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Harmful to Minors
Porn, Sex Ed & Their Accomplices
by Judith Reisman

material since 1969. That year, Min-
nesota passed a law regulating the 
distribution of “sexually provoca-
tive” material to minors. This law 
forbids the “commercial dissemi-
nation” of “material in written, 
photographic, printed, sound, or 
published form deemed harmful to 
minors.” The law defines “harmful 
to minors” as follows: 

“Harmful to minors” 
means that quality of any 
description or representa-
tion, in whatever form, 
of nudity, sexual conduct, 
sexual excitement, or sado-
masochistic abuse, when it:
(1) predominantly appeals 
to the prurient, shame-
ful or morbid interest of 
minors, and
(2) is patently offensive 
to prevailing standards in 
the adult community as 
a whole with respect to 
what is suitable material 
for minors, and
(3) is utterly without 
redeeming social impor-
tance for minors.2

 Note that the three conditions 
are not joined by the word “or” 
but by “and”; thus, all three condi-
tions must apply for material to be 
considered harmful to minors. So 
anything that has the slightest pos-
sible “redeeming social importance 
for minors” would not be consid-
ered “harmful to minors” under 
this law, including some depictions 
of “sadomasochistic abuse.” 
 And what might such “re-
deeming social importance” be? 
Why sex education, of course, 
and the de-stigmatizing of aber-
rant sexual behavior. But in fact, 
the law exempts teachers (and 
parents) anyway, allowing them to 
expose minors to material harmful 
to minors.
 Thus, Minnesota teachers 
(elementary through high school) 

“Cyberbullying” 
means bullying 
using technology 
or other electronic 
communication, 
including, but 

not limited to, a transfer 
of a sign, signal, writing, 
image, sound, or data, 
including a post on a so-
cial network Internet Web 
site or forum, to transmit 
through a computer, cell 
phone, or other electronic 
device speech that con-
tains obscene words or 
images, advocates illegal 
conduct, or otherwise 
materially and substan-
tially disrupts a student’s 
learning environment. 
[4.12–4.17]1

The bill is scheduled to be voted 
on by the state senate this year, 
and if it passes, the transmission of 
obscene images or words via cell 

phone to a student will become 
illegal in Minnesota.

Teachers Need  
Not Comply

But the law only applies to bully-
ing “by a student against an-
other student attending the same 
school.” Obscene images or words 
transmitted directly to students in 
class by a teacher are not out-
lawed. So, as part of a school’s 
sex education curriculum, teachers 
may legally show arousing erotic 
materials, including those depict-
ing sodomy. 
 Why would the state approve 
giving children graphic descriptions 
of sodomy? The excuse is that those 
who think they may be bisexual 
or homosexual need to learn that 
these sex acts are normal, and that 
potential bullies can be neutralized 
by being taught this as well.
 It has actually been permis-
sible for Minnesota teachers to 
show students sexually explicit 

I
n May 2013, the Minnesota House of Representatives 
passed HF 826, “The Bullying Law,” which, among other 
things, addresses “cyberbullying”:
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have been given permission to 
present children with graphic 
sexual images and descriptions 
that today include depictions of 
anal sex, oral sex, and, potentially, 
sadomasochistic abuse. After all, 
if a student has a desire to express 
his or her sexuality “sadomasoch-
istically,” material that informs 
students about sadomasochism 
will help de-stigmatize it and stop 
potential bullies.

Revelations from  
Brain Studies

Allegedly, when presented under 
educational auspices, none of this 
material is harmful to minors, but 
recent scientific discoveries about 
the brain, particularly the activity 
of “mirror neurons,” contradict this 
misguided view. A 2006 story in 
the New York Times reported that 
mirror neurons “reveal how chil-
dren learn,” explaining that “hu-
man children are hard-wired for 
imitation . . . their mirror neurons 

[are] involved in observing what 
others do and practicing doing the 
same things.”3

 Might this not have a direct 
bearing on what children are 
presented with in sex-ed classes? 
Consider this:

In yet another realm, 
mirror neurons are power-
fully activated by pornog-
raphy, several scientists 
said. For example, when a 

man watches 
another man 
have sexual 
intercourse 
with a woman, 
the observer’s 
mirror neurons 
spring into 
action. The vi-
carious thrill of 
watching sex, 
it turns out, is 
not so vicari-
ous after all.4

In other words, the brain simulates 
the experience being viewed. The 
experience of observing can also 
influence subsequent behavior, 
especially among the young:

[A] study in the January 
2006 issue of Media Psy-
chology found that when 
children watched violent 
television programs, mirror 
neurons, as well as several 

brain regions involved in 
aggression, were activat-
ed, increasing the prob-
ability that the children 
would behave violently.5

 Unfortunately, sex educa-
tors—many of whom have been 
desensitized by the pornography 
they viewed in order to obtain 
their certification6—are often blind 
to the effects of graphic, obscene 
material on a child’s underde-

veloped brain. But science has 
confirmed what we already knew, 
that a child’s brain does not ma-
ture cognitively until he reaches 
his twenties:

The prefrontal cortex, 
which helps make the ma-
jor decisions, aides in mak-
ing judgments, and under-
standing consequences, 
is still not fully developed 
during the teenage years, 
and will not achieve total 
completeness until the 
early 20’s.7

Horrific Harms
Sex training, or “erotic pedagogy,” 
leaves imprints on the neurological 
structure of a child’s brain. Teach-
ers who engage in such pedagogy 
facilitate abnormal, traumatic brain 
rewiring and fantasies in pliable, 
immature brains. This can leave the 
child open and vulnerable to being 
abused himself, or to becoming an 
abuser of others (usually younger 
children). A 2008 report shows 
that teen dating violence “affects 
9% to 35% of adolescents,”8 lead-
ing its victims, especially girls, into 
depression and suicidal behavior.
 Or consider autoerotic asphyxi-
ation (sexual arousal that is pro-
duced while reducing the oxygen 
supply to the brain). As an advisor 
to the Bereaved Parents Asso-
ciation, I have met the parents of 

Sex training, or “erotic pedagogy,” 
leaves imprints on the neurological 
structure of a child’s brain. Teachers 
who engage in such pedagogy facilitate 
abnormal, traumatic brain rewiring and 
fantasies in pliable, immature brains.
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boys who died using pornography 
as the instrument of their acciden-
tal deaths by suffocation. In “Soft 
Porn” Plays Hardball, I pointed 
out:

Citing figures obtained 
from the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, the Ameri-
can Journal of Ortho-
psychiatry estimated the 
annual toll of “autoerotic 
fatalities” at between 
500 and 1,000, mostly of 
younger males and always 
involving pornography.9

 Minnesota teachers, librarians, 
and school administrations are 
arguably accomplices in abusive 
behavior stimulated by the expo-
sure of immature brains to sexually 
arousing material. Rena M. Linde-
valdsen of Liberty University has 
argued that schools are liable for 
using fraudulent science to normal-
ize same-sex attraction:

[S]chool districts have 
an obligation to provide 
accurate information to 
the students entrusted to 
their care. When they ab-
dicate that responsibility, 
they should be held liable 
in tort and for violating 
the fundamental liberty 
interest of parents who 

expect schools to edu-
cate and not harm their 
children.10

 Rather serious charges—and a 
long time in coming. Teachers who 
present obscene materials to stu-
dents might not legally be consid-
ered bullies in Minnesota, but they 
are surely “harmful to minors.” 
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