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Abstract: Gender harassment through cyberspace has become a common phenomenon
in the internet era (Citron, 2009a). But harassment is worsened when victims face fur-
ther victimization due to denial of justice at the hands of the criminal justice system.
Countries such as the United States, the UK, and India have codified laws dealing with
cybercrimes and cyber-harassment to protect the victim. Ironically, the same systems
pave the way for secondary victimization. Citron (2009b) had pointed out that trivial-
ization of the problems by laws or criminal justice systems further victimize the crime
victim. The questions that arise from this are several. Why does the criminal justice
system fail to help victims in certain cyber-harassment cases? How are the victims
of such crimes dealt with by criminal justice systems and Internet Service Providers
(ISPs)? What could be done to end this harassment? This article will try to answer
these questions from a comparative perspective of the situations in the United States,
the UK, and India.

Keywords: cyber gender harassment, secondary victimization, internet crime

INTRODUCTION

Since the evolution of digital communications, gender harassment has found
a new platform in cyberspace through e-mails, public chat rooms, social net-
working sites, blogs, and both commercial and noncommercial Web sites
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Cyber Gender Harassment and Secondary Victimization 387

used for creative purposes. Cyber gender harassment differs from real-life
gender harassment. In cyber gender harassment physical abuse remains
absent. Cyberspace gender harassment generally involves verbal abuse—
which may include severe sexual bullying, name calling, anonymous group
attacks (Citron, 2009a), obscene e-mails, derogatory texts which may carry
obscene doctored pictures of the victim (Franks, 2010), and posting personal
information of the victim (Citron, 2009a) to invite more harassment. Even
though cyber-victimization of women may be perpetrated by other women, our
prime focus in this article will be harassment toward women in cyberspace by
men and its treatment in the criminal justice system.

Ironically the court interpretations of the term “sexual harassment” have
limited the scope of the term “gender harassment” to essentially mean harass-
ment of women by male colleagues in the workplace (Saguy, 2003) or in
cyberspace (Citron, 2009b; Franks, 2010). In this article we aim to show how
these judicial interpretations of the term “gender harassment” have caused
secondary victimization of women. Taking the literal meaning, cyber gender
harassment toward women may include “Eve teasing,” severe gender bully-
ing, stalking, vandalizing online profiles, and so on. Unfortunately, many of
these activities have not been legally interpreted as “gender harassment” in
the laws of many nations (Halder & Jaishankar, 2011). This lacuna has cre-
ated vacuums in the criminal justice systems regarding protection of women
in countries like the United States, the UK, and India. As a result, the police
are often unmotivated to pursue proper investigations, and the prosecution
may fail help the victim due to a lack of relevant laws. Certain questions will be
focused on in this article. Why does the criminal justice system as a whole show
apathy toward women victims of online gender harassment? And what moti-
vates women victims of online gender harassment from an orthodox society
like India1—as well as less orthodox societies like those of the United States
or the UK—to sit back and suffer instead of seeking police help?

For the purposes of this paper, we have interviewed one female victim from
the United States. We have also used three news reports from the United
States, the UK, and India to elaborate the nature of gender harassment in
cyberspace and the sufferings of women victims caused by the trivialization of
the issues of cyber gender harassment by criminal justice machinery.

SECONDARY VICTIMIZATION OF VICTIMS OF CYBER GENDER
HARASSMENT

Secondary victimization could be said to be an extension of the process of vic-
timization after the primary attack has started to lose efficacy (Condry, 2010;
Wolhuter, Olley, & Denham, 2009). This process starts after the victim begins
interacting with reporting agencies, her family and friends, and society as a
whole. The Council of Europe’s Recommendation of the Committee of Ministers
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388 D. Halder and K. Jaishankar

to member states on assistance to crime victims defines secondary victimiza-
tion as “the victimization that occurs not as a direct result of the criminal
act but through the response of institutions and individuals to the victim”
(Council of Europe, 2006). Secondary victimization consists of “victim-blaming
attitudes, reactions, behaviors and practices by service providers that result
in further violation of victims’ rights and/or additional trauma” (Campbell &
Raja, 1999; Campbell & Raja, 2005, p. 97; Orth, 2002, p. 314; Wolhuter, Olley, &
Denham, 2009, p. 55).

Like any other victimization, the aftermath of cyber gender harassment
is also traumatizing for the victims due to the response of the criminal jus-
tice system. The police may refuse to formally report a case of cyber gender
harassment, especially when the law of the land does not specifically recognize
the victimization as an offense (Halder & Jaishankar, 2011). There could be
two major reasons for such a reaction.

