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Abstract

Man is advancing drastically technologically with time. This great technological advancement is causing many problems in society like Cyber Porn. There are two different points of views concerning this issue where both opposers and supporters refute and defend (respectively) Cyber Porn for different reasons. The opposers use Cyber Porn’s negative aspects like sodomy, pedophilia and heterosexuality to reveal its immorality and harmful effects in society, especially children. On the other hand, the supporters use Cyber Porn’s positive aspects like releasing suppressed feelings, reduction of sex-related crimes and the education of people to convey its beneficial influence in society. Moreover, the supporters state that Cyber Porn will not put any children under any danger if the parents have raised them well. Many have struggled to censor pornographic material with no avail because cyberspace has no limits. Although Germany was able to close several sites, it still did not get rid of pornography and eventhough the Chines tried to come up with regulations, people were still able to go around them. Thus, one can conclude that the parents should adopt a more tolerant approach towards cyber porn and one should not merely depend on technology to solve this problem because it was the cause initially. Moreover, rules and regulations simply make the child want to rebel and experiment with what is forbidden. Therefore, when the parents raise awareness to their children and convince them of cyber porn’s harmful aspects, the children will in turn take an active role in decision-making and willingly refuse pornographic sites. Hence, children will be able to overcome the seduction of the “forbidden apple”, i.e.: pornographic sites.   

“In an enduring ritual of nightly ‘cruising’, a crowd of people has gathered in a lonely-hearts club. A man musters up the courage to approach a woman and fires off a few of his best one-liners. She takes the bait and tugs the line with some sexy retorts of her own. The chemistry is right; things heat up. They are soon jarred back to reality by the teasing of those around them who’ve caught on to their little game. Embarrassed, they quickly pass notes and plan a late-night rendezvous. Both show up punctually at the private place they have chosen. An awkward silence is broken by more provocative flirting and, finally, what they’ve both come for: sex. They quickly undress one another and begin making frantic love. The exchange is short but intense. When they’re finished, they swap a few nervous pleasantries. As each of them chooses ‘Quit’ from a menu of options on a computer screen, a cheap digitized voice says ‘goodbye’. The telephone link between their computers is disconnected. Tonight’s disembodied tryst has cost each about six dollars”

In the past it was the Forbidden Apple, which was the cause of man’s downfall; however, many are now claiming that Cyber porn is an even more tempting lure. The government often censors pornographic material. Still, millions of adults continuously seek access to this material. In fact, they seem to be quite fascinated with explicit sexual scenes; they cannot be kept away from them. For quite some time, it used to be a relatively easy task but not anymore, thanks to the Internet, which has brought about a major breakthrough in pornographic electronic literature due to the huge quantities of periodicals and innovative methods of distribution. The issue of prohibiting pornographic materials and denying children direct access to the sexual revolution on the Internet has become a reason for open warfare among parents, sociologists, psychologists, religious figures, government officials, teachers and lawyers. For what can be easier than being a push of a button away from accessing Playboy’s World Wide Web? Who can prevent children from being seduced by such scenes? “Pornographic photos and sexually explicit articles are available through computers to anyone including our kids”.
 Cyber porn has triggered an uncontrollable sexual revolution that aroused a heated controversy among supporters and opposers; the latter claim indecency, corruption of children and sexual crimes while the supporters reverse the allegation on the grounds of democratic principles, individual freedom and protection.

To start with it is important to clarify the dimensions of the problem, which are the quantity, the quality in terms of hard-core sex, degradation and bestiality. For the first dimension it is useful to cite an article in Times about Cyber Porn: “It is immensely popular. Trading in sexually explicit imagery, according to the report, is now one of the largest (if not the largest) recreational applications of users of computer networks.”
 In other words, when discussing the quantity of cyber porn, it is evident in extremely large amounts.

As for the second and third dimension, porn on the internet shows hard-core sexual intercourse in degrading positions; namely, abnormal positions such as sodomy and the like, which certainly influence children negative ways.
 The situation becomes much worse when such positions are associated with different types of beasts such as dogs, cats, and very young children: “pedophilia (nude photos of children), hebephilia (youths) and what the researchers call paraphilia—a grab bag of deviant material that includes images of bondage, sadomasochism, urination, defecation and sex acts with a barnyard of animals.”
 These abnormal positions present a looming threat to the basis of family structures because they make the anomalous seem acceptable and encourage degradation. 

Concerning the last dimension that is bestiality, the Internet offers numerous photos of intercourse between two people of the same sex. This especially has a great effect on children who are supple and naïve, which drives them to believe that what they see is normal. As a result, they are motivated to try themselves as well and they are lured to fantasize about the same sex.

