
As Justice Kennedy noted in a 
recent decision involving the Web, the 
court must answer "the vexing ques­
tion of what it means to evaluate 
Internet material'as a whole,' ... 
when everything on the Web is con­
nected to everything else."13 

What the emergence of the VCR 
accomplished in terms of making 
Americans comfortable with sexually 
explicit fare is dwarfed by what the 
Internet has done. The half-billion 
rentals of hard-core VHS and DVD 
movies now is eclipsed by the literally 

It's not who you 
know; it's who 

knows you. 

millions of hard-core Web pages. 
Much like the collision between the 
Reagan/Bush No.1 administrations 
and the video industry, adult enter­
tainment lawyers are now experienc­
ing the Bush No.2 administration 
squaring off against adult Internet. 

With this new batch of clients, the 
adult entertainment lawyer must add 
obscure topics such as banking law, 
cybersquatting, trademark infringe­
ment by initial-interest confusion from 
meta tags, "deep linking" and the 
intricacies of the Digital Millennium 
Copyright Act to employment law, 
criminal defense, municipal law, land 
use, intellectual property and general 
business law. 

Observations 
There is nothing like this business. 

Unbeknownst to many, it has its trade 
publications (Adult Video News, for the 
adult video industry, AVN Online and 
Klixxx for the adult Internet industry 
and Exotic Dancer Bulletin for the gen­
tlemen's clubs), its trade shows (Adult 
Entertainment Expo, Internext, 
AMNEI4 and the Gentlemen's Club 

Expo, among others) and every other 
facet of a well-organized industry­
even dancers seeking to unionize. 

For the lawyers, though, as the 
story goes in Hollywood, it's not what 
you know; it's not who you know; it's 
who knows you. And, also, as in 
Hollywood, if you don't get results, 
even if they "remember they called 
you'A!'," you quickly can find your­
self "standing in line, just waiting for 
bread."ls It is all about results. 

From the first generqtion of adult 
entertainment lawyers, who sought to 
maintain a First Amendment barrier 
between their clients and the 
hoosegow, the role of the adult enter­
tainment lawyer has expanded expo­
nentially. It now demands expertise 
not just on constitutional law, the First 
Amendment and the law of obscenity 
and erotic expression, generally. 
Equally important today are the array 
of topics addressed daily by entertain­
ment lawyers in general, along with 
the many others that have cropped up 
that are unique to various types of 
adult entertainment. 

Increasingly, the adult entertain­
ment lawyer is finding a significant 
role to play with the traditional main­
stream entertainment industry, which 
now finds itself confronted by the 
bread and butter issues of the adult 
entertainment industry. That is per­
haps best punctuated by the 2004 
Super Bowl, which in three, quick sec­
onds was catapulted into the realm of 
adult entertainment. 

All in all, this has been a fascinating 
career; and, hopefully, more years will 
come. After all, the war between those 
who want to furnish a salivating mar­
ket with erotica and the censors want­
ing to stop it will never end - the front 
continues to move back and forth, but 
the war will never end. 
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