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THE TRADE-OFF:
ALGORITHMIC
RADICALISATION
FOR ECONOMIC
GAINS

“Froma
preventing violent
extremism (PVE)
lens, treating
algorithmic
radicalisation

as a trade-off

for economic
gains could
undermine the
core principles of
early intervention,
resilience-
building, and
structural
prevention that
define effective
counter-
extremism
strategies.”

Algorithmic radicalisation—the subtle steerin
citizens toward increasingly polarising or extre
content through engagement-driven systems
structural and predictable contributor of radic
While platforms do not officially endorse algo
radicalisation as a trade-off—their (in)actions
effectively normalise it. From a preventing viol
extremism (PVE) lens, treating algorithmic ra
as a trade-off for economic gains could under
core principles of early intervention, resilience
and structural prevention that define effective
extremism strategies. This insight argues that
might be aware of the dangers of radicalisatio
deprioritise safety to protect profits. Finally, th
provides recommendations to address algorit
driven pathways to radicalisation.

Engineered Engagement and (Algorithmic)
Radicalisation

Most platforms are economically incentivised
be addictive and their algorithms are enginee
for engagement. Researchers observed, YouT
recommender systems “paint an alarming pic
of online radicalisation: not only Incel activity
increasing over time, but platforms may also
active role in steering [digital citizens] toward
extreme content.”
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“So, if engagement
and profiteering
is prioritised
over safety, then
algorithmic
radicalisation is
a feature which
can and should
be appropriately
addressed by
platforms.”

This creates a structural bias toward late-stage
intervention, resulting in a conflict of interest:
recommender systems fuel radicalisation, while
transparency and accountability are treated as
economic liabilities rather than ethical obligations.
Institutional oversight is weakened, reducing
content moderation to a trade-off between

public safety and platform growth. For instance,
some platforms participate in the Global Internet
Forum to Counter-Terrorism - GIFCT’s hash-
sharing databases to manage Terrorist and
Violent Extremist Content (TVEC), as part of a
crisis response protocol, but these efforts focus

on overt explicitly designated terrorist materials
rather than a broader range of TVEC content

that fuels upstream radicalisation. Scholars have
documented, “The hash-sharing database doesn’t
regulate ‘TVEC’ by trying to change harmful
online behaviour—it intervenes in global data
flows infrastructurally to make sure ‘things don’t
even hit the surface’.” From an optics perspective,
this visually manages enforcement by targeting
symptoms; however, it is not effectively addressing
the normalisation of violent and extreme content
stemming from algorithmic radicalization. From

a PVE lens, reactive moderation fails to address
the upstream drivers of radicalisation, such as:
misogyny, conspiracy theories, and grievance
narratives. It does not build resilience, promote
critical thinking, nor provide alternative narratives.
Instead, it reinforces a cycle of suppression and
backlash, and does little to prevent individuals from
entering extremist pipelines in the first place.
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Platforms create asymmetric dynamics due to
structural imbalances. For example, digital citizens
rarely see how algorithmic radicalisation functions
in real-time or how their data influences exposure
to harmful content. By controlling recommender
systems that are responsible for algorithmic
radicalisation, platforms gain significant power to
influence the information digital citizens see and
interact with online. On the other hand, digital
citizens have no-to-low transparency or control
over how their data is used, creating an imbalance
between platforms’ decision-making and individual
autonomy. Regrettably, this is further exacerbated
as “opt-out” mechanisms, (when they exist) are
buried or require substantial digital literacy.

This power imbalance is further heightened by two
interrelated factors: first, algorithmic radicalisation
is structural and second, algorithmically driven
systems contribute to making radicalisation

feasible, as it continuously exposes digital citizens “The probl
to influence-oriented information, undermining that pIatfo
space for genuine deliberation and reflection.
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Conclusion

Economic trade-offs have real consequences:
radicalised individuals, fractured communities, and
weakened democracies. PVE demands rejecting
the notion of algorithmic radicalisation as an
unavoidable harm. It means building resilience,
fostering safer communities, and embracing a
future where digital citizens are endowed with
agency, not stripped of it. Algorithmic radicalisation
is not inevitable, and platforms can be reshaped for
societal cohesion and safe(r) digital ecosystems.