Moreover, cyber porn could include cyber sex whereby two individuals can exchange sexual pleasure without any physical interaction. It seems that “the participants are content to return night after night to explore this odd brand of interactive and sexually explicit storytelling.”
  This is suggested to be the safe sex of today where one needs not worry about sexual diseases or protection etc. Since there is no physical contact, the concept of “mental masturbation” is given a new definition.
 Bell and Kennedy also states that cyber sex is a combination of “phone sex, computer dating and high-tech voyeurism”
 

In the ongoing fight to protect cyber porn from censorship, the supporters lost the ‘war’. This was evident with the eruption of the popular law known as the Communication Decency Act (CDA).
 Some lawyers and American congressmen made a movement in order to pass a law, which would provide protection to citizens who are against the intrinsic “threats” of cyber porn. They attempted to set up regulations to govern the dial-a porn industry on the computer networks.
 Obscene material would then be, according to them, automatically outlawed and offenders would have to pay exorbitant fines ($100, 000).
 In extreme cases, especially when courts could prove that an offender knowingly made “indecent” material available to children under 18, a sentence of two to three years would be imposed.
 

The supporters were quite concerned about the fact that the word indecent as defined in the proposed law would be misinterpreted, exploited and probably abused by people in power. Following is the definition of the word “indecent” as it appeared in the proposed law:

“Any comment, request, suggestion, proposal, image, or other communication that, in context, depicts or describes, in terms patently offensive as measured by contemporary community standards, sexual or excretory activities or organs.”

       In fact, the Supreme Court finally overturned the CDA in 1997 after a prolonged and heated debate.
 "If the goal is to protect children, then parental empowerment technology together with education provides the means. This law would only lull parents into a false sense of security, into feeling that children were protected when they are not. We know that at least 40% of the content that may be inappropriate for children is outside the US, and beyond the reach of US law," said Bill Burrington, Assistant General Counsel of America Online.
 Burrington means that “blocking” pornographic material in order to prevent children from its access is not reliable. If one has a little bit of computer literacy, one is then able to get around the programs, and what guarantees that such a person will not go around the “block” and use it to access any site he wants?


The point that Burrington and others wanted to make is that an outright banning of such pornographic material is unconstitutional; the supporters are firmly fighting for freedom of expression. Indeed, there is a real danger in the passing of any new law, which might impose more rigid regulations on any form of the print and/or electronic media; this would result in a direct attack on the First Amendment.
 Citizens would then lose one of their most important rights, the freedom of speech. The key word here is free speech even if it is indecent, it is guaranteed by the first amendment: “Congress shall make no law…abridging the freedom of speech or of the press…”.
 Thus, censorship of the Internet is not a justifiable means to solve this problem. Another point on which supporters based their argument on is the fact that according to the National Center for Missing and Exploited Children there is not a significant increase in the number of cases reported about children who have been seduced or lured online into situations in which they are victimized. 
 It is also contended by the center that the number of cases of sexually victimized children has always been quite high; a point which indicates that online pornography cannot be fully blamed for the number of exploited children. In other words, there are obviously other factors, which are contributing to this alarming social phenomenon of children hooked to online pornography.       

Carlin Meyer, a professor at New York Law School, addresses this controversy from a different perspective. She argues that people who are concerned about the fact that their children are accessing sexually explicit scenes onto their screens should on the contrary be grateful.
 She in fact maintains, “Sex on the internet might actually be good for young people. It is a safe space in which to explore the forbidden and the taboo. It offers the possibility for genuine, unembarrassed conversations about accurate as well as fantasy images of sex.”


In addition, in the point of view of the law, sexual fantasies on the Internet regardless of their violence are not accounted as a crime. This is confirmed by the federal judge in Detroit who stated that “while Jake Baker’s
 story might be deeply offensive, it was not a crime.”
 Some also claim that sexual fantasies on the Internet may function as an instrument for the release of sexual suppression, depression and various other problems.


Others claim that sexual expression, whether in images or in words, or on the Internet may help reduce sex related crimes such as rape because “it is the ultimate realm if mind sex. The connection is mind to mind, not body to body.” 
 Moreover, the same author argues that cybersex is safe. The person can almost satisfy his/her sexual fantasies without hurting anyone else (in case of violent sex) and without contracting any sexually transmitted diseases like AIDS.
 Meyer regards cyber porn as a haven for sex offenders where it provides them with the opportunity to find solace on their own. 


