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Introduction
In the wake of the Christchurch terror attacks, the Prime Minister of New Zealand, Jacinda
Ardern, and the President of France, Emmanuel Macron co-chaired the Christchurch Call to
Action in May 2018 to “bring together countries and tech companies in an attempt to bring to
an end the ability to use social media to organise and promote terrorism and violent
extremism.”1 Fifty one supporters, including India, and eight tech companies have jointly
agreed to a set of non-binding commitments and ongoing collaboration to eliminate violent
and extremist content online.2 Facebook, Microsoft, Twitter, Google, and Amazon are all among
the online service provider signatories that released a joint statement welcoming the call and
committing to a nine-point action plan.
The Call has been hailed by many as a step in the right direction, as it represents the first
collaboration between governments and the private sector companies to combat the problem
of extremist content online at this scale. However, the vagueness of the commitments outlined
in the Call and some of the proposed mechanisms have raised concerns about the potential
abuse of human rights by both governments and tech companies.
This response is divided into two parts - Part One examines the call through the lens of human
rights, and Part Two thinks through the ways in which India can adhere to the commitments in
the Call, and compares the current legal framework in India with the commitments outlined in
the Call.

Part One: Response to Christchurch Call
High level comments
Enabling Civil Society Participation
The civil society response to the Call expressed concerns with the exclusion of civil society in
the drafting and finalisation of the pledge.3 As a stakeholder representing the public interest
including the right to privacy and freedom of expression, any policy changes and attempts at
defining terrorist and violent extremist content born out of the Call should be subject to
consultations and independent review by civil society as far as possible.

Ensuring Clarity of Purpose
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It is critical that the Call clearly states its purpose and objectives to avoid function creep and
politicisation of the issue. The call should also publish the framework and criteria followed for
acceptance of countries for membership.

Need for a shared understanding and metrics of success
The Call creates commitments for governments and companies, and draws upon the expertise
of civil society. These stakeholders come from different backgrounds and contexts. While the
Call aims to ‘eliminate terrorist and extremist content online’, a realistic shared understanding
of success and parameters for its assessment should be evolved based on the roles played by
these stakeholders in society, their respective constraints and obligations, as well as the
differential levels of resources at their disposal.

Placing the Call in the context of other initiatives
While the Call references other initiatives that exist, such as the EU Internet Forum, the G20
and G7, the Global Internet Forum to Counter Terrorism, the Global Counterterrorism Forum,
Tech Against Terrorism, and the Aqaba Process - it is unclear how the Call complements,
contrasts, or builds upon these different initiatives.
There are also other international efforts that the Call can look to as guidance and best practice.
For example, the United Nations has set out detailed guidance on establishing CVE strategies.4
Additionally, the Ankara Memorandum on Good Practices for a Multi-Sectoral Approach to CVE
serves as guidance for GCTF members to devise domestic strategies in line with international
human rights frameworks while paying due regard to their diverse histories and cultural
contexts.5 The Zurich-London Recommendations on Preventing and Countering Violent
Extremism and Terrorism Online,6 which have been created by the Global Counterterrorism
Forum, provide a blueprint for combatting online terrorism and violent extremism while
respecting rights.

Need for transparency and accountability on actions taken by signatories
The commitments in the Call are voluntary, devoid of accountability mechanisms to measure
fulfilment of the commitments by companies and governments. With a view to encouraging
‘Plan of Action to Prevent Violent Extremism’ (United Nations)
<https://www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=A/70/674>.
4

5

‘Ankara Memorandum on Good Practices for a Multi-Sectoral Approach to Countering Violent Extremism’ (Global
Counterterrorism
Forum,
1
September
2016)
<https://www.thegctf.org/Portals/1/Documents/Framework%20Documents/A/GCTF-Ankara-MemorandumENG.pdf?ver=2016-09-01-114735-333>
6

Countering Violent Extremism (CVE) Working Group, ‘Zurich-London Recommendations on Preventing and
Countering Violent Extremism and Terrorism Online’ (Global Counterterrorism Forum, 15 September 2017)
<https://www.thegctf.org/Portals/1/Documents/Framework%20Documents/A/GCTF%20-%20ZurichLondon%20Recommendations%20ENG.pdf?ver=2017-09-15-210859-467>

debate and fostering accountability on actions taken under the Call, information like
timeframes for actions, progress and action taken reports, allocation of funding, etc. could
potentially be shared by signatories with the public.

