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In this article, Grodzinsky and Tavani examine some ethical aspects of stalking behavior in ¢y~
berspace, concentrating on the implications that cyberstalking has tor our notion of moral respon-
sibility. They also examine questions about the moral responsibilities of Internet Service Providers.

As You Read, Consider This:
1. What is the difference between cyberstalking and harassment?
2. Who was Amy Boyer? Describe what happened to her,

3. In what ways, if any, does cybertechnology make a moral difference in assessing cases such
as Amy Boyer's?
4, What is the Spinello view? How does that contrast with the Vedder view?
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the criteria should be for detormint rl; clear. Hc?nce, i.t has: been even more difficult to determine what
One difficulty in understan g a stalking crime in the cyber-realm.

they sometimes border on. wd hdmg some of the essential features of cyberstalking crimes is that
in cyberspace. Consider ’ t u§ bt?come confused with, broader forms of “harassment crimes”
a recent incident involving twenty-year-old Christian Hunold, who was

(I:{ha[:gr dd with terrorizing Tlmf’thy Mc.Gillicuddy, a high school principal in the state of Massachusetts.
u constructed a Web site that included “hit lists” of teachers and students at that Massach
setts school, on which he also included a picture of the school i . * cross
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. g various pseudonyms, Hunold corresponded with several eighth graders in the
school. He th;n n.1ade specific threats to these Massachusetts students, who had no idea that they
were communicating with a person who lived in Missouri (“The Web’s Dark Side,” 2000). Should this
particular criminal incident be viewed as a case of cyberstalking? Or is it better understood under a
different description such as “cyber-harassment?”

A criminal incident involving Randi Barber and Gary Dellapenta is sometimes also included
under the category of cyberstalking. In 1996, Barber met Dellapenta, a security guard, through a
friend. Although Dellapenta wanted a relationship with Barber, she spurned his advances. A few
months later, Barber began to receive telephone solicitations from men; and in one instance, a “so-
licitor” actually appeared at the door of her residence. Barber seemed to be unaware of how poten-
tially dangerous her situation had become. For examplg, s?h'e had o idea that Dellaper_\ta had assumed
her identity in various Internet chat rooms, when soliciting “kinky sex.” Anc3nym1ty and pseud(')-
nymity tools, available to any Internet user, a]lgwed Dellafenta to represent himself as Barber, via
fulkitty4U” and “kinkygal30. Barber became aware of what was going
on only after she asked one caller why he was phor:jng ht’:’F (Foote, ;939)‘. Note that in this alleged

1king, Dellapenta engaged others to sta.lk. his npten e 'v1ct1m in physical space. So
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ing-related activities m:’vd::h we believe is a clearer case of cyberstalking.
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2. The Amy Boyer Cyberstalking Case

On October 15, 1999, Amy Boyer, a twenty-year-old resident of Nashua, NH, was murdered by a
young man who had stalked her via the Internet. Her stalker, Liam Youens, was able to carry out most
of the stalking activities that eventually led to Boyer’s death by using a variety of online tools avail-
able to any Internet user. Through the use of online search facilities, for example, Youens was able to
find out where Boyer lived, where she worked, what kind of vehicle she drove, and so forth. Youens
was also able to use other kinds of online tools, typically provided by Internet service providers (ISPs),
to construct two Web sites. On one site, he posted personal information about Boyer, including a pic-
ture of her; and on another site, Youens described, in explicit detail, his plans to murder Boyer.

The Amy Boyer case raises several ethical and social questions, independent of the important
fact that the stalking behavior in this incident eventually led to Boyer’s death. For example, some have
argued that Boyer’s privacy was violated. We could ask whether Boyer was the victim of online
defamation. We could also ask whether Youens had a right to post information about Boyer on his
Web site, and whether such a “right” is one that ought to be protected by free speech. Or should such
“speech” be controlled in cyberspace? Also, we could ask whether issues raised in the Boyer case
are more ethically significant than those in other online stalking incidents because of the physical
harm caused to Boyer resulting in her death. Although the Amy Boyer case raises several ethical is-
sues, we can ask whether there is anything unique or even special about these issues from a moral
point of view.

