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The Third Frontier 

 In the 244-year history of America, the country, for worse or for better, has grown and 

changed in a multitude of ways. From the abolishment of slavery to the rise of partisanship, the 

end of segregation to the creation of the military industrial complex, America is far from the way 

it used to be in 1776. However, America is unchanged in one aspect: its ambition. Starting with 

expansion into the Western Frontier, America has been merciless in their efforts to become 

stronger. Displacing and killing almost all of the Native American population through 

government ordered actions like the Trail of Tears and the Battle of Wounded Knee, America 

has shown no remorse in its quest for control over more land. During the Space Race, a 

competition between the Soviet Union and the US to discover the New Intergalactic Frontier, 

American Intelligence agencies secretly pardoned and employed Nazi scientists to work on new 

technology to achieve US dominance. At every new frontier of exploration, America has fallen 

short, not because of a lack of success, but because of the atrocities committed to get there. 

Today, America is changing drastically through the development of computers, and the 

electronic world. The internet has become the next frontier, creating new possibilities and new 

concerns. How much potential do these new discoveries hold? How much can productivity be 

increased? How much easier will life be? But, at what cost will this progress come?  

 Section 230 of the Communications Decency Act of 1996 was a government attempt to 

standardize the unchartered territory of the internet. The law protects social media companies 

and other internet platforms from being sued for illegal content posted by their users, under the 

guise of the free speech clause of the 1st Amendment. It was created due to alarm stemming from 

a series of lawsuits against social media-like sites. For example, in the court case, Stratton 

Oakmont Inc v Prodigy Servs Co, Prodigy was found liable for defamatory posts since they 
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moderated the comments on their site, while in Cubby Inc v CompuServe Inc, CompuServe, was 

found not liable for the same issue since they did not moderate any posts on their site. These 

decisions were dangerous as they prompted internet companies to not censor their sites which 

would lead to havoc online. In an attempt to undo the damage that had been done, Section 230 

was created in the hopes that by withdrawing the legal consequences of failed moderation, 

companies would be encouraged to censor what they saw fit on their sites.  

Fortunately, it accomplished this goal. Almost every social media site today has a system 

where if certain regulations are violated, a user can get banned for a number of days or 

permanently. A well-known exercise of this power would be the banning of former President 

Trump on various sites like Twitter, Instagram, Facebook and more. After inflammatory and 

unfounded statements made by Trump about the 2020 presidential election, many of his 

supporters were inspired to take up arms, go to the Capitol and riot on January 6th, the day 

Congress was officially counting the electoral votes for the election. They successfully broke 

into the building, putting the lives of all the Congressmen and women at stake. In reaction, social 

media sites banned former President Trump for inciting violence as a method of preventing more 

insurrections once President Biden took office. Had it not been for Section 230, social media 

companies may not have taken such action and the risk of violence might be more prevalent 

today. However, this assessment of the issue overlooks a key detail. In the planning of the riot, 

Trump supporters utilized social media sites to reach an expansive audience. Ali Alexander, a 

well-known conservative, had posted a video on YouTube, the biggest video streaming platform, 

encouraging people to come to the Capitol the day of the Congressional vote counting. If social 

media companies had stepped in and taken down this treasonous content, chances are that such 

large numbers would not have been able to assemble and the crisis could have been averted. 
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Perhaps if the risk of liability had forced companies into action, the 5 people who died at the riot 

may still be alive today.  

Section 230 was made with the goal of preventing internet chaos but ended up breeding 

real life chaos instead. The actions at the Capitol have proven that the law is flawed. However, 

the solution is not to reverse the law by forcing all social media companies to moderate content. 

By allowing for lawsuits against companies concerning what they failed to moderate, the 

judiciary system of the government would become the decider of what should and should  not be 

censored. This is a huge risk as in the past partisanship has caused biased decision making 

among US courts. In 1798, the Sedition Act was passed by Federalist President John Adams, 

allowing the deportation, fine and imprisonment of anyone who published untrue and 

discreditable writing. With this law, the mostly Federalist government courts were able to 

persecute and suppress many Democratic-Republicans, the political party opposing the 

Federalists, for expressing their views in newspapers or pamphlets. By turning censorship into 

government hands, the country undermined the first amendment and violated their own 

democratic process. If the same thing is done today by allowing legal action against social media 

companies for moderation, the country could fall into a cycle of unfair and unjust elections.  By 

pushing for lawsuits for accounts that advocate for the opposing party, those in office could 

encourage social media companies to censor opposing party’s posts and limit their reach. This 

would allow for the office holding party to stay in power, and any debate to be extinguished. 

Thus, social media companies must remain in control of their own censorship, and Section 230 

of Communications Decency Act of 1996 must go unchanged. As America traverses its third 

frontier, they must not sacrifice freedom of opinion and freedom of expression for control over a 

vast new territory. America must defy the precedent and for once, stay true to their core beliefs. 
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