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The Controversy of Section 230 of the CDA

The controversial section of the community decency act, section 230, discusses the fine
line between a media platform being labeled as just a distributor of content, or rather, a publisher.
Passed by the U.S Congress, this particular law protects Americans’ freedom of expression
online by protecting the intermediaries we all rely on. In simpler words, this section discusses
whether it is the original content publisher or the media platform that carries the burden of a
published video. For example, when popular platforms like Youtube recommends a video that is
unlawful, pro-terrorist, or vulgar, is it the original content publisher's fault, or is it Youtube’s
fault for recommending the video? As such, a few cases have arised, questioning the integrity of
this section, namely Google v. Gonzalez and Twitter v. Taamneh; which have been the most
shocking of all, as both plaintiffs accuse huge media companies of assisting ISIS in the murder
of their children as well as many others.

The first ever case to touch on Section 230 of the CDA directly with the Supreme Court
is the Google v. Gonzalez case. The Gonzalez family had a son who was an exchange student in
Paris, and his life was suddenly ended by a ISIS attack. The family attempted to file a case
against Google as the media company was allegedly directly recommending ISIS content to
people, leading to people easily being recruited and attacks being indirectly assisted by Google.
The basis of the case is that Google was allegedly assisting ISIS (an Islamic terrorist group) in

terrorist attacks. On the contrary, Google strictly states that it doesn’t support acts of terrorism
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and removes all terrorist related content. However, Google and the Google-owned-Youtube
platform both have more content than it should, which indirectly supports theISIS terrorist group.
In fact, it seems as if content supporting ISIS is the most prevalent out of all terrorist content on
the platforms.

Due to the plaintiff's inability to produce direct evidence proving Google’s support with
ISIS, the Supreme Court dismissed the case. However, many people around the world argue that
Google’s inability to move forward with removing ISIS content is dangerous and is seen by
many as an indirect support. People believe that the ‘Recommended for you’ feature on all
Google-owned platforms, such as Youtube, is dangerous when it comes to ISIS content and is the
reason why ISIS has been able to continue to recruit a variety of people and terrorize many areas.

On the contrary, the Twitter v. Taamneh case focuses on the lack of action by the platform
to remove ISIS related content. For example, there is all sorts of proof that shows that Twitter is
a platform for many ISIS-supporting fundraisers, recruitments, ads...etc. This sort of content
allows the terrorist group to grow, and in turn, attacks. Similar to the Google v. Gonzalez case,
the Taamneh family was suing because their son was a fatality in a surprise ISIS attack. The case
is now closed and fully dismissed by the Supreme Court due to the fact that they came to the
following consensus: even though all of this content is found on Twitter, Twitter is simply just a
holding platform and is not responsible for the actions of other people. To further this statement,
they gave an example, stating that drug deals happen during phone calls all the time, and while
calling platforms may have made this easier, it is not the platform that initiated this dangerous
activity.

In conclusion, it seems that the common verdict that came between these two cases is that

it is simply not the platforms fault for holding the content, as it is not them that is initiating these
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dangerous activities. The Supreme Court believes that an inevitable consequence of having a
platform that allows any person to put their thoughts out is dangerous activities being a part of
the activities going on in the platform. The only people that should be facing the consequences of
the wrongdoings are the people who published the content itself. However, one can argue that the
fact that these platforms have not taken further steps to remove this content after many lives have
been lost is just blatant support. The Recommendations feature on these platforms make
everything more complicated, as recommending ISIS supporting fundraisers, advertisements, and
recruitments is just plain dangerous. Keeping in mind the various perspectives in the different
cases, Section 230 continues to be a controversial piece of legislation, like any other law, and

requires an exorbitant amount of interpretation, which in turn allows controversy to grow.
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