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Abstract: Online gender-based violence curbs women’s rights while generating profit for digital
platforms due to the high engagement generated by such content. This dynamic exemplifies the gen-
der-related legal issues raised by digital platform business models. These harmful practices are scru-
tinised by legal and social science scholarship and addressed within a broad regulatory discourse
encompassing both soft and hard law measures and social media self-regulating initiatives. The latter
is especially representative of the development of terms and conditions and the creation of “quasi-
judicial” boards, which operate as regulatory intermediaries. One such body is Meta’s Oversight
Board—an independent board that reviews Meta’s decisions about Facebook, Instagram, and
Threads content. This research analyses two gender-related binding decisions by the Board to assess:
(i) the legal values, norms, and principles applied in gender-sensitive rulings and (ii) whether these
decisions led to effective protection, remediation, and infrastructural changes within Meta’s services.
The article argues that Meta’s responses remain largely superficial, using human rights discourse to
legitimise actions without addressing the core issue—its infrastructure. These measures often serve
as symbolic gestures rather than substantive reforms and may amount to forms of genderwashing,
ultimately exacerbating rather than mitigating harms experienced by women, girls, and LGBTQIA+
users online.
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The Meta Oversight Board (MOB) is an independent body that reviews content de-
cisions made by Meta Platforms, Inc., across Facebook, Instagram, and Threads. It
has the authority to overturn Meta’s decisions with the stated goal of improving how
the company treats people and communities globally. The Board can also apply
warning screens to certain content, issue policy recommendations, and publish ad-
visory opinions to guide Meta on specific issues. During the appeals process, it may
receive public comments from any interested individuals and organisations?, and
decisions are made by a majority vote of a five-member panel.

Considering this background, this paper will examine two gender-related cases re-
viewed by the Meta Oversight Board: (1) “Violence against Women” (2023-002-1G-
UA, 2023-005-1G-UA) and (2) “Image of Gender-Based Violence” (2023-006-FB-
UA). The analysis aims to evaluate (i) the legal values, norms, and principles applied
in gender-sensitive decisions and (ii) whether these decisions led to obligations for
effective protection, remediation, and infrastructural changes within Meta’s plat-
forms. These cases were selected due to their procedural status as standard cases
and their explicit focus on gender.

Based on this analysis, we argue that Meta’s responses to gender-related risks re-
main largely superficial. While the Board invokes human rights language to legiti-
mise its actions, Meta’s implementation of the Board recommendation fails to ad-
dress the root cause: the design of its infrastructure. This practice, referred to as
genderwashing, allows platforms like Meta to claim progress in gender equality
while avoiding meaningful accountability. Self-regulatory mechanisms such as the
Oversight Board may serve more as mere smokescreens to draw the focus away from
persistent gendered harmful practices that benefit the platform's economic inter-
ests.

The paper is organised into three parts. It first presents the MOB’s decisions on gen-
der by analysing two gender-related cases. It then examines how the Board’s human
rights rhetoric functions as a liberal legitimation mechanism that ultimately fails to
strengthen the infrastructural dimensions of content moderation. Finally, it

1 The MOB Rulebook for case review and policy guidance clarifies that “the Board may request public
comment briefs. Calls for public comment briefs will be posted on the Board’s website with require-
ments for form and substance, and a deadline for submission. Submissions will be shared with the
panel” (Meta Oversight Board, 2024a, p.8). As clarified by the FAQ of the public comments’ portal,
public comments must respond to issues identified by the MOB and “as cases are assigned to panels,
the Oversight Board will post a brief, anonymized description of the cases under review on the Over-
sight Board website. For up to 14 days after this posting, individuals and organization have an op-
portunity to share their insights. For expedited cases, this timeframe will be shortened(...) Anyone
submitting comments will have an opportunity to provide consent to the Oversight Board to publish
or attribute their comments publicly, as well as allow the Oversight Board to follow up with them
regarding the content of their comments. The Oversight Board expects to publish comments in an
appendix to each case decision, provided the comments meet the guidelines and the commenter has
consented to the publication. (...)The panels reviewing cases will consider submissions at their sole
discretion, and do not expect to be able to consider every submission in their deliberations” (Meta
Oversight Board, 2025c).
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introduces the concept of genderwashing and explains how this strategy aligns with
Meta’s business model concerning gender equality.