1. Generally, Internet crimes are still construed as either financial crimes,
crimes against the government, or crimes against children (Jewkes, 2010).
As such, lawmakers and police pigeonhole Internet-related laws in these
three areas.

2. In these three countries, police are often outsmarted by perpetrators who
swiftly erase or even vandalize data—a huge challenge for investigators
(Walden, 2010). Furthermore, there may also be a lack of professionalism
in dealing with cyber-related investigations (Walden, 2010)—especially
when the matter does not qualify as an illegal act but is seen more as
a social harm, like bullying (Jewkes, 2010). Other problems may involve
the “identity problem” (i.e., establishing adequate forensic links between
the data, the “virtual identity,” and the actual harasser [Jewkes, 2010]),
and the “location problem”—which may also give rise to the jurisdictional
problem (Jewkes, 2010).

Given this state of affairs, it can be seen that common Internet users who
become victims of hacking or identity theft or child pornography may get imme-
diate access to justice due to well-focused laws. Unfortunately, adult female
victims of cyber gender harassment may find themselves moving from bad to
worse when, after being victimized, they try to seek help from the criminal
justice system.

THE SITUATION IN THE UNITED STATES

In 2010, our respondent, who preferred to stay anonymous and who is from the
United States, found multiple defamatory write-ups about herself on several
blogging and adult Web sites. When she lodged a complaint with the rele-
vant Internet Service Providers (ISPs) stating that she was being harassed,

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

N
ew

 Y
or

k 
U

ni
ve

rs
ity

] 
at

 2
1:

04
 2

1 
M

ar
ch

 2
01

4 



Cyber Gender Harassment and Secondary Victimization 389

the ISPs did not show any immediate inclination to remove the posts. The
respondent told the lead author that

they would have to first speak to their higher officials before taking any action.
That would mean that website would continue to have the defaming posts by
the harasser and continue to mentally torture me. The mental harassment and
trauma that one goes through during this time cannot be expressed in words. And
it was not just me but my family that also had to go through this trauma, which
makes it even more painful. (Anonymous, personal communication)

After repeated complaints, one of the Web sites removed the write-up. But
the respondent says there is no guarantee that the sites will prohibit her name
from being used in a derogatory manner in the future.

The respondent then met police officials in her area and tried to lodge a
complaint, but was refused:

And when we talked to the cops the other day they said it was “freedom of speech.”
And that it wasn’t any crime! How can something that is harassing and men-
tally torturing someone not be any crime? (Anonymous, personal communication,
March 29, 2011)

The police were using the following grounds for refusing to take a
complaint:

1. There is no specific proof to show that the harasser was actually indicating
this particular victim, even if he had used her name in the defamatory
write-ups.

2. The harasser was practicing his right to speech. The police cannot curtail
anyone’s right to speech without solid evidence.

Citron (2009b) has rightly pointed out that

the public and law enforcement routinely marginalize women’s experiences,
deeming the harassment harmless teasing that women should expect and tol-
erate given the internet’s wild west norms of behavior . . . the trivialization of
phenomena that profoundly affect women’s basic freedom is nothing new. (p. 373)

We agree, and feel that in the United States victims of cyber gender harass-
ment often face secondary victimization due to the conflict of fundamental
freedoms and the law’s trivialization of women’s victimization. It could be
pointed out that the U.S. justice system recognizes offenses such as stalking2,
video voyeurism3, and the like. But at the same time, we note that the elastic-
ity the First Amendment guarantees4 may encourage victimization of women
by giving immunity to adult bullying, cyber gender harassment, “flaming”
women victims, and in certain cases defamatory and threatening messages.

Secondary victimization may also occur due to the “liability factor” of the
ISPs. ISPs do not take any responsibility for any content published through
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390 D. Halder and K. Jaishankar

them, and therefore may not bow to victim demands if the content does not
violate use guidelines. Theoretically United States–hosted ISPs are immune
from any liability for any content published through them by two federal
laws—section 230 of the Communications Decency Act (CDA5) and the Safe
Harbor Policy based upon section 512C of the DMCA6. Section 230 of the CDA
allows ISPs to formulate their own policy guidelines (Tushnet, 2008). Hence,
in most cases ISPs and social networking sites may have their own policies to
treat the comment or link from the harasser as “defamatory” or “harassing”7

especially when they have duly exercised the three basic legal principles:
(1) they have declared in their terms of use that they are not responsible for the
comments made by the author, (2) they will not tolerate certain basic offenses8,
and (3) they exercise due diligence when they are notified of such offenses9.