Need for focus on the differentiation of online service providers based on the manner
of transmission
Extreme content can be created and spread via services offered by online service providers. It
is important for the Call to recognise the myriad ways in which extremist content can be
created and disseminated while emphasising the need for appropriate mechanisms tailored
for different types of service providers. For example, ISPs should not be subject to the same
requirements as social media companies. The Call is an opportunity to commit governments
to developing regulation that is appropriate for the type of intermediary being targeted.

Need for governments to define online extremist content in line with international
human rights standards to prevent abuse
The high standards placed by the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights7 on any
legislation curtailing freedom of expression makes it difficult to arrive at a sufficiently precise
definition of extremism which satisfies legality.8 As such, a broadly-accepted and
internationally-agreed definition of extremism has not been reached, though there are
multiple definitions developed at national and international levels. Most international
approaches to defining violent extremism take note of the various types of extremist actions
and the objective-driven nature of the action.
While it is not within the scope of the Call to arrive at a global definition of online extremism
or extremist content, the Call should ask governments to arrive at a clear national definition
for ‘extremist content’ which is in line with international human rights standards. Establishing
a precise legal definition of the extremist content targeted under the Call is necessary to
safeguard human rights from overreach and misuse by governments, and provides important
clarity.
The guidance regarding the scope of the Christchurch Crisis Protocol may be useful in this
regard; while it does not define terrorist or violent extremist content, it lays down parameters
for the definition.9 It creates explicit exceptions for political speech and non-violent protest,
7
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Defining a Terrorist Attack

and advocates for an action-based approach as opposed to an entity-based approach. This
resolves the problems of counter-terrorism laws being weaponised against dissent10 and the
criminalisation of medical assistance.11

Detailed Comments
Need for greater focus on the role of the recommendation algorithms in extremist
content dissemination
The commitment in the Call for companies to ‘review of algorithms or processes which drive
users towards [harmful] content’ is a welcome step. Content recommendation algorithms have
been criticised for radicalising users12 by basing advertising revenues on engagement, which is
measured through metrics such as watch time.13 These algorithms could potentially drive the