A Gender-Based Case Law Analysis of the Meta Oversight Board (MOB)

Social media platforms are considered an essential part of the digital public sphere,
constituting an infrastructure resource which can shape public discourse through
their self-regulatory measures and structures, such as terms of service, guidelines
for algorithmic content moderation, and regulatory intermediaries (Kira, 2025),
such as Social Media Councils (Fertmann & Kettemann, 2022). The social media
business model produces a specific social order and structure, while the creation of
regulatory intermediaries, such as MOB, is part of hybrid forms of governance that
recognise and incorporate non-state and non-corporate actors into platform deci-
sion-making.

The Meta Oversight Board (MOB) emerged as a strategy to improve Facebook’s con-
tent moderation governance following the controversies surrounding the 2016
United States presidential election (Muniz Da Conceicao, 2024). Although it shares
certain similarities with other platform governance councils—operating “below the
threshold of illegality (or even below private rule violation), functioning as a firm-
level self-regulatory body” (Fertmann et al., 2022, para. 4)—the MOB distinguishes
itself through its institutional architecture. Notably, Kira (2025) notes that the
Board is endowed with substantial resources necessary for executing its functions
and is composed of high-profile, qualified members.

According to section 8 of the MOB Charter (Meta Oversight Board, 2025b), for the
initial establishment of the board, “Meta selected a group of co-chairs” and “the co-
chairs and Meta then jointly selected candidates for the remainder of the initial
board seats.” (p. 6) Thereafter, a committee of the board is tasked with “select[ing]
candidates to serve as board members based on a review of the candidate’s qualifi-
cations.” (p. 6) In addition, both Meta and the public may propose candidates to the
board. However, it remains unclear whether these nominations have a tangible ef-
fect on the selection of new board members. The selection process thus shapes the
board’s overall composition, which reflects both diversity goals and observable im-
balances.

The MOB Rulebook for case review and policy guidance (Meta Oversight Board,
2024a) clarifies that the assignment of board members to specific cases varies ac-
cording to the type of procedure (standard or expedited procedure2

2 According to section 2.1 of the MOB Bylaws (Meta Oversight Board, 2024b), “Meta will have the
ability to refer cases to the board, and may include a request that the board review a case on an ex-
pedited basis” (p.22). Regarding Meta-referred cases, they “will generally be subject to standard pro-
cedures, but in exceptional situations, Meta may require they be subject to expedited procedures”
(Meta Oversight Board, 2024a, p.3). On standard cases, “the Oversight Board will aim to issue a de-
cision within 9o days of receiving a user-generated appeal or a Meta-referred case” (Meta Oversight
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or summary decisions3).

To standard procedures, such as the ones examined in this article, the MOB convene
ad hoc panels composed of five board members. The members are constituted by
the Case Management Tool (CMT), a Meta-developed platform that the MOB uses
to receive and review case submissions and store case files. CMT could be seen as a
functional equivalent to judicial case management software4, but only along the
ruler dimension, since the system is a Meta proprietary software, and its access is
not open to the general public.

In any case, the MOB Rulebook clarifies that "[f]ollowing case selection, the CMT
will constitute a panel with five Board Members, including at least one Member from
the region the content primarily affects and ensuring gender diversity. Panelists will
be notified of the assignment and invited to review the case file" (Meta Oversight
Board, 2024a, p.8).

The decision drafted by the panel will be circulated to all Board Members for review,
during which members may propose textual or substantive revisions; however,
MOB plenary deliberation, for the decision drafting process itself, is exceptional and
only occurs in case a “majority of the panel determine that a case requires plenary
Board deliberation due to its significance or complexity” (Meta Oversight Board
MOB, 2024a, p.10).

After incorporating board member suggestions, the panel will circulate the final de-
cision draft to all Board Members, for review and approval. It is possible that MOB
decides, by majority vote, to reassign the case to a new panel for reconsideration
and, in such cases, a new panel will be convened promptly (Meta Oversight Board,
2024a, p.10).

Board, 2024a, p. 4), while for expedited cases, the process must be completed within 30 days of the
case reaching the Board.