Furthermore, the Safe Harbor Policy requires search engines, e-mail
domains, blog domains, noncommercial Web sites, and social networking
Web sites offer options to report any abuse of their services—such as cyber-
harassment, cyber-bullying, cyber-threats, sending pornography, and so on. For
example, mail services offered by Yahoo!, Google, and Hotmail come with a
mechanism for ISP users to register complaints against any user who may be
abusing the e-mail10 service; there are also self-protection guidelines where
users can take action against the harasser by either blocking the harasser
from contacting or e-mailing them or by staying in an offline mode in order
to avoid online chat room harassment. Several social networking Web sites
also offer similar facilities to take protective measures as well as lodge com-
plaints against harassers. It is often the case that when the victim reports
harassment, after preliminary ISP investigations the ISP concludes the behav-
ior has not violated any terms of use. The ISP may then refuse to take down
the harassing content and suggest the victim avail themselves of the protective
measures available. Though ISPs have strict policies to prevent harassment,
in practice they may refrain from curbing the freedom of expression of the user
who broadcasts abusive content through an ISP.

THE SITUATION IN THE UK

The situation is no different in the UK. Secondary victimization by police and
criminal justice institutions in the UK occurs despite the fact that cyber gen-
der harassment cases are adeptly managed by existing antiharassment laws.11

The problem looms over both the question of recognition of offenses against
women in cyberspace and the taking of effective action to prevent such crimes.
We elaborate our argument with the help of a news report that evoked genuine
concern over the scope of the law. According to a March 2011 Daily Telegraph,
cases like stalking and harassment get less judicial response when compared
to other offenses. The report states that only one in fifty stalking cases gets
to actual police prosecution (Whitehead, 2011). The report further claims that
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Cyber Gender Harassment and Secondary Victimization 391

“only 2.2% of those recorded crimes resulted in custodial sentences and 10%
in a fine or conditional discharge.” The reason behind this lies in the fact that
cyber-stalking, though not yet recognized as an offense in England and Wales,
is very much prevalent there. It is a hard truth that the police do not have
actual power to search and seize in cyber-stalking cases like with other crimes
legally recognized as offenses. Furthermore, the report also pointed out that
many victims complain of unsatisfactory police response to reports of such
offenses (Whitehead, 2011).

Even though this report speaks mainly about cyber-stalking and related
harassments, it could be presumed that female victims of cyber gender
harassment—which may involve stalking (Ellison & Akdeniz, 1998)—would
receive the same treatment because of less recognition of such behaviors
as offenses. Laws like the Protection from Sexual Harassment Act of 1997
and the Malicious Communications Act of 1988 may be used to regulate
gender harassment in cyberspace to a certain extent. But like the United
States, in the UK sexual and verbal harassment of women with harass-
ing messages may not always attract legal attention because the issue
of harassment of adult women in general is still very much trapped in
the concept of physical sexual assault and the workplace discrimination of
women.

Why do the laws not pursue women’s online victimization? Why does the
victim have to prove the existence of fear to get justice? The primary answer
for this could be found in laws that frame the concepts of harassment, sexual
assault, and the responsibilities of ISPs (Halder & Jaishankar, 2011). Firstly,
the definition of harassment in the Protection from Sexual Harassment Act
of 1997 is drafted in a very broad sense. Harassment is defined as a conduct
“which amounts to harassment of another, and which he knows or ought to
know amounts harassment to another12.” The legislation also broadens the
term to cover conduct of the harasser which may put others in fear and which
he knows will put others in fear. But this legislation—or even other legisla-
tion like the Malicious Communications Act of 1988—do not mention that it
is only women who can claim protection under the law. Neither of these laws
have been revamped fully to address gender harassment issues in cyberspace.
It is unfortunate to note that fear of physical harm may not always be present
in cyber-harassment. Furthermore, the term “harassment” has generally been
limited to stalking and may not be helpful for victims of gender bullying,
pornography, and so on.

