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About Corsham Institute  
 
Corsham Institute (Ci) is an independent, not for profit organisation that believes in a fairer 
and more inclusive digital future for all. We believe that all children and young people 
should be able to navigate the online world safely and with confidence and we are 
committed to working in partnership with children, educators, parents and carers, 
governors and other organisations to make this a reality.  
 
Our response to the recent Internet Safety Strategy Green Paper consultation can be read 
here. In this, we welcomed the commitment for Department for Digital Culture, Media and 
Sport (DCMS) to work with Department for Education (DfE) to improve children’s digital 
literacy and critical thinking, and to place a stronger focus on developing digital citizenship 
and online behaviours. We strongly believe that we are at a critical point in the advance of 
technology which can reap many benefits for citizens, but the risks that come with an 
increasingly online and data-rich world must be navigated with special and careful 
consideration for children and young people.  
 
Executive Summary 
  
We welcome many of the proposals in the online harms White Paper and think that the UK 
is leading what could become a global trend of internet regulation. As is the case with any 
regulation surrounding digital technology, the forthcoming legislation around online harms 
must be flexible enough to address current concerns and also be robust enough to keep up 
with technological developments. Having the foresight to pre-empt unintended and 
unforeseen consequences of these developments is no easy task.  
 
We believe it is necessary to clarify definitions of harm and harmful content since this is a 
subjective term.  As was announced at the social media summit in April, we support the use 
of expert groups such as the Samaritans and Beat to provide tight definitions of harmful 
content. Experts can use their professional judgements to put boundaries in the right places 
so that platforms do not have the challenge of doing this. We also have concerns regarding 
the scope of the White Paper. The aim seems primarily to target social media, yet the paper 
encompasses a much wider remit, including services such as cloud service providers.  
 
We support the idea of a regulator and there are advantages and disadvantages for both an 
existing and new regulatory body. Finally, we believe that there should be a greater 
emphasis on education, not just regarding children and young people but also the general 
public. Ultimately the harms which are discussed in the paper are harms which people do to 
each other, they are not harms done by the internet to people and therefore we cannot 
underestimate the need not just for digital literacy education but also education around 
digital citizenship.  
 
 
 
 



Consultation Response 
 
Question 9: What, if any, advice or support could the regulator provide to businesses, 
particularly start-ups and SMEs, to comply with the regulatory framework?  
 
The regulator could supply clear definitions of what constitutes online harms, with examples 
of what does and does not qualify as harmful content. The Centre for Humane Technology 
has compiled a Ledger of Harms to outline what they define as the key harms to consumers 
of technology and social/digital media. A tool such as this which includes all of the harms 
outlined in the white paper, including a variety of examples and ways to limit their 
emergence of the platform would be helpful guidance. Platforms could even provide 
specific case studies and the regulator could provide examples of best practice taken from 
the annual reporting system. 
 
Due to the very wide scope of the services covered in the White Paper, it would be useful if 
each category of services had a clear set of standards to adhere to. For example, cloud-
based platforms differ hugely in function, structure and operation from social media 
platforms so their guidance would look different. It may even be necessary to differentiate 
between SME/start-ups and larger, more established organisations. 
 
The regulator will need to provide guidelines around the annual reporting and a mechanism 
(such as an online platform) where this can be done. 
 
 
Question 10: Should an online harms regulator be: (i) a new public body, or (ii) an existing 
public body? 
 
There are advantages and disadvantages for both of these options, ultimately it is necessary 
to determine the deciding factors. An existing body will already have their organisational 
structure and systems in place. They are also going to already have established relationships 
with the Government and other key partners. Furthermore, their name and brand will be 
known and respected in the regulatory space. However, the role of the regulator is huge 
and extremely crucial to the success of the legislation so even if an existing body were 
chosen then they would need to increase their scale.  
 