3. What, if Anything, Is Ethically Significant
about Cyberstalking Crimes?

From an ethical perspective, an interesting question is whether there is anything unique or even spe-
cial about the Amy Boyer case in particular, or cyberstalking in general. On the one hand, we do not
claim that cyberstalking is a new kind of crime; nor, for that matter, do we argue that cyberstalking
is a “genuine” computer crime” (Tavani, 2000). Yet we can reasonably ask whether Internet technology
has made a relevant difference in the stalking case involving Amy Boyer. Perhaps the more impor-
tant question, however, is: Has cybertechnology made a moral difference? One might be inclined to
answer no. For example, one could argue that “murder is murder,” and that whether a murderer uses
a computing device that included Internet tools to assist in carrying out a particular murder is irrel-
evant from an ethical point of view. One could further argue that there is nothing special about cy-
berstalking incidents in general—irrespective of whether or not those incidents result in the death
of the victims—since stalking activities have had a long history of occurrence in the “off-line”” world.
According to this line of reasoning, the use of Internet technology could be seen as simply the latest
in a series of tools or techniques that have become available to stalkers to assist them in carrying out
their criminal activities.

However, it could also be argued that the Internet has made a relevant difference with respect
to stalking-related crimes because of the ways in which stalking activities can now be car‘ried out.
For example, Internet stalkers can operate anonyrl?ou'sl?' or pseudononymously whx!e online. Also
consider that a cyberstalker can stalk one or more individuals from the comfort of his or her home,
and thus does not have to venture out into the physical world to stalk someone. So Internet technology

A
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It could also be argued that cyberstalking has made possible certa do primarily with
challenge our conventional moral and legal frameworks. These challeng‘es ha\fe tf’ © p ultaneously
issues of scale and scope. For example, a cyberstalker can stalk multiple victims sllll:1 cims who
through the use of multiple “windows” on his or her computer. The stalker can also stak v g
happen to live in states and countries that are geographically distant from the spalker. ;spe dra-
tially, both the number of stalking incidents and the range of stalking activities can mnere f these
matically because of the Internet. However, we leave open the question of whether any o
matters make a moral difference. i

In the remainder of this essay, we focus on two questions involving iss‘ues of m'oral resp(:lSl—
bility in the Boyer case: (1) Should the two ISPs that permitted Youens to post information gbout o
Boyer on Web sites that reside in their Internet “space” be held morally accountable? (2) D_O e
nary users who happen to come across a Web site that contains a posting of a death thre.at (.ilr-ected
at an individual (or group of individuals) have a moral responsibility to inform those individuals
whose lives are threatened?

in kinds of behavior that

4. Moral Responsibility and Internet Service Providers (ISPs)

As noted above, Youens set up two Web sites about Amy Boyer: one containing descriptive information
about Boyer, as well as a photograph of her, and another on which he described in detail his plans to
murder Boyer. To what extent, if any—either legally or morally, or both—should the ISPs that hosted
the Web sites created by Youens be held responsible? Because this question is very complex, it would
be beneficial to break it down into several shorter questions. For example, we first need to understand
what is meant by “responsibility” in both its legal and moral senses. We also have to consider whether
we can attribute moral blame (or praise) to an organization or collectivity (i.e., a group of individ-
uals), such as an ISP. We begin by briefly examining some recent laws and court challenges that
either directly or indirectly pertain to questions involving responsibility and liability for ISPs.

In Stratton Oakmont v. Prodigy Services Company (1995), the court determined that Prodigy
could be held legally liable since it had advertised that it had “editorial control” over the content in
the computer bulletin board system (BBS) it hosted. In the eyes of the court, Prodigy’s claim to have
editorial control over its BBS made that ISP seem similar to a newspaper, in which case the standard
. of strict legal liability used for original publishers could be applied. In response to the decision in
' the Prodigy case, many ISPs have since argued that they should not be understood as
. lishers,” but rather as “common carriers,” similar in relevant respects to telephone com
argument for this view rested in part on the notion that ISPs provide the “conduits
L tion but not the content.” This view of ISPs would be used in later court
£ America Online Inc. 1997).

In Section 230 of the Communications Decency Act (CDA), the function of ISPs was interpreted

ar toh the one filed against Prodigy.,
eractive computer service shall be
ed by another information content
down CDA, Section 230 of that Act
content of their Web sites or for the

original pub-
panies. Their
for communica-
decisions (such as Zergn V.

in such a way that would appear to protect them from lawsuitg simil
L Here the court specifically stated, “No provider or user of an jng
treated as the publisher or speaker of any information provid
provider.” Although the U.S. Supreme Court eventually stryck
* has remained intact. While ISPs are not legally liable for the
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content of other electronic forums that they also might host—e.g., forums such as bulletin boards,
chat rooms, and list servers—they have nonetheless been encouraged to monitor and filter, to the
extent that they can, the content of these electronic forums. But this has presented ISPs with a thorny
legal problem. Consider, for example, that the more an ISP edits content, the more it becomes like a
publisher (such as a newspaper). And the more it becomes like a publisher, with editorial control, the
more liable an ISP becomes from a legal perspective. So, effectively, there could be some disincen-
tive for ISPs to monitor and filter content. This, in turn, raises a moral dilemma for ISPs.

