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Coming soon 

New layers of censorship are a threat to the existing space for public discourse. 

Highlights:  

1. Film-makers around the world have often made extraordinary efforts to keep 

cinema alive. In India, during the Emergency when the government apparatus 

came down heavily on any criticism, the prints of Amrit Nahata’s political 

satire Kissa Kursi Ka, filmed in 1975, were destroyed.  

2. Even though a revised version was released in 1978, it invited several cuts 

from the Central Board of Film Certification.  

3. For the past few years, the CBFC has objected to the content of several films, 

ordering cuts. Now, a proposed amendment to the Cinematograph Act, 1952, 

will make it even more difficult for filmmakers to work on thorny or 

controversial subjects.  

4. The draft Cinematograph (Amendment) Bill 2021, which has been put out for 

public comments, has a provision that allows the Government to order re-

certification of a film already certified by the CBFC. Film-makers argue that 

the new provision adds one more layer of censorship to the existing process.  

5. Already, the Government took the ordinance route to scrap the Film 

Certificate Appellate Tribunal (FCAT), a statutory body set up to hear appeals 

of film-makers against decisions of the CBFC. 

The court on censorship: 

1. In 2000, the Supreme Court had upheld the verdict of the Karnataka High 

Court in the K.M. Shankarappa vs Union of India case that the Union 

government cannot exercise revisional powers in respect of films that are 

already certified by the CBFC.  

2. New restrictive laws have come into place for over-the-top (OTT) platforms 

as well. Giving the Government powers to vet content not only curbs freedom 

of expression but also quells democratic dissent.  

3. Fresh barriers to content generation are a threat to the existing space for public 

discourse and are indicative of the current pressures on freedoms from 

authoritarian tendencies of the ruling establishment. 
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Flying terror 

International cooperation is a must in combating new modes of terror attacks. 

Highlights:  

1. The use of drones to attack an Indian Air Force base in Jammu on June 27-28 

brought to the fore a troubling, though not unanticipated, the new mode of 

terrorism for the country.  

2. Though there were no casualties at the base, the fact that there were at least 

two more subsequent attempts to use drones to attack military targets points 

to the future of terrorism.  

3. The use of Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAV), autonomous weapons systems 

and robotic soldiers by states in warfare and policing has raised moral and 

practical questions that remain unresolved.  

4. Non-state actors have caught up quickly. In 2018, Syrian rebels used 

homemade drones to attack Russian military bases in Syria; later, the same 

year, Venezuelan President Nicolas Maduro had a narrow escape after a drone 

flying towards him exploded a short distance away.  

5. In 2019, Houthi rebels claimed responsibility for bombing Saudi oil 

installations using drones.  

Drone Challenge: 

1. New modes of sabotage and violence enabled by technology reduce costs and 

risk of identification for terrorists while increasing their efficacy. 

Simultaneously, security agencies would find conventional tools redundant in 

combating terrorism.  

2. Terrorism may not even require organisations, as individuals with sufficient 

motivation and skills can carry out such attacks and remain under the radar 

like the drones they use.  

3. The existing international framework for controlling the proliferation of 

technology that can be weaponised, such as the Wassenaar Arrangement and 

Missile Technology Control Regime, is also largely useless in the emerging 

scenario. 
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4. States including India have sought to deal with terrorism with a combination 

of stringent laws, invasive surveillance, harsher policing and offensives 

against other countries that support terrorist groups. This approach has only 

had limited success in ensuring peace anywhere while the human and material 

costs have been high.  

5. The exponential proliferation of new technologies and Artificial Intelligence, 

vertically and horizontally, will make the task of combating terror even more 

challenging.  

6. The entry of drones calls for a more complex response to terrorism. Terror 

groups do capitalise on state patronage but technology is enabling them too to 

be autonomous in an unprecedented fashion.  

From turning passenger planes into missiles in 2001, terrorism has come a long 

way, and one cannot foresee where it will go next. Enhanced international 

cooperation and consensus on the development and deployment of technologies 

are required to deal with the challenge. India can and must take an active role in 

the process. 

 

A vague and wanting statement 

Pandemics of the future 

1. COVID-19 is not the last pandemic we are going to see. Given the closer 

proximity between humans and animals due to deforestation, displacement of 

humans, population growth, and the search for wild food, pathogens can easily 

be transmitted from animals to humans (zoonotic spillover).  

2. A report by the Independent Panel for Pandemic Preparedness and Response 

(IPPPR) notes that most of the new pathogens’ origins are zoonotic. 

3. Further, climate change is allowing the permafrost found in Arctic regions to 

melt and is reviving pathogens and organisms that were either once thought to 

be long gone or remain unknown.  

4. Recently, bdelloid rotifers, a microscopic creature that was slumbering for at 

least 24,000 years, was unearthed from the permafrost, which is melting in 

places due to climate change.  

5. Revich and Podolnaya (2011) conclude that vectors of deadly infections of the 

18th and 19th centuries may make a comeback due to the same reason. 
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Global policy for pandemics needed: 

1. The Carbis Bay Health Declaration of the G7 fails to take any concrete stance 

on many (or arguably, any) issues.  

2. The G7 merely “acknowledge the bold recommendations of the [IPPPR] and 

the other review committees” and state that they will “continue to work” with 

other countries, the G20, the World Health Organization (WHO), and other 

organisations. 

3. The Declaration takes “note” of the IPPPR’s recommendation for a potential 

treaty under the framework of the WHO, suggesting a failure to reach a 

concrete agreement.  

4. Over 25 leaders from other regions have already supported the idea of a new 

treaty. Such a treaty is needed to plug holes in the current system and 

strengthen national capacities and resilience.  

5. COVID-19 has taught us that a pandemic anywhere is a pandemic everywhere. 

If the capacities of developing countries are not strengthened, another virus 

could spread around the world.  

6. Without giving any material support, G7 offers vague commitments to “strive 

for fairness, inclusion and equity” and “support vulnerable countries”. 

Need for a holistic approach 

1. The world needs to adopt a holistic approach for the prevention of future 

pandemics. The scientists argue that the need is to focus on “deep prevention”. 

They draw a distinction between upstream, midstream, and downstream stages 

of intervention.  

2. Downstream intervention refers to steps taken on the public health front (for 

example, prevention of disease spread). ‘Deep prevention’ focuses on 

upstream and midstream intervention.  

3. In the former, one would focus on the ‘One Health’ approach, which 

acknowledges the interconnection between humans, animals, plants, and the 

shared ecosystem. This approach can be given varying levels of intrusiveness. 

Towards the extreme end, it might involve banning wet markets, such as the 

one suspected to be the origin of COVID-19. 
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4. China banned such markets in 2003 after the SARS outbreak; however, 

incentives to keep the industry open eroded the ban eventually. Although the 

Declaration seems to support ‘One Health’, it dilutes it to encouraging 

coordination efforts between the UN, WHO, World Organisation for Animal 

Health, and others. 

5. The midstream intervention would involve setting up a science and policy 

panel such as the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change.  

6. Such a panel could ensure that science informs the law, pre-emptively detect 

pathogens of concern, and identify potential hotspots for an outbreak and set 

up a mechanism for regular inspection by the national authority and 

appropriate international oversight, among other things. 

 