However, there is also a case to be made for an independent regulator. Although setting up 
a new body would be a long and slow process, we are seeing increasing amounts of 
legislation introduced around digital technology such as the ICO’s age appropriate design 
code, the age verification system led by BBFC, this Online Harms white paper and the 
proposed safety by design code for smart technologies. An independent regulator could 
ensure the cohesion of all of this. If the decision was made to set up a new body then we 
support the concept of an Office of Responsible Technology which Doteveryone has 
provided a case for. The Online Harms white paper is explicitly concerned with harms to 
individuals, one advantage of the idea of an Office for Responsible technology is that it 
could also focus on social impacts such as technology addiction and algorithmic 
discrimination.  



As much of the narrative around the Online Harms White Paper has been about keeping 
children and young people safe online, we feel that the Youth Parliament could have a role 
to play with regard to keeping the regulator updated on the emergence of trends and issues 
on behalf of their peers. 

Question 10a: If your answer to question 10 is (ii), which body or bodies should it be? 
 
If the regulator were to be an existing body Ofcom would be the most suitable choice.  
 
Question 11: A new or existing regulator is intended to be cost neutral: on what basis 
should any funding contributions from industry be determined?  
 
Funding contributions from organisations should be proportionate to factors including the 
size of their UK user base or of their annual turnover from their UK users.  
 
The size of the organisation is not necessarily a reliable measure since some very popular 
services such as Snapchat have a very low number of staff in comparison to the number of 
users. 
 
More specific criteria could also be used such as volume of harmful material reported on the 
platform by UK users, views of the harmful material by UK users, and time taken to respond 
to the regulator. 
 
Question 12: Should the regulator be empowered to i) disrupt business activities, or ii) 
undertake ISP blocking, or iii) implement a regime for senior management liability? What, 
if any, further powers should be available to the regulator?  
 
We do not believe that senior management should be held personally responsible for 
content hosted on their platforms and that ISP blocking is an extreme, and not an ideal, 
solution.  
 
We have a legal framework in place including anti-terrorism laws and anti-child abuse laws. 
Illegal activity is illegal whether it takes place online or offline and it is the perpetrator/s 
who are liable, not the place where the activity occurs.  
 
Behaviours which are harmful, but not illegal (such as trolling and sharing suicide/self-harm 
content) are actions that harm or lack consideration for the well-being of others. This is a 
form of anti-social behaviour which is defined in The Crime and Disorder Act 1998 as acting 
in a manner that has "caused or was likely to cause harassment, alarm or distress to one or 
more persons not of the same household".  
 
Instead of the regulator using ISP blocking, they should give the platforms power to block 
individuals from using the site for certain lengths of time (and there should be robust 
systems to stop the individual from setting up alternative accounts or accounts under 
different names/email addresses). This means instead of the platforms taking full liability for 
the users’ action, the user is also liable. If the platform takes full liability for their users’ 
actions then there is no reason for individuals to show good digital citizenship. ISP blocking 



is a way of using technology to mute and censor social issues. The three penalties suggested 
in the White Paper all target the service rather than those who abuse/misuse it. This causes 
the general user and the platforms to suffer instead of the people who are using the service 
in an irresponsible way. The easiest solution is to sanction the platform but they should not 
take the full blame. The White Paper under consultation is entitled ‘Online Harms’ but we 
need to consider whether it is the internet causing the harms, or the way people are using 
it. Although it may exacerbate harms, the online environment has not led to any new harms 
being created and it has not, in and of itself caused any harms, it is the users who have done 
this. 
 
Currently, we have the opportunity to remain anonymous online and this is conducive to 
anti-social behaviour. If people’s behaviour online could be attributed to them personally, it 
is likely that this behaviour would decline. One way to do this is through the introduction of 
a digital ID. TechUK’s whitepaper “The Case for Digital ID’s” (February 2019) is a useful 
document which illustrates how businesses and the general economy can benefit from a 
digital ID system. Regarding public benefit, the Omidyar Network supports the Good ID 
initiative which empowers individuals with privacy, security and user control. The 
introduction of a digital ID would also assist the ICO initiative of an age appropriate design 
code which asks providers to tailor their services to the age of the user.  
 
