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ABSTRACT

The ethical questions to be discussed here concern the combination
of sex and computers, which seems to make us a little crazy. Concerns
about pornography on the Internet can roughly be grouped into philo-
sophical discussions of Internet ethics, where the vexed question of cur-
tailing freedom of speech and expression on the Internet is one of the
central topics. The concept that underlies much of the discussion of free-
dom of speech is censorship. In these discussions, one can distinguish
several lines of thought. The familiar strategy, mainly adopted by Joel
Feinberg and John Weckert, is to regard the concept of offence as central
to the problem of censorship, and then to give a basis for attempting to
discover what, if anything, is wrong with giving offence. Both Feinberg
and Weckert believe that they have shown what is involved in giving
offence. In this paper I will examine the criteria that Feinberg and
Weckert propose and defend respectively for the acceptable and unac-
ceptable giving of offence. I will argue that both criteria fail. The main
reason is that both Feinberg’s and Weckert’s arguments cannot get rid of
the haunting tones of the subjective condition of taking offence and the
velativity of taking offence. Therefore, the answer to the question “how
much of offence can be made sense of in terms of Feinberg’s and
Weckert’s criteria” is not “very little” but “none whatsoever.”
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