Should Internet Service Providers be held morally accountable for objectionable behavior that
occurs in their forums? Deborah Johnson (2001) notes that while it might be easier to make a utili-
tarian case for holding ISPs legally liable in certain instances, it would be much more difficult to
make the case that ISPs should be morally responsible for the behavior of their customers. Recently,
however, Richard Spinello (2001) and Anton Vedder (2001) have tried to show, via different very dif-
ferent kinds of arguments, why ISPs also should be held morally accountable to some extent. Neither
Spinello nor Vedder address the issue of cyberstalking per se; however, we believe that Spinello’s re-
marks regarding “on-line defamation” and Vedders’s comments regarding on-line “harm,” both of
which are associated with ISPs, can help shed some light on the question before us. We briefly ex-
amine both arguments,

4.1 The Spinello View

Arguing that ISPs should be held morally accountable in cases involving defamation, Spinello first
distinguishes between “moral responsibility” and “moral accountability.” In making this distinc-
tion, he uses a model advanced by Helen Nissenbaum (1994). According to Nissenbaum’s scheme,
accountability, unlike responsibility, does not require causality or a causal connection. Spinello points
out that because ISPs do not cause defamation, they cannot be held responsible in the strict or nar-
row sense of the term. However, he argues that they could, nonetheless, be held accountable—i.e., “an-
swerable”—in the sense that they “provide an occasion or forum” for defamation. Spinello is careful
to point out that simply because an ISP presents an “occasion for defamation,” it does not necessar-
ily follow that an ISP is accountable. Rather, for an ISP to be accountable, two further conditions are
required: (a) the ISP must also have some capability to do something about the defamation, and (b)
the ISP failed to take action once it had been informed. Spinello believes that this standard of ac-
countability takes into consideration what ISPs can reasonably do—i.e., what they are capable of
doing—to prevent defamation or at least to limit its damage. So the fact that an ISP might not have
caused the defamation does not rule out the possibility that the ISP can be held accountable in some
sense for defamatory remarks.

Spinello concedes that technical and economic factors make it virtually impossible for ISPs to
take preventative, or what he calls “pre-screening,” measures that would detect or filter out defam-
atory messages. Thus we cannot hold ISPs responsible in a causal sense for defamation. Assuming that
Spinello’s overall argument is correct, however, we might hold ISPs accountable if they fail to take
certain actions once they are informed that a victim has been defamed. For Spinello, these steps
would include three actions: (i) prompt removal of the defamatory remarks; (ii) the issuance of a re-
traction on behalf of the victim; and (iii) the initiation of a good faith effort to track down the orig-
inator so that the defamation does not reoccur.

Does this threefold requirement provide us with a standard of accountability that is a “rea-
sonable middle ground,” as Spinello suggests? Or is it an unreasonable expectation for ISPs? Spinello

Scanned by CamScanner



Chapter 12« Cyberky hics

497
notes thatin the Current g

: o st .
immunity given to [Spg ystem, a vigq

im of : . i
On the defamation has no legal recourse because of the absolu

case seems unduly hargp, for Ispmher hand, the strict legal liability that was applied in the Prodigy
propriate middle ground peeq ds. So Spinello believes that his alternative scheme provides the ap-
out burdening the ISP. Sp ev e.' because it grants some protection to victims of defamation with-
that “post-screeningn ina “:_"'_'f the law does not require ISPs to take any action, Spinello believes
scribed above is the mory t1gent fashion™ for content along the lines of the threefold criteria de-

pability to “pre- ght thing to do. He concedes, however, that ISPs do not have the ca-
nt for defamation.

Anton Vedder (2001) has recentl
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Yy advanced a very different kind of argument for why we should con-
ponsible for harm caused to individuals. Vedder suggests that we begin
tinction between two senses of moral responsibility: prospective and
prospective responsibil; .“‘/‘hereas retrospective responsibility tends to be “backward looking,”

1lity 1s “forward looking.” Vedder believes that in the past, arguments that
have been u§ed to ascribe legal liability to ISPs have tended to be prospective in nature. This is be-
cause the primary objective of liability laws has been to deter future on-line abuses rather than pun-
ish past offenses.