The expedited review, according to section 2.1.2 of the MOB Bylaws occurs (i) when Meta asks the
board to act under expedited review due to exceptional circumstances, for example when content
could result in urgent real-world consequences and the co-chairs will decide to accept Meta’s referral
and (ii) independent of any Meta referral, when the co-chairs, with the consent of Meta, decide that
a selected case will be reviewed under the expedited process (Meta Oversight Board, 2024b, p. 22).
3According to section 2.1.3 of the MOB Bylaws (Meta Oversight Board, 2024b), “Where Meta deter-
mines that the content in a particular case was incorrectly actioned by Meta and reverses its original
decision, the case selection committee may choose to select the case for summary decision. The pro-
cedure for summary decisions will be determined by the co-chairs. Summary decisions will be voted
on by the panel without a full-board vote” (p.24).

4 Such software can be used for case initiation, structure docket workflows and automate the distri-
bution of incoming matters as well as for document handling and publication of decisions. The Bra-
zilian national electronic process platform (Processo Judicial Eletronico — Pje), for example, allows
auditable case tracking, while also implementing automated case assignment to promote impartiality
and balance judicial workloads.

When auditable, these platforms can institutionalise standardised procedural milestones, maintain
authoritative digital records, and employ configurable case-allocation and scheduling logic to reduce
administrative error and reinforce procedural fairness.
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As of December 2025, the MOB had 21 members. Board members represent a wide
range of cultural and professional backgrounds, including academics, legal experts,
policymakers, and journalists from around the world, speaking various languages.
According to Meta, they are selected to reflect the diversity of users across Facebook,
Instagram, and Threads and to bring their unique perspectives to content modera-
tion on its platforms (Meta Oversight Board, n.d.-a). The MOB emphasises geo-
graphic balance among its members, as noted in item 1.4.1 of the MOB bylaws (Meta
Oversight Board, 2024b, p. 10-11). Nonetheless, there is a predominance of mem-
bers with a legal background (13 out of 21) and from the United States (6 out of 21).
Countries with strong media law regulations and content moderation traditions,
such as Germany, are not represented in the MOB, and only one member has a back-
ground in electoral matters, one of the most sensitive content moderation topics.

Section 3.1.4 of the MOB Bylaws states that MOB panels may;, at their discretion and
prior to deliberation, “request and receive information from a global pool of outside
subject-matter experts, including academics, linguists, and researchers on a specific
issue (e.g., region, cultural norm, or phrase)” (Meta Oversight Board, 2024b, p. 16).
The Bylaws emphasise that “[t]his pool of experts will be populated at the discretion
and/or direction of the board” (p. 16). In addition to this pool of experts, the Board
can decide to procure research and related services and also “request issue briefs
from advocacy or public interest organizations that reflect a range of perspectives”
(p. 16). No public information exists concerning the processes for procurement or
expert selection, including whether they undergo eligibility and integrity assess-
ments, and there is no evidence of any structure to prevent or address conflicts of
interest. Despite its quasi-judicial function, MOB's governance demonstrates a lack
of fundamental transparency concerning its deliberative frameworks.

Also, despite the MOB’s globalist intentions, platform councils such as the MOB do
not function as neutral institutions; their decision-making processes are susceptible
to particular biases stemming from the composition and perspectives of their mem-
bers. While these bodies can enhance the accountability of content moderation pol-
icies, they also present notable limitations. Kettemann and Schulz (2023) highlight
potential trade-offs of social media councils such as the MOB, noting that they can
result in the “weakening of state regulators, confusion of responsibility, ethics-wash-
ing, a normative fig-leaf effect, and a globalist approach to speech rules that is non-
responsive to local and regional practices” (Kettemann & Schulz, 2023, para. 6)—
considerations that are critical to the gender issues assessed herein. Recognising
these potential shortcomings is integral to evaluating the overall efficacy of such
oversight mechanisms within the digital regulatory landscape.

Operating as a “quasi-judicial” body, the MOB primarily focuses on adjudicating in-
dividual cases of content moderation. Its case-by-case decision-making process,
characterised largely by binary determinations—either removing or retaining con-
tent—raises critical questions about its capacity to address systemic issues or imple-
ment comprehensive policy reforms (Douek, 2022). Howard and Kira (2024) argue
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that the reasoning underpinning MOB decisions could be refined to allow for more
proportionate measures, such as content demotion.