Question 17: Should the government be doing more to help people manage their own and 
their children’s online safety and, if so, what? 
 
 There are some comprehensive education programmes which already exist for children and 
young people, in particular the UKCCIS framework Education for a Connected World which 
covers KS1-4 and addresses topics including online relationships, privacy and security and 
managing information online. We do not know how widely used this framework is, or how 
much impact it is having on those who are using it. There are also a number of existing 
resources tackling online safety provided from various charities and organisations, it may be 
necessary to do some research and run an impact assessment of the existing programs to 
see what is working best and look at how different age groups can be reached – instead of 
creating a new programme we need to look at what has already been designed, assess what 
is most effective and how the Government can use existing schemes to ensure online safety 
education is delivered in a cohesive way rather than a piecemeal approach. As a research 
and learning organisation this is something Corsham Institute could lead/support.  
 
Our research shows how frequently young people come across upsetting content online, 
how they act when this occurs and how they feel the internet could become safer. Results 
from our Safer Internet Survey 2018 are based on 1,243 Primary School and 840 Secondary 
School students and includes children from 4-18 years old. 
 
We asked 4-18s if anything that happened online in the past year had bothered or upset 
them. We also asked 11-18s if they spoke to anyone the last time they saw something that 
bothered or upset them (for which one of the choices was “this has never happened”).  
Girls were twice as likely to have been upset by something in the past year as boys. Boys 
were much more likely than girls to have never seen anything upsetting online. 
 



30% of 4-18s have been upset or bothered by something they saw online in the past year.  
48% of 11-18s say they have never seen something upsetting online 
 
19% of 11-18s who saw something upsetting online didn’t talk to anyone about it 
afterwards, but 34% spoke to a friend their own age and 27% spoke to a parent or carer 
 
We asked 11-18s until which age they thought access to the internet should be monitored 
and restricted. According to the 11-18 year olds who took part in the survey, the average 
age until which the internet should be monitored or restricted should be 11.8 
 
30% believe it shouldn’t be restricted beyond the age of 10, 56% believe it shouldn’t be 
restricted beyond the age of 12 and 75% beyond the age of 13 
 
Participants shared suggestions on how we could make the internet safer. Responses 
included:  

• Talking to a grown up 
• Make it easier to adjust your privacy settings: they should automatically be set to the 

most private.  
• Block and report button 
• Better checks on the ages of people posting, age checks on social media 
• Stop people who are mean going on the games you like to play 
• A "are you sure you want to post this? Check it carefully message" 
• Computer checks messages and deletes bullying messages 
• Make sure the X button makes scary things disappear 

 
With regard to adults, the White Paper states: “there is insufficient messaging or resources 
covering media literacy”. On April 23rd 2019 the Government announced a range of new 
essential digital skills qualifications due to be available from 2020. These are set to be based 
around the essential digital skills framework which includes knowing how to post 
appropriately on social media and being able to assess and evaluate the reliability of 
content. Through this there is an opportunity to emphasise media literacy aspects. 
Regulation will not eradicate disinformation so education in this area is vitally important. In 
addition, there could be campaigns to raise awareness of this scheme as well as public 
education campaigns around the importance of digital citizenship.  
 
 
Question 18: What, if any, role should the regulator have in relation to education and 
awareness activity? 
 
This point can be applied in a number of ways. Concerning education, the regulator’s 
primary focus should be on educating the platforms themselves about how they can be 
compliant, this means helping platforms and providers understand how they can most 
effectively adhere to the regulations. 
 
Secondly, the regulator could advise the platforms on how they can educate their users, for 
example, having videos of community guidelines as a mandatory view before signing 
up/next login.  



 
Regarding the digital literacy education, the regulator could use their expertise and 
knowledge (including the annual reports received from the platforms) to decide which 
harms may need more focus in public education awareness campaigns. For example, if 
disinformation is very prevalent then the S.H.A.R.E checklist awareness campaign could be 
run on social media and campaigns could also be created for other harms including 
radicalisation and hate speech.  