“There are a wide range of different definitions of terrorist and violent extremist content among participating
Governments and Online Service Providers. These guidelines will not seek to create a common definition, but they
will look for coherency in the interpretation of what is regarded as a terrorist attack for the purposes of these
guidelines.
Individual participants should refer to a definition that includes: direct violence or the threat of harm to the civilian
population with the intention of provoking terror or compelling a Government or International Organisation to do
or to refrain from doing something, linked to a high risk of online platforms being instrumentalised in such an
attack, including an intent to disseminate content as part of the attack.
Political speech, protest, or other non-violent forms of expression are not valid reasons for action under
these guidelines;
Bearing in mind that terrorist attacks may be perpetrated by individuals or entities that are not formally
listed by the United Nations Security Council Consolidated Sanctions List, and/or that the identity of perpetrators
may not be immediately known, it is important to focus on assessing the actions of the perpetrators, and
accomplices as well as those supporting such actions.”
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users towards increasingly extremist content.14 Recommendation algorithms may also have a
role to play in building extremist networks on social media platforms.15
While attempts to address this have included updating community guidelines,16 deployment of
additional content reviewers,17 and altering of recommendation algorithms,18 the impact of
such policy changes is yet to be assessed. Moreover, the implications of hostile content
removal policies leading to relocation of extremists to secure, encrypted channels of
communication, particularly on law enforcement, require further research.19
The Call is an opportunity to commit companies to researching the role that an engagement
driven business model can play in the dissemination of extremist content and develop specific
measures, including alternative business models, to prevent the same. Companies can create
tools that bring transparency to how algorithms work and give users granular control over the
content that they view and the way content is disseminated on the platform. For example, giving
individuals the choice to opt out of receiving content via a recommendation algorithm.20
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Need for metrics and ethical frameworks for counter narratives and re-direct methods
The Call commits companies to “[r]eview the operation of algorithms and other processes that
may drive users towards and/or amplify terrorist and violent extremist content...this may
include using algorithms and other processes to redirect users from such content or the
promotion of credible, positive alternatives or counter-narratives.”
Though ‘counter narratives’ are one form of response that have been adopted by governments
to discredit extremist narratives, experts have questioned the efficacy21 and ethical
implications22 of such measures seeking to intentionally shape user behaviour. As with
counter-narratives, the efficacy of ‘re-direct campaigns’, which direct users towards deradicalising content,23 has not been assessed.
In addition to the ‘redirect’ method, companies can consider placing extremist or violent
topics on a ‘Do not amplify’ list or algorithmically suppress extremist content using quality
indicators such as legitimacy of content creators, the channels of dissemination, and the
content matter.24 However, since such methods identify the types of speech to be suppressed,
it is problematic for these to be created unilaterally. Creation of such standards should be a
collaborative process involving the private companies, the government, the civil society and
the broader public, and should be subjected to a periodic review process to ensure relevance.
Open standards development processes could serve as a useful model on in this regard.
As the Call encourages companies to research and employ these methods, it ought to emphasise
the need for research into understanding the effectiveness of these efforts and establishment
of a framework for evaluating ethical questions arising therefrom, alongside mechanisms for
oversight, accountability, and redress.

Establish appropriate frameworks and transparency mechanisms prior to utilizing
automated means to filter content
The Call commits companies to “accelerate research into and development of technical
solutions to prevent the upload of and to detect and immediately remove terrorist and violent
extremist content online…”
21
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Significant efforts are being undertaken by the industry to develop automated solutions to
identifying and removing illegal or otherwise problematic content.25 The Terrorist Content
Regulation currently being worked on by the European Parliament mandated automated
content filters in its earlier drafts but it was dropped after criticism from the civil society.26
India is considering legally mandating companies to have these tools in place through
provisions pertaining to intermediary liability.27
While automated content removal can be a powerful tool to tackle the challenge of scale of
content on these platforms, there is a significant amount of work that needs to be done to
ensure that algorithms are responsive to social and cultural context.28 Inadequacies in training
data used for developing algorithms, especially in the case of rarer types of content29 can be
acute in a country like India with diversity in languages and cultures. Gaps in the data can also
lead to blind spots in the algorithm where it encounters new content, as seen in the
Christchurch attack, where filters failed to categorise the video as violent because of the headmounted view provided by the camera worn by the gunman.30
Without the correct context, videos that are violent but legitimate, such as those uploaded by
activists and journalists for documenting bringing human rights abuses, can be removed by
automated filters. It is unclear whether automated algorithms have the context necessary to
separate such content from that disseminated by extremist actors and thus, could
inadvertently prevent the data collection efforts to monitor and prosecute human rights
abuses.31 Deletion of non-extremist violent content erases parts of public memory and often
serves to whitewash rampant human rights abuses that are not reported by the traditional
25
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media.32 This could also affect justice mechanisms which are increasingly relying on digital and
social media-based evidence while adjudicating rights violations.33
Additionally, opportunities to address the root causes of extremism are extinguished when
platforms automatically delete extremist content without reaching out to investigators.34 We
should also note that these algorithms may be no better than human moderators at
distinguishing between counter-speech, satire and political activism pertaining to extremism
and extremist content per se.35
The Call should emphasise the need for creating regulatory frameworks that provides
transparency into the parameters of algorithms as well as their deployment, which also contain
mechanisms for oversight, accountability, and redress.
Additionally, online service providers have undertaken to ‘enforce those community standards
or terms of service in a manner consistent with human rights and fundamental freedoms,
including by prioritising moderation of terrorist and violent extremist content, however
identified’.
Apart from the concerns with the enforcement of these ‘community standards’ as well as the
processes undertaken towards developing them, this commitment raises other questions
relating to the extent of moderation and the moderators involved. Online service providers
employ human content moderators to spot and regulate online nudity, violence, gore, etc.36 In
the recent past, reports have highlighted the inhumane working conditions of these
moderators37 with these companies failing to hold contractors accountable for not enforcing
workplace safety standards.38 Moderators have reported suffering from PTSD39 and other forms
of emotional and psychological trauma as a consequence of their jobs.
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While we acknowledge that AI-based identification and takedown of extremist content is neither
ideal nor viable, the Call is an opportunity to advocate for humane and fair working conditions
for all content moderators employed by online service providers.