Given that the MOB’s funding derives from a trust established by Meta, some au-
thors criticise its lack of financial independence (Douek, 2024) and note that the
Board “lacks the power to make significant and lasting change where it matters
most: in the actual content moderation guidelines” (Morar, 2019, para. 13).

The authority and transformative impact of the MOB were directly challenged by
Meta’s CEO’s decision to remove moderation of harmful gender-related speech from
the platform’s policies in January 2025—just days before Donald Trump assumed
office for a second term as President of the United States (Duffy, 2025). On one
hand, gender issues remained one of the Board’s seven strategic priorities. This fo-
cus stems from MOB’s consideration of user appeals and includes concerns raised
by women, non-binary, and trans individuals who face barriers to exercising their
right to freedom of expression online, particularly in the context of gender-based
violence and harassment (Meta Oversight Board, n.d.-b). On the other hand, Joel
Kaplan (2025), Meta’s Chief Global Affairs Officer, announced that the company is
“getting rid of a number of restrictions on topics like immigration, gender identity
and gender that are the subject of frequent political discourse and debate”.

Until 20 December 2024, the MOB had decided on 18 cases classified under the “sex
and gender equality” category, divided into two different procedures: standard de-
cisions and summary decisions (10 standard decisions and 8 summary decisions).
For the purposes of this study, however, we focus on two gender-related cases de-
cided by the Oversight Board: (1) Violence against Women (2023-002-1G-UA,
2023-005-1G-UA) and (2) Image of Gender-Based Violence (2023-006-FB-UA).
These cases were selected based on their procedure status as standard decisions and
their classification under the “sex and gender equality” category in the MOB’s deci-
sion repository.

Cases requiring an intersectional analysis—such as those involving queer and
transgender rights—were excluded from this study due to the need for more exten-
sive research. Similarly, summary decisions were not considered for the case analy-
sis, as they are approved by a panel rather than by a full-board vote, do not involve
public comments, and lack precedential value.

The two selected cases approach gender issues from distinct perspectives but ulti-
mately highlight a shared concern: Meta’s difficulty in providing appropriate gen-
der-sensitive interpretations and responses within its digital platform infrastruc-
ture. In the first case, Meta misinterpreted a woman’s post about domestic violence
as a violation of its hate speech policy, leading to the unjustified removal of the con-
tent. In contrast, the second case involved a post that explicitly depicted gender-
based violence, which Meta failed to recognise as a policy violation. Despite receiv-
ing three requests for removal, the company did not take action.
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In summary, the first case illustrates how Meta wrongfully removed content that did
not violate its policies, while the second case reveals Meta’s repeated failure to en-
force its own rules by allowing harmful content to remain online. This inconsistency
in the application of its policies across different gender-sensitive contexts is pre-
cisely why these two cases were selected for analysis.

In addition to the two selected cases, at least three other decisions relevant to
women'’s rights were submitted to the Board by December 20245 and merit future
analysis. However, due to methodological constraints, this paper limits its scope to
the two aforementioned standard cases.

The Board’s focus on gender issues stems from an analysis of user appeals and in-
cludes concerns raised by women, non-binary, and trans individuals who face bar-
riers to exercising their right to freedom of expression online, particularly in the
context of gender-based violence and harassment. Nevertheless, as this paper will
demonstrate, there is a lack of consistency in how Meta labels cases under the “sex
and gender equality” policies and topics category®. The conflation of sex and gender
reflects a lack of gender-sensitive criteria in the evaluation of MOB precedents, un-
dermining the clarity and effectiveness of their classification and subsequent deci-
sions.

Case 1: “Violence against Women” (2023-002-1G-UA, 2023-005-1G-UA)

In 2023, the Oversight Board decided to overturn two of Meta’s removal decisions
on Instagram posts made by Swedish users who reported gender-based violence.
Meta’s decisions were based on the company’s Hate Speech Community Standard
(Meta Transparency Centre, n.d.-a), which considers as hate speech the videos
shared by a “woman describing her experience in a violent intimate relationship,
including how she felt unable to discuss the situation with her family” (Meta Over-
sight Board, n.d.-c) (first post), and her reflections as a man-hater, noting that she
does “not hate all men. She also states that she is a man-hater for condemning mi-
sogyny and that hating men is rooted in fear of violence” (Meta Oversight Board,
n.d.-c) (second post).