Additionally, child pornography still remains a greater concern of inves-
tigating officers compared to adult pornography. This is not only due to the
stringent drafting of the 2001 Cyber Crime Convention to which UK is a party,
but the existing laws (like the 2003 Sexual Assaults Act) that specifically make
child sexual harassment a penal offense. For adult women, this concern is
lacking. Even though after Jane Longhurst’s brutal murder for the purpose
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392 D. Halder and K. Jaishankar

of cyber-necrophilia attempts were made to prohibit owing, downloading, and
viewing the violent sexual abuse of women through the 2008 Criminal Justice
and Immigration Act, many feminist activists refused to take it as a first step
to prohibiting online gender harassment.

Thirdly, the liability of the ISPs cannot be overlooked. In the UK the lia-
bility of the ISPs is largely decided by three major factors derived from the
1996 Defamation Act: (1) whether the ISP is the author, editor, or publisher
of the statement; (2) whether the ISP took reasonable care in relation to
the publication that appeared in its domain; and (3) whether it had knowl-
edge about the consequences of such publication where the ISP plays an
active and contributing role (Bernstein & Ramchandani, 2008; Halder &
Jaishankar, 2011). The liability of ISPs can only be nil if the ISP can prove that
(1) the ISP is not the author, editor, or publisher of the statement; (2) it took
reasonable care in relation to the publication; and (3) it is an innocent “dis-
seminator.” This particular issue was firmly established in the case of Godfrye
v. Demon Internet Limited (1999), where it was finally held that the ISP quali-
fied as the “publisher”—and since it failed to remove the postings, it was held
liable for defamation.

Even in those cases where the burden lies on the victim to prove the exis-
tence of fear, it is often seen that a strong prosecution, judicial discretion, and
swift technological change may wipe out the fear factor from the original case—
leaving the victim in a position to feel more humiliated and traumatized. In the
Equality Act of 2010, women victims could have expected better treatment for
“harassment” and “victimization” if those two terms were used in a broader
perspective. Section 26(1) established the meaning of harassment by stating
that harassment may mean unwanted conduct related to a relevant protected
characteristic, and the conduct has the purpose or effect of violating the vic-
tim’s dignity, or creating an intimidating, hostile, degrading, humiliating or
offensive environment for the victim. Section 27 further clarifies the term vic-
timization by providing a list of “protected acts” which may cause detriment to
the victim. Given the fact that the act was created to provide justice to female
victims, these two sections could be used for online harassment cases as well.

But the heart of the terms “harassment” and “victimization” still very
much centers on gender discrimination in sexual harassment cases,13 as has
been the case in the United States. The concept of cyber gender harassment
still needs to be developed outside the arena of cyber-stalking (Halder &
Jaishankar, 201114). The laws of the land, the police, and the judiciary are
helpless when the “annoying act” remains legally unrecognized.

THE SITUATION IN INDIA

In India, the secondary victimization of women victims of online harassment
is largely due to a lack of focused laws (Halder & Jaishankar, 2011). India
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Cyber Gender Harassment and Secondary Victimization 393

was one of the first countries to adopt a law regarding offenses generated with
information technology. But it was mainly drafted for furtherance of electronic
commerce in India and not for preventing the misuse of information technol-
ogy for victimizing people. The chapter dealing with offenses in the earliest
version of the Information Technology Act (chapter 21) was actually drafted in
the shadow of the EU Convention on Cyber Crimes of 2001, where only one
provision was dedicated to obscenity and obscene publications—and indirectly,
child pornography.15 The act did not address abusive speech or stalking or
stalking-related offenses. The Indian penal code was stretched beyond its limit
to include such cases. It was only in 2006 that a bill for an amended version
of the Information Technology Act was introduced, and the new Information
Technology Act of 2000 (amended in 2008) was activated in late 2009. Apart
from already existing provisions on tampering with computers and computer
documents, breaching privacy, and the publication of electronic signature cer-
tificates for fraudulent purposes (chapter 11)16, the amended act has a greater
capacity to cover certain cyber-crimes such as sending annoying messages;
voyeurism; obscenity; generating, spreading, or producing sexually explicit
materials; child pornography; cyber-terrorism; cheating by impersonation; and
so on. However, the act still does not guarantee full protection for women vic-
tims as it does not recognize the victimization of women through cyberspace as
a separate offense (Halder & Jaishankar, 2008, 2009, 2011).

Furthermore, in India the responsibility of the ISPs is limited considerably
by the Information Technology Act of 2000. Section 79(2) of this legislation
protects the ISPs with immunity17 only when the ISP functions as an interme-
diary with a limited liability to provide access to communication system where
information is provided by third parties18 (though the ISP still practices due
diligence).

