschaft fur uus lorhsng gelner Ra-
che erfusst ist,veidet sich nit giat}h Jqstcrner Greusom-
kéit un den T desquulen seiner Upfer vie vnden Liebes-
quulan.dachntaon.dta thnsn mtt el nen TugoAarnﬁrter Lel-
denschuft den Fey zum Toue uercttau HUSE . Dla Bdufung der
Todeserfolge seines Tuns wna der Ewnwpf,den er selbst mit
Jener Fruu um iLhren Besitz fuhrt, sind in hohem Misse ge-
elgnet,die Horul des Beschuuers nuchteilllg zu beeinflussen.
dus gtlt insbesondaere von asen Scenen,in asn Sephur die
'far ihn Unarretchbure mit tmwer neuen Liebesuntrigen
-ncrfolat, ste in Oetlhetlt unua Lusternheit nicht verber-




B

ververyender Felse betustet und an sich zieht, wie
von d e Bild fw Jetzten AKS, in den.er alt Gsuult won
Lhr Beslts 2zu ergreifen sucht.

Il. Zun undign 18t sine entslttilchends Firkung Ln
uwllan den‘Scsuen unpefkannb@r,tu aenen coé Yeib gepen-
uber den Upfern der Ruche Sephurs ihre Verfihrungskinste
splelen lusst une dureh EKlelaung und Geburde die Sinne
der Kunjéifdugzupeltscion versteht.Bs wirkf porulver-
lgtzénd, wenn schon cer Tunz ¢ines pelbes und die Zur-
pehuustellung threr Glieasr einen funn gum Eipbrecher
und Morder mughen.Desselbe gilt von der, Tanzeeene in der
K.schemie, uls " sie"uuf einer Tischplutte zu Hiupten
der den Tisch umlugerndaen Minner tunzt.ile von Listerns
helt verzerrten Gesichter der Zuschuﬁar in Grosscufnchme,
Lhire giertgen Blicke uhd thr yetles Tusien verraten deut-
lich wufgepettschte Sinnlichkelt:,

III. Gegenwerts, die diese ¥Firkung wufzuhsben oder zu
nildern vermchten, tind nivhkt erkennbur.Die von en
Vertreter der Ursprungsfirie bYehulptete Tendsnz des
BllartretYens, :u ervelsen,duss sinidtchs Letdenschuft
verderblich wirke,tritt nirgends tn elnem Husse erkenn-
bar hervor,dass ste uwf den nornalen Lichtspiselthecter-
besucher wusylelchend singuvirken vernschte.

Angssichts der aunit getroffenen Feststellung ebner
entsbttllchuden ¥irkuny ‘des Bilosirelfens bedurfte es
kebner Prufung, ob uemselben uuch elne verroBende Firkung
innewohne. Bel Anwendung der §§ 1 Absutz  und 4 des
Lichtsplelgésetzes vom 12. Mub 19:0 und deés § J der Ge-
bihrenoranung vom 18. August 1920 'war duher, wise ge-
schehen, 7u erkennen.

gez.Dr. Seeger.

-
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