
GET THE POINT  

Censorship  
By Fritz Pointer  

This time let’s begin with The Constitution for the Federation of Earth: 

Article 12.3 states: “Freedom of thought and conscience, speech, press, writing, 

communication, expression, publication, broadcasting, telecasting, and cinema, 

except as an overt part of or incitement to violence, armed riot or insurrection” 

(69). In other words, “inciting violence, armed riot or insurrection” is a crime 

under the Earth Constitution and should be globally recognized and adopted as 

such. We know, for example, that the most rigorous protection of free speech 

would not protect a person falsely shouting fire in a crowded theater to cause 

panic. Let’s dig a little deeper.  

While a Professor in the Luther College Freshman Education Program  (Paideia), I 

probably enjoyed the assigned texts more than the students. Over the  summer 

“vacation” before their freshman year, students were to read Homer’s  Odyssey and 

should have learned something about the consequences of hubris, as  when 

Odysseus taunts Charybdis and Scylla; and the value of wisdom and patience  as 

Penelope cleverly weaves and unweaves her shawl to resists the villainous  suitors. 

The students also read The Epic of Sundiata, the West African Mande epic  of 

Sundiata Keita, founder of the 13th century Mali Empire, which made for  spirited 

comparisons and discussions. Also, The Prince by Nicolo Machiavelli,  provided a 

stimulating look at politics old and new. I enjoyed illuminating ideas  like “the end 

justifies the means.” I could remark: “So, the promises made by  politicians are a 

means to get elected: not promises to be fulfilled. It’s like a guy making promises to 

a girl so he can get laid, not to fulfill his promises.” This got  some attention. 

Another required book I found particularly fascinating was by  
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Gilbert Highet, Man’s Unconquerable Mind. Obviously, to me, being at Luther 

was like throwing Brer Rabbit in the Briar Patch.  

There’s a section in Highet’s book on Censorship. It begins with the 

question: “Now, within a single society, are there any necessary limitations of the 

right to knowledge?” His answer: “From the practice of every human society, it 

appears that there are.” He elaborates: “Societies are not harmonious organizations 

of individuals. Every nation contains antisocial men and women; and many a 

human being is irresponsible and dangerous, to society and to himself” (81). So, 

limitations on knowledge are necessary in order to protect society from the 

antisocial and the irresponsible whether of high or low station. For example, a 

national leader who will irresponsibly mislead citizens about the virulence of a 

pandemic and offer infantile, unscientific and incoherent treatment and protocols, 

or refuse to concede an election. Society may need protection from such an 

individual.  

Aware of the First Amendment to the US Constitution to not abridge the 

right to freedom of speech and the press, Highet asks, “Would it be wise to publish 

or broadcast to an entire nation the exact methods of making simple but deadly 

poisons and cheap but formidable (even nuclear) explosives? Obviously not” (81- 

82). So, we have the “right” but is it “wise”? Americans have a “right to vote, yet 

some 40% did not exercise this “right” in the 2020 elections. 

Same with the Second Amendment, a “right” is not a necessity or obligation. 

Unless it makes money. Right? The right to bear arms is a collective, not an 

individual right. “It was,” as noted by Roxanne Dunbar-Ortiz in Loaded: A 

Disarming History of the Second Amendment “a promise that Congress would not 

be able to bar the states from doing whatever was necessary to maintain well 

regulated militias” (Dunbar-Ortiz, 17). The deliberate obfuscation and misuse of 

the Second Amendment, by government officials and corporate media is, as often  
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the case with Capitalism, to make money. It was Lenin who famously remarked 

that businessmen would happily sell for profit the rope that would later be used to 

hang them. “I have actually seen this happen in real life” says Kishore Mahbubani 

in his new book Has China Won? The Chinese Challenge to American Primacy 

(2020) when he lived in Phnom Penh, Cambodia (1973-1974). The city was 

bombed almost daily with artillery shells provided by the U.S. to the pro-American 

government then sold to the Khmer Rouge then fired into the city endangering the 

lives of the families of those very pro-American generals (Mahbubani, 39). So, 

today, we might add, to the rope, the guns, the missiles or bombs to kill them with. 

The U.S. is the world’s largest “Equal Opportunity” weapons “businessman”. It 

Makes Money, right?  

Today, “the number of guns privately owned in the United States has 

reached more than 300 million, a number equal to the total population” (Dunbar 

Ortiz, 16). Gun deaths in the United States average around 37,000 a year, 

approximately 12,000 homicides, a thousand of those at the hands of the police. 

Mass shootings that leave four or more people wounded or dead – “now occur in 

the United States, on average, at the pace of one or more per day (Dunbar-Ortiz, 

20).  

Historian Richard Hofstader concludes:  

Many otherwise intelligent Americans cling with pathetic  

stubbornness to the notion that the people’s right to bear arms is the             

greatest protection of their individual rights and a firm safeguard of           

democracy – without being in the slightest perturbed by the fact that  

no other democracy in the world observes any such ‘right’ and that in 

some democracies in which citizens’ rights are rather better protected 

than in ours, such as England and the Scandinavian countries, our arms 



control policies would be considered laughable. (Dunbar-Ortiz, p.17). 
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The propaganda, the government and corporate media line is that gun  ownership 

is synonymous with patriotism. For example, the press and Hollywood  glamorize 

violent military actions such as the shameful drone attacks (“Heroism”  from a 

distance). As a result, we watch hate groups whose members openly carry  

military grade weapons while protesting. These mostly white males frequently 

dress in American military garb while parading about with American or 

Confederate and Nazi flags and clothing while acting as if they are patriots 

protecting America; whereas, in reality, many of them belong to fascist-minded 

neo-nazi and white supremacist groups. Calls for peace are ridiculed and rejected, 

as if “Peace” and the advocacy of “Peace” is unpatriotic. Therefore, voices of 

peace are silenced, censored. Think Martin Luther King Jr.  