Vedder also notes that even though ISPs are not legally liable for their content under current US
law, the mere threat of legal liability can be used to deter ISPs from becoming lax about *policing™
their electronic forums to some reasonable extent. So underlying the reasoning for arguments for ap-
plying strict legal liability to ISPs is the utilitarian principle that having liability laws in place will
deter harm to ISP users in the future. And this legal argument, in turn, is based on a notion of moral
responsibility that is essentially prospective in nature. Vedder also points out that we are hesitant to
attribute a retrospective sense of responsibility to ISPs because this sense of moral responsibility:

(a) is usually applied to individuals (as opposed to organizations or what he calls “collectiv-
ities”’), and

(b) it also often implies guilt.

And as Vedder correctly notes, the notion of guilt is typically attributed to individuals and not to or-
ganizations or collectivities. He suggests, however, that in some cases it also makes sense to attribute

i ivi h as an ISP.
‘on of guilt to a collectivity such & |
the m;l:tl:'i bufiﬂg some moral accountability to ISPs makes sense, in Vedder’s scheme, because of the
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4.3 Implications for the Amy Boyer Case

We can now apply Vedder’s and Spinello’s arguments to the Amy Boyer cyberstaIk.mg case. Should
Tripod and Geocities, the two ISPs that enabled Liam Youens to set up h'1s Web sites about Boyer,
be held morally accountable for the harm caused to Boyer and to her family? And should those two
ISPs be held morally accountable, even if they were not responsible (in the narroxiv S?t'lse) for caus-
ing harm to Boyer and even if they can be exonerated from charges of strict legal liability? If the ar-
guments by Vedder and Spinello succeed, then it is reasonable to hold these ISPs morally accountable
if it also could be shown that Tripod and Geocities were capable of limiting the harm that' resul.ted
to Boyer. (Tim Remsberg, Amy Boyer’s stepfather, has recently filed a wrongful death suit against

both ISPs.) .
Of course, one might ask what the purpose would be in attributing moral responsibility to ISPs

if no legal action could be taken against them, At least two different replies are possible to this ques-
tion, both of which might also cause us to be more careful in our thinking about moral issues in-
volving cyberspace. First, an analysis of moral issues in this light could help us to distinguish further
between moral and legal aspects of controversial cyberspace issues. Second, such an analysis can
also help to consider some ways in which moral responsibility can be applied at the collective, as
well as at the individual, level.

5. Individual Moral Responsibility at the Level
of Ordinary Internet Users

We next examine questions of moral responsibility that apply at the individual level, i.e., at the level
of individual users in online communities. For example, do ordinary Internet users have a moral re-
sponsibility to inform “would-be victims” of their imminent danger to online stalkers? If an Inter-
net user had been aware of Boyer’s situation, should that user have notified Boyer that she was being
stalked? In other words, should that user be morally obligated to do so?

Various proposals for controlling individual behavior in online communities have resulted in a
conflict between those who wish to regulate strictly by law and those who wish to preserve the prac-
tice of self-regulation. Of course, this dispute is sometimes also at the base of arguments involving
claims having to do with a “safe” social space vs. a “restrictive” one. In the case of cyberstalking,
should we assist others based strictly on formal legal regulations, or should we assist them because
it is the morally right thing to do?

5.1 A Minimalist Sense of Moral Obligation vs. an “Ethic of Care”

Some have argued that while morality can demand of an agent that he or she “do no harm” to others,
it cannot require that an agent actively “prevent harm,” or “do good.” In one sense, to do no harm is
to act in accordance with the rules of a moral system. But is doing so always sufficient for comply-
ing with what is required of us as moral agents? In other words, if it is in our power to prevent harm
and to do good, should we do so? Some theoretical frameworks suggest that individuals should pre-
vent harm (and otherwise do good) whenever it is in their power to do so. For example, if one believes,
as some natural law theorists assert, that the purpose of morality is to alleviate human suffering and
to promote human flourishing, whenever possible, then clearly we would seem obligated to prevent
harm in cyberspace. An interesting account of this view has been advanced by Louis Pojman (2001).
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or an:ﬁzr;l(;idmssrnaslef:: l:Imral obligation at the level of individuals. o
s _ ework that implies an expanded sense of moral responsibility on the p.art
of' individuals is the “ethic of care,” introduced in a seminal work by Carol Gilligan (1982). Complying
with a “care ethic,” individuals would assist one another whenever it is in their power to do so. As
such, an ethic based on care is more robust than a mere “non-interference” notion of ethics that sim-
ply im{olves “doing no harm to others”—i.c., it is concerned with a sense of commitment to others
that Virginia Held (1995) describes as “above and beyond the floor of duty.”

