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Analysis:
· Summary and Outcome:
On November 22, 2023, the Oversight Board overturned Meta’s original decision to remove content raising awareness about human trafficking in Thailand. The Board noted that this case highlighted the importance of implementing moderation systems that understand raising awareness, satire, irony, and sarcasm contexts. Meta reversed its decision and restored the content after it was notified of the appeal.
· Facts:
A Facebook user posted a screenshot of messages from a business that appeared to be attempting to recruit victims to sell them into human trafficking and transport them to Myanmar. The caption on the screenshots was in Thai and discussed common practices employed by the business to recruit victims. It also included ironic statements such as "if you want to be a victim of human trafficking, don't wait".

The content was originally removed for violating the Human Exploitation policy which prohibits any content recruiting or exploiting people for any human trafficking purposes, the policy defines human trafficking as "the business of depriving someone of liberty for profit". However, the policy allows content condemning or raising awareness about human trafficking. The user appealed this decision.
· Decision Overview: 
The main issue before the Board was whether the removal of a post raising awareness about human trafficking practices in Thailand was compatible with Meta’s content policies and human rights obligations. 

The user didn’t submit a statement alongside their appeal. On the other hand, Meta reversed its original decision and resorted the content when the Board informed the company of the appeal. Meta explained that the screenshots in isolation would violate the policy, however, the context of the post made the content non-violating. 

The Board noted that this case highlighted the crucial need for moderation systems that understand contexts of awareness raising, irony, sarcasm, and satire. The Board recalled its recommendation from the "Breast Cancer Symptoms and Nudity" decision urging Meta to implement a process to analyze a representative sample of reversed automated content removal decisions. Meta stated that this was a process they followed, however, the company did not publish any information to demonstrate this.

The Board further reiterated two recommendations from the "Two Buttons Meme" decision, the first was for Meta to ensure adequate procedures to analyze satirical content and context and the second was for appeals claiming policy exceptions to be prioritized for human review. Meta implemented the first recommendation; however, the company hasn’t published any information to demonstrate this. As for the second recommendation, Meta reported it is in the final stages of implementing it as it is working on ways for users to indicate if their appeals fall under policy exceptions.

The Board overturned Meta’s original decision to take down the content and acknowledged Meta’s correction of the initial error.

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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