Need for robust transparency commitments
The Call commits service providers to “provide greater transparency in the setting of
community standards or terms of service including by: outlining and publishing the
consequences of sharing terrorist and violent extremist content and describing policies and
putting in place procedures for detecting and removing terrorist and violent extremist content”
and to "implement regular and transparent public reporting in a way that is measurable and
supported by clear methodology on the quantity and nature of terrorist and violent extremist
content being detected and removed."
Transparency is a key enabler for accountability and redress. It is particularly critical today as
online content moderation is a rapidly evolving and contested process. Increased examination
and input from multiple stakeholders will help to address emerging challenges and create an
important check and balance to actions by the government and private companies. Currently,
post facto aggregate transparency only allows for other stakeholders to call out statistics and
retrospectively provide feedback to company and government action. Increased transparency
by the government and the private sector could take the form of:

●

Government transparency of requests: Governments should publish requests made to
service providers to take down content or restrict services, as well as the rationale for the
request as they are issued. This transparency will be important in ensuring the government
does not misuse its power to block dissenting voices online.

●

Company transparency of government requests and user flags: Companies should tag
and allow for real time tracking of government and user flags received, complied with or
rejected, and reasons for the decision. This would allow the public and the government to keep
a check on what happens to requests, as well as how they are prioritised.

●

Company transparency of violations of community guidelines: Given the current lack of
transparency around content moderation,40 companies should incorporate best practices
around content moderation and transparency.41

●

Transparency of parameters and audit of algorithms: Following research and impact
assessment around automated technologies as recommended earlier, companies should

40
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‘The Transparency Reporting Toolkit’ <https://www.newamerica.org/oti/policy-papers/the-transparencyreporting-toolkit/>.

share the parameters used for identifying extremist content in both manual or automated
content moderation, as well as allow periodic public audits of algorithms used to filter content.

●

Transparency of policies and associated changes: Companies should clearly explain
their terms of service and community guidelines, and archive and present the changes in a way
that users can clearly see how these evolve over time.

Need for stronger and more explicit commitment to redress mechanisms for actions
taken against content and users
The Call commits service providers to “enforce those community standards or terms of service
in a manner consistent with human rights and fundamental freedoms, including by: Providing
an efficient complaints and appeals process for those wishing to contest the removal of their
content or a decision to decline the upload of their content.”
Robust complaint and appeal mechanisms are critical in ensuring the protection of users'
freedom of expression. Even as appeal mechanisms provided by the platforms have improved,
a lack of meaningful notice for content takedowns undermines this progress by creating a gap
whereby users lack information needed for appeal the decisions.42
The Call could go a step further and also outline cornerstones for these mechanisms including
notice to the user when action is taken against their content, the specific guideline violated by
their content, how they can contest the decision, and timeframes for companies to respond to
these appeals. The Call should further commit governments to protect the right of the user to
seek legal recourse against the violation of their right of expression, if the remedy mechanism
provided by the online service provider proves unsatisfactory or inadequate.