Gilligan’s ethic of care has been contrasted with traditional ethical systems, such as utilitar-
ian and Kantian theories. Alison Adam (2000) points out that traditional ethical theories are often
based simply on following formal rules and that they tend to engender a sense of individualism (as
opposed to community). Adam (2001, 2002) has also argued that an ethic of care, in particular, and
feminist ethical theory in general, can help us to understand more clearly some of the social and
ethical implications of cyberstalking behavior in ways that traditional ethical theories cannot.

Adopting an “ethic of care” in cyberspace would mean that individuals, i.e., ordinary Internet
users, would be prone to assist others whenever they can help to prevent harm from coming to them.
From this perspective, individuals would assist one another, even though there may be no specific laws
or rules that require them to do so. In what sense would such an expectation on the part of individ-
uals expand our conventional notion of moral obligation?

5.2 Expanding the Sphere of Moral Responsibility: A Duty to Assist

Questions concerning whether individuals have a “duty to assist” others often arise in the aftermath
of highly publicized crimes such as the one involving in the Kitty Genovese case in 1964. Genovese,
a young woman, was murdered on the street outside her apartment building in Queens, New York, as
thirty-eight of her neighbors watched. None of her neighbors called the police during the 35-minute
period of repeated stabbings. Some have since referred to this refusal to assist a neighbor in critical
need as “the Genovese Syndrome.” Police involved in the Genovese case believe that the witnesses
were morally obligated to notify the police, even though there may have been no formal law or spe-
cific statute requiring them to do so.

Drawing an analogy between the Genovese and Boyer cases, we can ask whether users who
might have been able to assist Boyer s.hould have don.e 80 (i.e., whether they were morally obligated
to assist her). We can also ask what kind of community cyberspace will become, if people refuse to
assist users who may be at risk to predator§ and murderers. First, we need to consider the potential
harm that could come to members of the online community if we fail to act to prevent harm from com-
ing to those individuals, when it is in our power o help and when doing so would neither cause us

nience nor put our safety at risk. What would have happened to Randi Barber if no

any great inconve .
y& ed in her behalf ? In the cyberstalking case involving Barber and Dellapenta

one had interven
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Barber’s father, with the cooperation of the men who were soliciting her, provided evidence that led
to Dellapenta’s arrest. In the case of Amy Boyer, however, the same sense of individual moral re-
sponsibility and concern was not apparent. Consider that some Internet users had, in fact, viewed the
Youens Web site but did not inform Boyer that she was being stalked and that her life was in immi-
nent danger. Like Kitty Genovese, who received no assistance from members of her physical com-
munity, Amy Boyer received no assistance from members of the online community.

Because of what happened to Amy Boyer, and because of what could happen to future vic-
tims of online stalking, we argue that ordinary users, as members of an online community, should
adopt a notion of moral responsibility that involves assisting fellow users. Doing so would help to
keep cyberspace a safer place for everyone, but especially for women and children who are partic-
ularly vulnerable to stalking activities. Failing to embrace such a notion of moral responsibility, on
the other hand, could result in users disconnecting themselves from their responsibilities towards fel-

low human beings.

6. Conclusion

We have examined some ethical concerns involving cyberstalking in general, and the Amy Boyer
case in particular. We saw that stalking activities in cyberspace raise questions about the sphere of
moral responsibility, both for ISPs and ordinary Internet users. We argued that ISPs and individual
users, each in different ways, should assume a more robust sense of moral responsibility, which goes
beyond a mere “non-interference ethic,” in order to help to prevent harm from coming to individu-

als targeted by cyberstalkers.

Acknowledgments

We are grateful to Anton Vedder for some very helpful comments on an earlier version of this paper.
We also wish to thank Detective Sergeant Frank Paison of the Nashua, NH Police Department, who
was the chief investigator in the Amy Boyer cyberstalking case, for some helpful information that he

provided during an interview with him.
Portions of this essay are extracted from Tavani (2004). We are grateful to John Wiley & Sons,

Publishers for permission to reprint that material.

References

Adam, Alison (2000). “Gender and Computer Ethics.” Computers and Society, Vol. 30, No. 4, pp. 17-24.

