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A BRIEF COMMENTARY ON PORNOGRAFHY

by:

Bernard Fryshman, Ph.D.

Based on a speech given at the New York Institute of Technology
on March 21, 1979.



Introduction

Not too long ago, a person trying to defend pornography
would havé felt impelled ﬁo bring philosophical arguments,
Supreme Court rulings, and pseudo-scientific studies from some
outlandish country proving that pornography was not harmful.

In my experience, speakers who defended pornography often did
so with a degree of embarrassment and were at great pains to
point out that they were defending a concept, but that they
themselves did not purchase or view any pornography, nor would
they allow it into their own homes.

It is a sad commentary that circumstances have changed to
the extent that it is the speaker opposed to the current proli-
feration of pornography who must address abstract concepts and
try to establish a philosophical framework within which to prove
that pornography 1is wrong.

For the fact is that within the short space of a decade
or so, the mores of our society have changed drastically. I can
still remember the time when colleagues at my university would
sheepishly admit to puchasing Playboy magazine, guickly adding

that they did so only because of the 'high calibre of the articles

published therein. (As I recall, none of these people ever pur-
] > Tar ot 1 Seoard Evening Post for its 'quality
articles.' Nowadays, many millions of self respecting Americans

think nothing of playing x-rated video tapes in their homes, of
purchasing magazines, which only recently they themselves have
called ay', or ¢ pe tttir _ their children to listen to

records which warp minds and distort reality.



With Apologies To None

Pornography is wrong, it 1s dangerous and it is harmful.

Pornography destrojs human sensitivity. It adds a certain
callousness to the observer. It blunts his/her moral outrage.
It attacks the ability to judge right from wrong. More, it
creates a distorted view of reality in the observer, thereby
exacerbating pre-existing problems and at the same time creates
unnecessary tensions 1in otherwise perfectly normal marriages.
The proliferation of pornography has undoubtedly had a hand in
the increased divorce rate, it has made pre-marital and extra-
marital sex more acceptable, it has cheapened women to the extent
that a great many men now identify women as things rather than
as people.

Pornography has fueled a total degradation in the value
of humanity itself. The fact that the pornography of children
could demand so large and lucrative a market 1s but one indica-
tion of this fact. Pornography is a corrosive influence and
society can no longer 1iook at the burgeoning spread of pornography
from an objective point of view, but rather must act to guarantine
itself in much the same way that we outlaw other unacceptable,

aberrant or deviant behavior patterns.

A Courtly View

At which point, those who would protect the rights of porno-
graphers inevitably trot out the Consitution of the United State.
"“>s>n't t ach", tI 7 say. 'V 1 dare not abridge tl £ jom of

¢

i
speech or of the press. Which of course, raises the natural



question as to whether the framers of the Constitution intended
to protect the rights of pronographers to purvey their wares

in the guise of "speech". I maintain not. I maintain that they
intended to protect the right to state ideas, to projgct values,
to interact, to criticize, to influence, to debate, without
restrictions. Pornography fits into none of the above. Nor,

in a sense, does pornography even fall into the more general
category of communication.

Communication elicits a reaction. It challenges one's
critical faculties. It subjects itself to the listener's ob-
jective examination. Pornography tends to act in precisely
the opposite fashion. It dulls the critical faculties. It
arouses irrational emotions, and encourages individuals to
lose themselves to one extent or other in a picture or pictorial
representation. I would go one step further. If pornography
is a means of communication; if obscenity is to be protected as
a form of free speech, then the acts depicted in pornographic
material should themselves certainly be protected by the First
Amendment. Is it possible that we may see the day when the First
Amendment will be used to protect the rights of individuals exe-
cuting pornographic acts in public? Will our Courts be called upon
"o ex T e tion ¢ ” ' st 3:ch' to indiv: "™ 75 who lc x
at the performance of their bodily functions in public as a means
of expression and communication?

Certainly on the basis 0of what currently satisfies the Supreme

Court’ th: 2 part, partly subjective test, one must conclude tiI t



the horrifving possibilities just raised may be closer to the
truth than we suspect.

One thing is clear. Either those people charged with
protecting society are totally lacking in discernment and
therefore are honestly unaware of the extent to which obscenity
is sweeping the nation, or they are consciously derelict in their
duty.

I am a physicist and I do not lay claim tc an exhaustive
knowledge of Constitutional law, but I do believe parents have
an inherent right to raise their children in a manner which
leaves them unexposed to pornography. As 1t now stands, the
totally open displayv of pornographic materials is a clear in-
vasion of my rights; it interferes with my ability to send my
children into the street secure in the knowledge that they will
not be exposed to scenes with which they are unable to cope.

In essence, those officials charged with implementing the
law in New York City have said to me and to my children, "if you
do not want to be exposed to pornography, vou are prefectly free
to avoid certalin streets, or alternatively you may simply clcse
vour eves." I sometimes wonder what the reaction would be were
I to arrange with an airline to deliver an hour long religious

ov - . pub.: ¢ syst n 1g Lgl
that individuals who are generally so protective of free speech
would object vehemently at being part of a captive audience and

would not be mollified by the suggestion that they close their e

rs.



I feel the same way. I do not want to have to close my eyes
while walking in the street in my city. And I do not want to be
a captive audience to those who wish to project their pornograpt
onto the streets. Even if the net result of increased regulation

of pornography be only to drive it underground, we will all be

the better for 1it.
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