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Analysis:
· Summary and Outcome:
On December 18, 2023, the Oversight Board overturned Meta’s decision to remove four posts containing a quote by Nazi propaganda chief, Joseph Goebbels. The Board noted that these cases underlined Meta’s failure to distinguish between prohibited supportive speech of dangerous organizations and permitted neural or condemning speech. Meta reversed their original decisions and restored the content after it was notified of the appeal.
· Facts:
Four separate users posted the quote "A lie told once remains a lie, but a lie told a thousand times becomes the truth" attributed to Nazi propaganda chief, Joseph Goebbels. Alongside, each user either drew parallels between Nazi Germany and present-day political discourse or discussed threats freedom of expression face due to misinformation.

Meta originally removed the four posts from Facebook for violating the Dangerous Organizations and Individuals (DOI) policy which prohibits content praising or supporting designated organization, including the Nazi party. However, the policy allows content that refers to dangerous organizations in a neutral way or to condemn their actions. The users appealed the decisions to the Board.
· Decision Overview: 
The main issue before the Oversight Board was whether the removal of the posts was consistent with Meta’s content policies and human rights obligations.

In their submissions to the Board, the users stressed that their usage of the quite was not in support of Goebbels or the Nazi party but to criticize the negative impact of false information and the dangers of propaganda.

On the other hand, Meta reversed its original decisions when notified of the appeal. Meta found the content non-violating as it did not include any support of the Nazi party but rather include descriptions of "the Nazi regime's campaign to normalize falsehoods in order to highlight the importance of ethics and epistemic standards for free speech".

The Board noted that these cases underlined Meta’s failure to distinguish between prohibited supportive speech and permitted neural or condemning speech. Enforcement errors steaming from this failure limit freedom of expression severely. 

Additionally, the Board recalled three recommendations from the “Mention of the Taliban in News Reporting” decision, with the first being for Meta to assess the accuracy of reviewers enforcing the allowance of the DOI policy to identify the causes of enforcement errors. The second recommendation encouraged Meta to review its high impact false positive override (HIPO) ranker to assess whether it can prioritize potential enforcement errors of the DOI policy more effectively. The ranker works to prioritize decisions for additional review. Meta is still assessing the feasibility of this recommendation. The third recommendation was for Meta to strengthen the capacity of HIPO review across languages to ensure more potential enforcement errors are reviewed. Meta reported implementation of the recommendation with publishing information to demonstrate it.
Furthermore, the Board reiterated its recommendation in the “Nazi quote” decision for Meta to clarify and provide examples for the meanings of “praise”, “support”, and “representations” in the public-facing policy that aligns with the internal guidance. Meta has implemented this recommendation.

The Board underlined that these cases showed that it is frequent and quite acceptable for political debate to draw comparisons to a known dangerous figure to criticize a current individual or activity. These four examples highlight the need for more effective policies that follow the Board's recommendations.

The Board overturned Meta’s decisions and acknowledged Meta’s correction of the initial enforcement errors.
Direction:
· Outcome: Contracts Expression/Mixed Outcome/Expands Expression
· This should be based on international standards
· However, if you have knowledge of national standards, and can provide insights into how the decision impact precedent nationally, please do so.

· Explanation for why and how it contracts or expands expression or has a mixed outcome. You can also provide additional context about the case here. 

 
Perspective: 

· Related International and/or regional laws: 
Example:
ECHR, art. 10; 
ECHR, art. 11; 

· National law or jurisprudence:
· Example: Sp. Constitution art. 14;

Other national law or jurisprudence: 
· List here any references to national case law outside the Court’s jurisdiction. For instance, if a UK Court relies on Canadian or Australian case law, it would be listed here. 

Significance: 
· Binding or persuasive precedent within jurisdiction; Decision establishes influential or persuasive precedent outside jurisdiction; Explanation: 
Standard I: The decision establishes a binding or persuasive precedent within its jurisdiction.
Information: i.e. Judgments of the European Court of Human Rights are binding upon parties to the decision. 

Standard II: Decision (including concurring or dissenting opinions) establishes influential or persuasive precedent outside its jurisdiction.
Information: i.e. The decisions of the European Court of Human Rights have precedential value on the interpretation of the right to freedom of expression for other States Parties to the European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms.
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