Need to commit governments to develop legislation and measures of enforcement in
line with international human rights law
The Call commits governments to “ensure effective enforcement of applicable laws that prohibit
the production or dissemination of terrorist and violent extremist content, in a manner
consistent with the rule of law and international human rights law, including freedom of
expression.”
Prioritising efforts to remove or block content has been found to be insufficient in controlling
extremist content, and comes with the risk of stifling free speech, as has been noted by civil
society actors in response to the Call.43 Laws like the German NetzDG have not demonstrated

42

Who Has Your Back (n 41).

43

Civil Society Positions on Christchurch Call Pledge (n 3).

a significant impact on elimination of extremist content,44 with internet companies being
aggressive in censoring non-extremist content.45

Need to explore a range of technological and UI solutions to preventing the
weaponisation of platforms and features
The Call commits companies to implement immediate, effective measures to mitigate the
specific risk that terrorist and violent extremist content is disseminated through livestreaming,
including identification of content for real-time review.
Companies have committed to identifying appropriate checks on livestreaming, enhanced
vetting measures (such as streamer ratings or scores, account activity, or validation processes)
and moderation of certain livestreaming events. Checks on livestreaming would be tailored for
the specific livestreaming services, depending on the audience, the nature of the livestreaming
service, and the likelihood of exploitation.46
Despite these measures, this commitment to immediate, effective measures remains
unrealistic given the state of AI used for monitoring live streaming, especially in the case of
terrorist events where community reporting remains the first line of defense relied on by live
streaming platforms to trigger accelerated review.47 However, given the unreliability of user
reporting, mounting regulatory48 and media49 pressure against live streaming, it has been
argued50 that live streaming ought to be discontinued until AI technology is sufficiently
developed.
As opposed to fully discontinuing live streaming, we recommend that friction be added to such
services by restricting them to accounts with a certain minimum number of subscribers, 51
44
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adding behavioural interventions to slow down dissemination of content by requiring users to
pass captcha tests, and reminding users to verify content.

Part Two: Indian Framework and the Call
This section analyses the commitments that India has signed on to under the Call and existing
efforts in India. In doing so, it makes recommendations on potential steps that India could
take as a signatory to the Call.

Need to emphasise comprehensive, coordinated, and multi-faceted efforts via
national strategies for countering violent extremism (CVE)
The Call commits governments to “[c]ounter the drivers of terrorism and violent extremism by
strengthening the resilience and inclusiveness of our societies to enable them to resist terrorist
and violent extremist ideologies, including through education, building media literacy to help
counter distorted terrorist and violent extremist narratives, and the fight against inequality.”
It is commendable that the Call recognises that the roots of online extremism lie outside the
internet and the need for more than online measures to truly address extremism. However, it
is difficult to pinpoint specific single drivers, and correlations between structural development
factors and terrorism are often counter-intuitive.52 The signatories should encourage a robust
research ecosystem around drivers of extremism, which should inform national CVE strategies.
Inspiration can be sought from the counter terrorist recruitment films developed by the
Maharashtra Anti-Terrorism Squad and played before movies in the state, to create similar
content in regional languages to reach audiences across India. The Pradhan Mantri Digital
Saksharta Abhiyan (PMGDISHA) is India’s primary digital literacy initiative, which aims to impart
IT training to at least one member in every eligible household.53 While it seeks to develop
capacities to digitally access services and provide training for employability,54 its scope can be
expanded to educating users to consider information critically and perform basic factchecking. The Call is an opportunity for the government to build a societal culture of giving
legitimacy to counter narratives.

52

JM Berger, ‘Making CVE work - A Focussed Approach Based on Process Disruption, International Centre for Counter
Terrorism - The Hague’ (ICCT Netherlands, 1 May 2016) <https://www.icct.nl/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/J.-M.Berger-Making-CVE-Work-A-Focused-Approach-Based-on-Process-Disruption-.pdf>; D Gambetta and H Steffen,
‘Uncivil Engineers: The surprising link between education and jihad’ (Foreign Affairs, 10 March 2016)
<https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/2016-03-10/uncivil-engineers>.
53

ANI, ‘Cabinet approves PMGDISHA under Digital India Programme’ (Business Standard, 8 February 2017)
<https://www.business-standard.com/article/news-ani/cabinet-approves-pmgdisha-under-digital-indiaprogramme-117020801404_1.html>.
54

Factly Media and Research (Factly) and Internet and Mobile Association of India (IAMAI), ‘Countering
Misinformation in India- Solutions and Strategies’ <https://2nafqn3o0l6kwfofi3ydj9li-wpengine.netdnassl.com/wp-content/uploads//2019/02/Countering-Misinformation-Fake-News-In-India.pdf>.