Most people have more to lose than to gain by antisocial actions: property, a 

job, marriage and children, health and reputation restrain them. Many young  people 

between fifteen and twenty-five, and some even after twenty-five are  temporarily or 

often unteachable and permanent rebels. I was almost one myself.  Their excitement 

is most dangerous when it comes to: sex, violence, and  intoxication. We must find 

ways to calm them down, not excite them. Therefore, it  is generally thought wise to 

limit, to censor, the free dissemination of knowledge in  these areas. Unless it makes 

money. Right?  

It is easy to publish books and produce films on the pleasures of drug-taking, 

but is it wise? Intoxication by drugs has its pleasures, some providing placid  escape 

from the world (coca-chewing, and the milder forms of marijuana smoking)  and 

others, like cocaine, heroin, meth, and opioid additions, that are fierce,  dangerous, 

and often deadly. Now, all this is knowledge. Ought it to be freely  disseminated? 

Well, if it makes money. Right? Thankfully, the film and movie  industry have a 



rating system: limiting, censoring really, certain “adult” content  and knowledge to 

children.  
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Also, in our sexual lives there are all sorts of aberrations. Everybody’s 

“right” is somebody else’s wrong. Yet, most people find their most constant 

happiness lies in enjoying a traditional sexual relationship, prepared for through 

their adolescence, and extending into their love for their family. So, would a book 

or film that described in full detail the stimulating effects of various 

unconventional and ultimately miserable types of sexual practice be dangerous to 

society? Gilbert Highet explains:  

In a few important areas of life, description easily passes over into 

persuasion; the excitement of knowing about certain experiences soon 

stimulates the emotions so strongly that the entire personality may 

easily be altered unless it has been carefully prepared, by moral and 

intellectual training, to resist. (Highet, 86).  

Highet’s insights can also be applied to violence. Violent scenarios, like 

sexual enticements, can easily “excite” the imagination and hence the emotions, 

and lead to violence in the real world.  

And, from where does one get this, “careful preparation, by moral and 

intellectual training”? Like most knowledge, it begins at home. Of course there’s 

no general solution to this problem of the control of dangerous and obscene books, 

magazines, films, plays, exhibitions or speeches, it is not possible to lay down a 

policy which everyone will accept (Highet, 87). We just seem to agree that there 

can be no general principle. Those founders of America who wrote the First 

Amendment to the Constitution in 1791 made it perfectly clear:  

Congress shall make no law…abridging the freedom of speech or of 

the press.  



“This does not mean” Highet reminds us “that they had infinite trust in the 

judgement and integrity of all writers and publishers (and speakers – my note); it 

does not mean that they forgot how easily and profitably the freedom of the press  
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might be abused: they were well aware of the dangers. But they felt that any single 

law establishing a set of permanent rules must necessarily be inadequate. They left 

it to society to apply such sanctions, varying from time to time, as it thought best 

and wisest” (Highet, 87). Now, 2021, is one of those times.  

A society which draws a clear distinction between right and wrong, cruelty 

and mercy, lewdness and modesty, moral sickness and moral health, truth and 

falsehood, will live a longer and sounder life than a society which comes to believe 

that the difference is unimportant, and that, because some problems are too hard to 

solve immediately, it is not worth the trouble of thinking about them at all. One of 

these problems is the problem of censorship (Highet, 89). In practice, society has 

such standards, and it cannot be prevented from applying them to books, to  cinema, 

and to speech, any more than from applying them to other areas of public  life.  

Highet concludes: “This does not mean that it ought to establish an official 

board of censors: such an institution would be at once too powerful and too weak.  It 

does mean that every citizen has the right to be a censor for him/herself and  family, 

and in his own community in so far as he can convince them that he is  talking 

sense” (88). The founders “knew that it was the duty of the entire nation to  educate 

itself, morally as well as intellectually, accepting all the responsibilities of 

maturity” (88). This, it seems to me, is a crying need. This is not a time for  hysteria; 

for leaping to the conclusion that limiting irrational unscientific speech, in  the midst 

of a global pandemic, is wrong and a harbinger of criminalization of  “all” dissent. 

Rather, it’s a time for calm adult reflection recognizing the need of  the moment to 

limit irresponsible speech in mass media.  



As we began with The Earth Constitution, Article 12.3 and the limitation on 

freedom of speech when it comes to “excitement to violence, armed riot and 

insurrection” – let us conclude with Article 12.15 which stipulates “Prohibition  
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against private armies and paramilitary organizations as being threats to the 

common peace and safety” (70). Such groups as The Proud Boys, The Boogaloo 

Bois, The Three-Percenters, and the Ku Klux Klan, their leadership and their 

symbols must become illegal. We, as a society, have not educated these folks 

“morally” or “intellectually” and they are, obviously not ready to accept the 

responsibilities of maturity in a global community.  

The Confederate flag and Nazi flag are both symbols of hate to African and 

Jewish Americans. Because they are symbols of the tired myth of white 

supremacy, antisemitism, terror and hate; for example, it is illegal to display the 

Nazi flag in Germany. In the United States, (in the 2003 case Virginia v. Black) 

the highest courts have ruled that local governments can prohibit the use of 

swastika along with other symbols of hate and intimidation such as cross burning. 

Let us add the Nazi and Confederate flags to these symbols of hate and 

intimidation prohibited by law. 