The opposing side of cyber porn also argues that pornographic material on the Internet contradict all heavenly religions. All of the religions are anti cyber porn because it alters the purpose of sex from the begetting of children (procreation) to a mere hobby and a source of deriving pleasure. However, regardless of cyber porn, sex maintains a purpose of pleasure today. Moreover, pornography on the Internet does not tamper with people’s beliefs; like everything else in life it is a choice. Religious figures should acknowledge that cyber porn does not aim to strip one’s religion. On the contrary it targets the impious and the filthy and the weak and if ones believes strongly then one’s religion can superimpose lust and seduction.


It is quite clear that one cannot cast this debate in black and white due to its complexity. “When it comes to smut on the Internet, and questions of how to police community standards in cyberspace, nothing is simple.”
 However, if one is concerned and considers cyber porn to be violating community standards of decency and lawful behavior, there is other more feasible and civilized ways of reducing any harm attributed to easy access to pornography. In fact the easiest way to regulate this widespread phenomenon is to go after the gatekeepers. This is what happened on December 28 1996 when Germany, which has almost two million subscribers, did not have the technology to ban certain channels of newsgroups.
 Therefore, it was obliged to contact the United States for permission to close the net gates there due to having originated from the states to begin with. Keeping in mind that these channels had up to four million subscribers in the United States, this moment in history was marked down to be one of the most critical in Cyberspace.
 German “lawmakers are, clamping down on-line services providers that allow access to child pornography which violated German criminal law.”
 When the German asked the United States to close down certain channels, they had to be closed worldwide. Thus, concern is raised as to whether the United States government is going to listen and accomplish the requests of countries worldwide until the “lowest denominator” is reached and the Internet is transformed into a children’s library.


On the other hand, in China, the government introduced new regulations to restrict the flow of pornographic and detrimental information into the country via the Internet. 
 Today the government is controlling the spiritual population in the form of pornography and anti-government material entering the country via the Internet.


In the middle of this controversy, one important question arises. Is it possible that there is a less painful way of minimizing the potential danger of cyber porn without compromising freedom of speech? Is it possible to prevent children from the access of obscene materials by filtering the Internet using modern technical devices? The answer is somehow negative. Only a few software programs such as “Surf watch” and “Net nanny” have been released to regulate children’s access to pornographic material by blocking any attempt to visit sex sites of the web.
 So even if better technical solutions became available, this approach is not that effective in itself for one very important reason: parents ‘technical ability is often surpassed by their kids’ expertise.
 In the meantime, the World Wide Web consortium is taking a more systematic approach. It issued the first standards for what is called the Platform for the Internet Content Selection [PICS].
 The owners of the web sites can use the PICS standards to code their pages. Moreover, organizations such as the National Council of Parent Teacher Associations will create rating standards. Access control software could then use the combination of coding and rating scales to decide who gets to see what.


Although many governments and parents oppose cyber pornography, it seems rather impossible to control the access of such material to children. Thus, the German law and the Chinese governmental regulations are not capable of limiting obscenity on the Internet. Accessing pornographic materials to the world is a prolific source of money where “the five largest services have annual revenues in excess of $1 million.”
 Furthermore, since man is by nature greedy, moral values do not hamper the fulfillment of the ultimate objective: money. The people behind the spreading of Cyber pornography are indifferent towards the influence it has on children who are still naïve. This is why system ratings or mechanical control cannot “keep kids out of trouble”
 alone. On the contrary, this problem should be solved in a more humanistic manner.


Cyber Porn has been the cause of great controversy. People are plunged with confusions between whether it is an outlet of suppressed feelings or a reason for these feelings. Moreover, the issue of children is extremely essential and plays a massive role in shaping people’s opinions. The idea of sacrificing freedom of speech in order to ban cyber porn should not be considered a viable option. Nor should the only option be the utility of technology, which is the cause of this, problematic to start with. Instead, parents should adopt a more tolerant and understanding approach to this issue. Rules and regulations simply make the child want to rebel and experiment with whatever is forbidden. The forbidden apple becomes the Cyber pornographic channel, a simple substitution. No more! A more intelligent solution is for parents and children to discuss this issue and to negotiate what exactly is appropriate and acceptable. Therefore, one should not merely depend on technology to supply a solution for this dilemma. In fact, the only guaranteed way of helping children through this critical stage of their life is better parenting methods. Children need to be convinced that Cyber porn is capable of harming them and they need to take active roles in making such decisions. Perhaps in this way no one will have to “deny access to minors” anymore. Instead they will willingly make the right choice.  
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