Ensure effective enforcement of applicable laws that prohibit the production or
dissemination of terrorist and violent extremist content, in a manner consistent with
the rule of law and international human rights law, including freedom of expression.
India has a gamut of laws pertaining to terrorism, ranging from the Unlawful Activities
(Prevention) Act, the Prevention of Money Laundering Act55 and related rules,56 and legislation
on hate speech.57 Additionally, there is a legal regime to block, remove, and prevent access to
networks- this includes s 144 of the Code of Criminal Procedure58 and the Telegraph Act (with
the rules thereunder)59 which are used to order internet shutdowns; s 69A of the Information
Technology Act which is used by the government to order the blocking of content, 60 and often
criticised for a lack of transparency and judicial accountability;61 and the framework under s 79
of the Information Technology Act which requires intermediaries to prohibit unlawful content
through their terms of use and enables content takedowns, which would extend to terrorist
content and creates a framework of intermediary liability and content removal.62 The amended
rules proposed under s 79 have been criticised for imposing excessive restraints on speech, in
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addition to their failure to tailor regulation according to the functions of intermediaries and
imposing obligations violating the principles laid down in Shreya Singhal v Union of India.63
Any legislative efforts to adhere to tackle violent extremist and terrorist speech should be in
consonance with the existing legal ecosystem. The content targeted should be clearly defined
following research on the drivers of terrorism and multi-stakeholder dialogue, and should
inform the holistic CVE programme suggested earlier. The commitments in the Call can be
realised through regulation that is nuanced and appropriate for different types of
intermediaries, is narrow in scope, adheres to the principles laid down in Shreya Singhal, and
is in line with constitutional limitations on the freedom of expression.

Encourage creation of robust redress mechanisms for actions taken against content
and users
The Rules framed under the Information Technology Act and the Telegraph Act constitute a
Review Committee64 which is responsible for reviewing whether blocking of access to
information65 and suspension of telecom services66 has been carried out in compliance with the
law. However, these procedures have been criticised for lacking judicial oversight67 as well as
transparency regarding blocked content.68 Content blocking mechanisms should be amended
to subject orders issued under s 69A of the IT Act and s 5 of the Telegraph Act to judicial review
in order to boost accountability. Additionally, users should be informed about the manner in
which content has been blocked, the reasons for such blocking, as well as the procedure for
filing appeals in a transparent fashion.
The rules under S 79 of the IT Act do not include a notice mechanism informing users regarding
their content which has been taken down by platforms, nor an appeals framework for those
who wish to challenge these takedowns. To mitigate the danger of over-censorship, the user
creating or posting content should be allowed to contest the intermediary’s decision to take
down content based on another user’s complaint. The counter-notice model under the Digital
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Millennium Communications Act could be taken as inspiration- it permits users to challenge
takedowns and requires intermediaries to notify users prior to any takedowns.69

