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Human trafficking in Thailand
A user appealed Meta's decision to remove a Facebook post calling attention to

human trafficking practices in Thailand.

Policies and topics

Freedom of
expression, Safety

Human exploitation

Region and countries

Asia Pacific and
Oceania

Thailand

Platform

Facebook

This is a summary decision. Summary decisions examine cases in which Meta has reversed

its original decision on a piece of content after the Board brought it to the company's

attention. These decisions include information about Meta's acknowledged errors, and

inform the public about the impact of the Board's work. They are approved by a Board

Member panel, not the full Board. They do not involve a public comment process, and do not

have precedential value for the Board. Summary decisions provide transparency on Meta's

corrections and highlight areas in which the company could improve its policy enforcement.



Case summary

A user appealed Meta's decision to remove a Facebook post calling attention to human

trafficking practices in Thailand. The appeal underlines the importance of designing

moderation systems that are sensitive to contexts of awareness-raising, irony, sarcasm and

satire. After the Board brought the appeal to Meta's attention, the company reversed its

earlier decision and restored the post.

Case description and background

A Facebook user posted in Thai about a human trafficking business targeting Thais and

transporting them for sale in Myanmar. The post discusses what the user believes are

common practices that the business employs, such as pressuring victims to recruit others

into the business. It also makes ironic statements, such as "if you want to be a victim of

human trafficking, don't wait". The content also contains screenshots of what appears to be

messages from the business attempting to recruit victims, and of content promoting the

business.

Meta originally removed the post from Facebook, citing its Human Exploitation policy, under

which the company removes "[c]ontent that recruits people for, facilitates or exploits people

through any of the following forms of human trafficking", such as "labour exploitation

(including bonded labour)". The policy defines human trafficking as "the business of

depriving someone of liberty for profit". It allows "content condemning or raising awareness

about human trafficking or smuggling issues".

After the Board brought this case to Meta's attention, the company determined that its

removal was incorrect and restored the content to Facebook. The company told the Board

that, while the images in isolation would violate the Human Exploitation policy, the overall

context is clear, making the content non-violating.

Board authority and scope

The Board has authority to review Meta's decision following an appeal from the user whose

content was removed (Charter Article 2, Section 1; Bylaws Article 3, Section 1).

https://l.facebook.com/l.php?u=https%3A%2F%2Ftransparency.fb.com%2Fen-gb%2Fpolicies%2Fcommunity-standards%2Fhuman-exploitation%2F&h=AT3Pu88GkD6xDv-nGDai9eFzsHsV6xI6HJOIvmhzgxqJLJaShKs0yYps1dGsYDm532UTTA4I2HE_1SelUm1x8VDlZE8_G7Gu9p5W4rYXw9mktYlMQl-S_4JLSwOAkhoZ


When Meta acknowledges that it made an error and reverses its decision on a case that is

under consideration for Board review, the Board may select that case for a summary decision

(Bylaws Article 2, Section 2.1.3). The Board reviews the original decision to increase

understanding of the content moderation processes involved, to reduce errors and increase

fairness for Facebook and Instagram users.

Case significance

The case underlines the importance of designing moderation systems that are sensitive to

contexts of awareness-raising, irony, sarcasm and satire. These are important forms of

commentary, and should not be removed as a result of overly literal interpretations. In terms

of automation, the Board has urged Meta to implement an internal audit procedure to

continually analyse a statistically representative sample of automated removal decisions to

reverse and learn from enforcement mistakes (" Breast Cancer Symptoms and Nudity",

recommendation no. 5). In terms of human moderation, the Board asked Meta to ensure that

it has adequate procedures in place to assess satirical content and relevant context properly,

and that appeals based on policy exceptions be prioritised for human review (" Two Buttons

Meme", recommendations nos. 3 and 5). Meta has reported implementing the first two of

these recommendations but has not published information to demonstrate complete

implementation; for the first recommendation, as of Q4 2022, Meta reported having

"completed the global roll out of new, more specific messaging that lets people know whether

automation or human review led to the removal of their content from Facebook" but did not

furnish information evidencing this. For the third recommendation, Meta reported it had

"nearly completed work on ways to allow users to indicate if their appeal falls under a policy

exception"; once this is complete, Meta will begin to assess if taking into account policy

exceptions is beneficial to the overall prioritisation workflow.

Decision

The Board overturns Meta's original decision to remove the content. The Board

acknowledges Meta's correction of its initial error once the Board brought the case to the

company's attention.

https://www.oversightboard.com/decision/IG-7THR3SI1/
https://www.oversightboard.com/decision/FB-RZL57QHJ/
https://www.oversightboard.com/decision/FB-RZL57QHJ/