Adam, Alison (2001). “Cyberstalking: Gender and Computer Ethics.” In Eileen Green and Ali-
son Adam, eds. Virtual Gender: Technology, Consumption, and Identity. London: Routledge,
pp. 209-234.

Adam, Alison (2002). “Cyberstalking and Internet Pornography: Gender and the Gaze.” Ethics and

Information Technology, Vol. 4, No. 2, pp. 133-142.
Foote, D, (1999). “You Could Get Raped,” Newsweek, Vol. 133, No. 6, Feb. 8, pp. 64-65.

Scanned by CamScanner



capier 12 CoberEithics

Gilligans (_,ar(.)l (1982). In a Differen; Voice, Cambridge: 1 : o1
grodzinsky. Frances 8., and Herman T, Tavanj 8¢: Harvard University press,

) T 200]) uI )
crime?” In Terrell Ward Bynum ( + I8 cyberstalkin :
v et al, ) 8 8 Special Ty
national Conference on the Soc; al,, eds, Proceedings o P pe of Computer

, f ETHICPMP 20¢;. )
Tl’(‘h"()l(’g'\'. VOI. 2. Gdansk Po]a:(’i'a&ildﬁ‘rhlcal lmpacts of Informa”‘On 01~ The Flfth lnter.
. . ' : awnicktwo Mikom Publi

.~dzinsky, Frances §., a ) m Publishers,

grodz ll,cga)ll Liability Issu:sd rS:liman T. Tavafu (2002). “Cyberstalking. Moral Re ibili
/S’I'AS 2002: The Internay nternet Service Providers. " In Joseph Herkert ejp;nsmnht'y, and
, Soci ational 3y ology and Society, Los Alanices o8-
Computer Society Press, pp. 331-339, ety. Los Alamitos, CA: IEEE

mposium on Techn
Held, Virginia (1995). “The Meshing of Care and J ustice,” Hypatia, Uni
. SUCC, " Hypatia, University of Indiana p i
Johnson, Deborah G. (2001), Computer Ethics. 3rd. ed. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pre:ticreS:I’ ?IP““S‘
, NI: e Hall.

Moor, James H. (1998). “Reason, Relativity, and Responsibility ; .
and Society, Vol. 28, No. 1, 1998, pp. 1421, ponsibility in Computer Ethics.” Computers

pp.72-81,

Nissenbaum, Helen (1994). “Computing and Accountability ” C icati
No. 1, pp. 73-80. Ity,” Communications of the ACM, Vol. 37,

pojman, Louis P. (2001). Ethics: Discovering Right and Wrong. 4th ed. Belmont, CA: Wadsworth.

spinello, ,l’lichard A. (2001). “Internet Service Providers and Defamation: New Standards of Liabil-
ity.” In R. A. Spinello and H. T. Tavani, eds. Readings in CyberEthics. Sudbury, MA: Jones and
Bartlett, pp. 198-209.

Tavani, Herman T. (2000). “Defining the Boundaries of Computer Crime: Piracy, Break-ins and Sab-
otage in Cyberspace.” Computers and Society, Vol. 30, No. 4, 2000, pp. 3-9.
Tavani, Herman T. (2002). “The Uniqueness Debate in Computer Ethics: What Exactly Is at Issue,
and Why Does it Matter?” Ethics and Information Technology, Vol. 4, No. 1, pp. 37-54.
Tavani, Herman T. (2004). Ethics and Technology: Ethical Issues in an Age of Information and Com-
munication Technology. New York: John Wiley and Sons.

Tavani, Herman T., and Frances S. Grodzinsky (2002). “Cyberstalking, Personal Privacy, and Moral
Responsibility,” Ethics and Information Technology, Vol. 4, No. 2, pp. 123-132.

“The Web’s Dark Side: In the Shadows of Cyberspace, an Ordinary Week is a Frightening Time,” U.S.
News & World Report, Vol. 129, No. 8, Aug. 28, 2000. -

Vedder, Anton H. (2001). “Accountability of Internet Access and Service

i ics.” Ethi jon Technology, Vol. 3, No. 1, pp. 67-74.

Entering Ethics.” Ethics and Information )

Providers: Strict Liability

Journal/Discussion Questions

he ob- 2. Cyberstalking is only one of several ques-

l. Have you known anyone who was t able things that happen in cyberspace.

. : i- tion o xrrad
ject of cyberstalking? What SPGCIa}ddlt What do you think the respons‘b‘]‘“;: 9f

. 1 en . : 1n
mensions were present because RS Internet Service Providers should
occurred in cyberspace? this regard?

Scanned by CamScanner

;