Encourage media outlets to apply ethical standards when depicting terrorist events
online, to avoid amplifying terrorist and violent extremist content
Media coverage, and reporting on social media in particular, may amplify the impact of
terrorist attacks and violent extremist content if not done responsibly.70 Therefore, it is
important to adhere to standards of ethical reporting in order to guard against the
dissemination of fear, distrust and extremist propaganda through journalistic reporting. The
Press Council of India has published norms of journalistic conduct requiring journalists to
refrain from displaying content that may create terror, incite violence, or glorify acts of
violence or the ideologies behind them.71
The Press Council’s norms are silent on the subject of social media and the norms to be
followed while reporting via social media or using content shared over these online platforms.
The RTDNA Guidelines For Using User-Generated Content can be studied to devise norms for
responsible reporting in this regard.72 Industry standards, such as the National Broadcasters’
Association’s guidelines for responsible coverage,73 can be adapted to suit the challenges of
social media reporting, where users also contribute content. As enforcement of such norms is
difficult, a self-regulatory approach would be the most effective, and norms prescribed by the
RTDNA,74 the UNESCO,75 and the ‘Voluntary Code of Ethics for the 2019 General Election’.76
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Adapt measures taken in furtherance of the Call to complement existing diplomatic
and counter-terrorism initiatives
India has historically been a part of multiple global initiatives to counter extremism. It is a
founding member of the Global Counterterrorism Forum, an international forum to promote a
strategic, long-term approach to counter terrorism and violent extremism. It was also a
member of the G20 Osaka Leaders’ Statement on Preventing Exploitation of the Internet for
Terrorist and Violent Extremism Conducive to Terrorism in June 2019. This statement references
the Christchurch shootings and echoes certain aspects of the Christchurch Call such as
development of technology to automatically identify and remove content, and responsibility
of companies to enforce their ToS on their platform.77 Additionally, it has partnered with the
US to exchange terrorist screening information78 and to cooperate on bilateral counter
terrorism efforts.79 India has also participated in the Department of State’s Antiterrorism
Assistance program and received training in internet, dark web, mobile devices, and advanced
digital forensics capabilities.80 India is also an active participant in the Aqaba process.
India’s foreign policy and CVE strategy should include participating in global fora which brings
together multiple stakeholders to address online extremism, while reconciling the
commitments under these initiatives with those under the Call.

Summary
A. Recommendations for the Call
The Call needs to clarify its interaction with existing CVE initiatives like the EU Internet
Forum, the G20 and G7, the Global Internet Forum to Counter Terrorism, the Global
Counterterrorism Forum, Tech Against Terrotism, and the Aqaba Process.

I.

II.

The purpose and objective of the call needs to be clearly defined

The basis for accepting companies and governments as members of the call needs to
be clearly defined. This can mitigate the danger of weaponisation of the Call.

III.
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The metrics of success of the Call need to be defined clearly based on the expectations
from, and capabilities of different stakeholders.

IV.

The Call should encourage the classification of online service providers based on the
nature of services provided and content shared, user base and methods of content moderation

V.

The Call should seek commitments from governments to provide clear national
definitions for “extremist content” which are in conformity with international human rights
standards.

VI.

Companies should commit to develop tools that increase transparency related to
algorithms and content moderation. Users should be permitted to opt-out of content
recommendation algorithms.

VII.

VIII. The commitment to integrate re-direct mechanisms should be re-evaluated in light of

the ethical challenges arising therefrom. This should be accompanied by testing of the actual
efficacy of these methods.
The mandatory deployment of automated solutions should be deferred until
fundamental flaws therein are cured. Oversight, transparency and accountability mechanisms
should be in place to prevent free speech violations before applying these solutions.

IX.

B. Recommendations for India
Devise a holistic CVE strategy tackling the political and socio-economic causes of
extremism.

I.

Civic education programmes teaching individuals to evaluate information critically and
engage in basic fact-checking for curbing fake news, right from the school level, can be
implemented.

II.

In line with our recommendations, the draft Intermediary Guidelines Rules 2018 ought
to regulate intermediaries based on their function and nature of content created/shared,
instead of adopting a one-size-fits-all approach.

III.

Create a clear national definition for “extremist content” which is in conformity with
international human rights standards. Particular attention ought to be paid to the implications
of this definition for free speech.

IV.

Include a robust notice and appeals mechanisms to permit users to challenge incorrect
and unlawful content takedowns. This should be operationalised by amending s 79 of the IT
Act as well as the Blocking Rules under s 69A to create an appeals mechanism.

V.

Reform the legal framework for blocking online content and access to communication
systems to introduce judicial oversight and transparency in decisions. This would require
amending the Telegraph Rules, the Information Technology (Procedure and Safeguards for
Blocking Access of Information by Public) Rules, and the Temporary Suspension of Telecom
Services (Public Emergency or Public Safety) Rules.