It can be noted that these issues of responsibility trigger secondary vic-
timization. When ISPs are notified about misuses, they judge the harassment
in accordance with their own terms and policy guidelines and take preventive
actions, which may not satisfy the needs of the victim. Tushnet (2008) thus
rightly observed (for the United States) that these sorts of statutes make ISPs
“powerful without liability.”

As such, when a victim of cyber gender harassment approaches the police
for help, the case is often seen as a less-important sexual harassment. In
2009, the Mumbai city police received around 268 complaints from women
victims of cyber crime, who mostly complained of fake profiles with obscene
and defamatory contents on social networking sites like Orkut, Twitter, and
Facebook. However, only 9 cases were registered. Up until June of 2010, among
the 160 cases that the police were contacted for, only 6 cases were registered
(Hindustan Times, 2010). In several cases, the police may be unable to continue
with the case since it can become impossible to find the culprit (Hindustan
Times, 2010).
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394 D. Halder and K. Jaishankar

Cases such as severe gender bullying, name calling, and leaking per-
sonal information on the Internet are often treated with less seriousness. The
inherent reason lies in the fact that such behaviors by men are often seen
as normal and avoidable (Baxi, 2001), even when done through cyberspace.
There is much confusion in interpreting gender harassment in the digital era.
In many instances, Section 509 of the Indian penal code—which deals with
offensive bodily gestures toward women—is seen as the only safeguard. It
is interesting to note that in India there is a tendency to term harassment
in public places as “Eve teasing” and harassment in places such as educa-
tional institutions and workplaces is called sexual harassment. Baxi (2001)
has rightly pointed out that this distinction was brought about by the legal
categorization of the levels of harm to women. Baxi (2001) refers to a survey
conducted by the Gender Study Group where it was found that most women
respondents felt that Eve teasing was a pattern of male behavior toward
females which could be avoided and ignored. But when such behavior crossed
the line, it could be termed sexual harassment (Baxi, 2001). It must be noted,
however, that this survey was done long enough ago that the changing patterns
of sexual harassment targeting women and the understandings of society have
changed.

When we look at the characteristics of cyber gender harassment, it can
be seen that harassing activities are seen more as “ignorable” actions by the
law because these activities may not result in the traumatization of the vic-
tim in the same fashion as that of sexual harassment which “crosses the
tolerance level.” Citron (2009a) rightly recognizes this trend as a “trivializ-
ing of the problems” by the law and legal system. Furthermore, section 509
of the Indian penal code is sometimes wrongly engaged to cover cases when
gender harassment arises from stalking (Duggal, 2009). This situation in
India has also arisen due to less reporting of other categories of cyber gender
harassment.

CONCLUSION

Every individual who uses the Internet may have experienced some sort of
harassment irrespective of gender. The harassment may include monetary
fraud, hacking, stalking, defamation, malware attack, violation of copyright,
and so on. The issues involving gender harassment and victimization through
cyberspace are more sensitive, as such issues may involve damage to the sex-
ual reputation of women. In this technological era, Internet users are expected
to save their own virtual identities. Numerous write-ups, news clippings, blogs,
e-awareness materials, and policy guidelines of ISPs serve the need to make
people aware of traditional cyber-traps. But in reality, users may not actually
use these safety tips and precautionary measures. Men, who are potential per-
petrators, may simply overlook ethical conduct of the Internet. ISPs may not
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Cyber Gender Harassment and Secondary Victimization 395

take on liabilities or practice safe harbor policies when the victim directly con-
tacts them; the issue becomes more serious if the main aim of the ISP remains
concentrated on business or the encouragement of freedom of expression.

Furthermore, courts have limited the scope of the term “gender harass-
ment” to mean sexual discrimination in the workplace. The United States led
the way and the UK and India started treating gender harassment by legal
interpretations in the same manner as the United States. This tendency must
be stop to involve the overall victimization of women in society due to cyber
gender harassment. Police are still preparing themselves to protect females
from cyber gender harassment. It must be noted that the impact of cyber
gender harassment may never match economic crimes or other traditional
computer crimes. Mere tracking of the harasser or monetary compensation to
the victim may not right the wrong, especially when the victimization affects
not only the victim but their family. The efficiency of the legal system may
depend largely upon the legal acknowledgement of the present trends of cyber
crimes targeted toward women (Halder & Jaishankar, 2011). We understand
that the media can play a major role in creating awareness only when women
are encouraged to report their own victimizations and media circulate the news
of victimizations and punishments.