VI.

Adopt a self-regulatory approach to online coverage of terrorist and violent extremist
content, and encourage industry associations to develop norms for responsible reporting to
prevent amplification of violent ideologies. Global best practices and pre-existing norms like
those created by the RTDNA, the UNESCO as well as the ‘Voluntary Code of Ethics for the 2019
General Election’ can serve as inspiration in this regard.

VII.

VIII. India’s foreign policy should include participating in global fora which bring together
multiple stakeholders to address online extremism, while reconciling the commitments under
existing initiatives with those under the Call.

C. Areas of Collaboration between Governments and Online Service Providers
Development of educational modules empowering individuals to engage meaningfully
on the internet.

I.

Multi-stakeholder consultations on initiatives undertaken under the Christchurch Call
can be arranged to ensure that diverse perspectives and differential resource capacities are
respected.

II.

Governments can collectively create soft law and/or oversight mechanisms to prevent
the weaponisation of the Call and related domestic CVE legislations for restricting free speech,
political dissent and human rights reporting.

III.

Standards for algorithmic suppression of content should be developed through
collaboration between private companies, the government, the civil society and the public.
Review mechanisms for these standards can also be developed to ensure relevance, redress
and increase accountability. This includes the development of oversight mechanisms for
automated takedowns that allow for redress and access to training data in a transparent
fashion. Questionable content that is heavily context-dependent can be referred to human
rights and counter-extremism experts prior to takedown.

IV.

D. Future Research Areas
The method of operation and design of intermediaries would have to be researched to
understand their potential for misuse as a tool for disseminating extremist content. This
research can inform the classification of these intermediaries for the purpose of developing
CVE frameworks suited to the challenges created by the nature of the platform. Such
classification could also aid the development of technological solutions or development of
standards for tackling terrorist content.

I.

Studying the interrelation between advertising-driven business models and the
dissemination of extremist content towards informing the development of business models
that respect the freedom of expression, privacy and autonomy of users, and preventing the
sharing of extremist content.

II.

III.

Research is needed to understand the efficacy of different re-direct mechanisms.

Development of frameworks for evaluating ethical questions surrounding re-direct
methods, and de-radicalization methods,

IV.

Further research into the development of technical solutions for removing content that
are built on robust training data with the ability to precisely identify and target violent
extremist content.

V.

Further research is needed to develop effective oversight and accountability
mechanisms for algorithmic content moderation takes into consideration the interests of
industry, users, and governments.

VI.

Further research is needed to understand the impact of different forms of content – i.e.
is live streaming more harmful than video than images?

VII.

Conclusion
The Christchurch Call is an important step in fostering cooperation between governments, tech
companies, and the civil society to address extremist speech. Some key ideas espoused by the
Call such as greater transparency from technology companies and the commitment to
fundamental human rights are commendable. However, in the face of mounting pressure to
respond forcefully to horrific incidents such as the Christchurch attacks, governments have a
tendency to resort to strategies such as overbroad censorship that yield immediately tangible
results.81 The Call, by nature of its vagueness, has language which lends itself to such impulsive
policymaking, such as advocating for more automated content filtering and “appropriate
action to prevent [dissemination of extreme content]”. Therefore, it is imperative that any
policies or regulations arising from the Call should refrain from adopting reactionary, kneejerk solutions which are not evidence-based.
Although the scope of the Call is limited to violent extremist and terrorist content, it is
important to recognise that such content does not exist in a vacuum. As highlighted above, it
has been established that CVE efforts are most effective when designed to comprehensively
address other malicious content such as hate speech and disinformation as well. As a signatory
of the Call, India should use this bolstered political will as an opportunity to devise a
comprehensive CVE strategy building on existing regulations and community-based efforts.
This momentum can be channeled into conducting multi-stakeholder discussions exploring
CVE strategies that respect and uphold the domestic as well as international human rights
framework.
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