Three basic steps that could help to combat the secondary victimization of
victims of gender harassment are:

1. Every ISP must create a response team well versed in human rights law.
Such teams must respond within 24 hours after getting a complaint and
take action based on the personal harm to the victim.

2. Awareness camps on how to handle possible victimization in cyberspace
must be organized by police along with nongovernmental organizations
that are cyber-crime victim service providers. Police should be trained in
cyber-crime-related laws and investigation and should be trained to treat
the victims of cyber gender harassment with empathy.

3. Laws must be made more capable to deal with the concept of gender
harassment from a holistic view and the concept of freedom of speech in
the Internet age.

Secondary victimization could be even more traumatizing when individu-
als lose confidence in the judiciary and turn to harassers themselves to put
an end to their victimization. Unless this situation is well managed, society
may witness chains of harassment in cyberspace. It must be remembered that
secondary victimization of female victims is nothing but the abuse of the right
to equal treatment by the law. Unless society and the criminal justice sys-
tem take precautionary action against such abuses, cyberspace may stand as a
mere shadow of a space for practicing right to speech and expression without
limitations.
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NOTES

1. We call Indian society “orthodox” in comparison to the United States or the UK in
light of the social value systems of these three countries.

2. Section 2261A of Title 18 of the United States Code penalizes cyber-stalking as
much as physical stalking, with imprisonment for a minimum one year period.

3. Section 1801 of Chapter 88, Part 1 of Title 18 of the United States Code penalizes
video voyeurism and the distribution of the same.

4. The First Amendment states “Congress shall make no law respecting an establish-
ment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof; or abridging the freedom of
speech, or of the press; or the right of the people peaceably to assemble, and to petition
the government for a redress of grievances.”

5. Section 230, Title 47, Chapter 5 (II) Part I. For more see http://www.law.cornell.
edu/uscode/html/uscode47/usc_sec_47_00000230—-000-.html.

6. See http://www.export.gov/safeharbor/eu/eg_main_018476.asp.

7. See security offered by Facebook at http://www.facebook.com/photo.php?
pid=1265554&id=1059698882&ref=fbx_album#!/help/?page=420; safety and security
offered by Orkut at http://www.google.com/support/orkut/bin/answer.py?hl=en&p=
Home&answer=48579; privacy and security tips offered by MySpace at http://faq.
myspace.com/.etc.

8. Such as extremist remarks, remarks on religious beliefs, and comments on
racial bias, which are already established as crimes by the EU convention on cyber
crimes.

9. Section 230 of the CDA also provides immunity for ISPs.

10. For a better understanding, see the privacy and security column of Gmail
available at http://mail.google.com/support/bin/topic.py?hl=en&topic=12784; safety and
security offered by Yahoo! at http://info.yahoo.com/privacy/us/yahoo/security/; privacy
and security offered by Hotmail at http://privacy.microsoft.com/en-us/fullnotice.mspx
etc.

11. Several laws including the Computer Misuse Act of 1990, the Protection
from Sexual Harassment Act of 1997, the Communications Act of 2003, the
Telecommunications Act of 1984, the Malicious Communications Act of 1988, and the
Equality Act of 2010 are used to prevent and protect cyber gender harassment cases.

12. See Section 1 of the Protection from Sexual Harassment Act of 1997. It provides
that a course of conduct could be termed harassment when it amounts to unwanted and
repeated communication with another, and the harasser knows that it is harassment to
the victim. Furthermore, Section 4 of this provision adds the “fear factor” which makes
the course of conduct punishable.

13. By “sexual harassment” we indicate the general practice of using offensive com-
munication or degrading remarks with the purpose of sexually harassing or creating a
threat to commit physical harm to someone.

14. The Protection from Sexual Harassment Act of 1997 is more often used
to prevent stalking. For more, see http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/uknews/law-and-
order/8413547/Just-one-in-12-suspected-stalkers-prosecuted.html.

15. Section 67 of the Information Technology Act of 2000 penalized publishing or trans-
mitting any material which (1) is lascivious or appeals to the prurient interest or (2) if
its effect is such as to tend to deprave and corrupt persons.
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16. Available at http://cybercrime.planetindia.net/it-act-2008.htm.

17. Such immunity is not available when the ISP either knowingly abets the crime or
conspiracy or fails to practice due diligence.

18. See Section 79(2) of the Information Technology Act of 2000 (amended in 2008).
We have used the term “provided” to signify the third party, which holds the power to
withdraw the information.
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