After Meta’s removal, the user submitted an appeal to the Oversight Board claiming:

5 The other pertinent cases are (1) “Call for Women’s Protest in Cuba” (2023-014-1G-UA); (2) “United
States Posts Discussing Abortion” (2023-011-1G-UA, 2023-012-FB-UA, 2023-013-FB-UA); (3) “Ex-
plicit AT Images of Female Public Figures” (2024-007-1G-UA, 2024-008-FB-UA).

® The categorisation is inherently contentious and excludes significant gender-related cases, such as
The Breast Cancer Symptoms and Nudity (2020-004-IG-UA), in which the Board reversed Face-
book’s decision to remove a breast cancer awareness post. The Board provided recommendations
about Meta’s use and regulation of algorithmic content moderation. In a more recent summary case
(Breast Cancer Awareness -FB-HG46TXVV, recommendation no. 5), the MOB recommended the im-
plementation of “an internal audit procedure to continuously analyse a statistically representative
sample of automated content removal decisions to reverse and learn from enforcement mistakes”
(Meta Oversight Board, 2025a).
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... they wanted to show women who face domestic violence that they are not alone. They
also stated that removing the post stops an important discussion and keeps people from
learning, and possibly sharing the post. In their second appeal, they explained that it was
clear that they do not hate all men but want to discuss the problem of men committing vio-
lence against women (Meta Oversight Board, 2023c¢).

According to the user, the first post mentioned the International Day for the Elimi-
nation of Violence against Women. In Meta’s submission to the Board, they recog-
nised, regarding the first post, that it had been removed in error and did not violate
the hate speech policy. However, they interpreted the second post as a violation of
the company’s hate speech policy, which defines hate speech as a direct attack
against people based on protected characteristics, including sex and gender. They
understood that her “statement that she does not hate all men does not impact the
assessment of other parts of the post” (Meta Oversight Board, 2023c).

During the debates, the majority of Board members identified, based on Meta’s un-
derstanding of non-violation of their Hate Speech policy, that the first post’s “state-
ment is also better understood as assurance to other victims of domestic violence
that they are not alone.” It is therefore a non-violating qualified statement” (Meta
Oversight Board, 2023c). However, for other Board members, “the user posted a
clearly unqualified behavioural statement that men ‘murder, rape and abuse’

women ‘all the time, every day’” (Meta Oversight Board, 2023c).

Regarding the second post, the Board recognises its complexity and acknowledges
that it does not violate Meta’s hate speech policy. According to the Board’s majority,
the post must be assessed entirely, including the “user’s analogy to the fear of ven-
omous snakes” (Meta Oversight Board, 2023c¢), in which she points out that “the
fear of venomous snakes brushes off onto all snakes, causing many or most humans
to be frightened of snakes as a class” (Meta Oversight Board, 2023c¢). Therefore, “this
does not mean she hates all men and describes man-hating as being defined by dis-
cussing fear and condemning violence against women” (Meta Oversight Board,
2023c). For this reason, the second post is not an expression of contempt that vio-
lates Meta’s policy. Again, some Board members dissented, arguing that the second
post’s language “could lead to negative unintended consequences for both men and
women” (Meta Oversight Board, 2023c); for this reason, it violates Meta’s policy and
should not be restored.

In conclusion, the majority of the Oversight Board decided that the posts did not
violate Meta’s Hate Speech policy and should be restored. Additionally, they stated
a recommendation for Meta to include in their policy “a clearer exception to allow
content that condemns or raises awareness of gender-based violence in the public
language ... as well as update its internal guidance so that moderators can effectively
implement this exception” (Meta Oversight Board, 2023c).

In order to address Meta’s human rights responsibilities in this case, the Board’s
decision was informed by the different international standards regarding the

9
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freedom of opinion and expression?, the prohibition of incitement to discrimination,
hostility or violence?® and, to a very limited extent, the right to non-discrimination?.
In this case, besides 13 public comments submitted by the general public to the
Board for consideration, the five Board members designated to form the panelt© re-
ceived the assistance by three independent experts: researchers from an institute at
the University of Gothenburg, an advisory firm called Duco Advisors, and an organ-
isation called Memetica. Meta’s transparency website states that this was the com-
pany’s “first bundled case about violence against women” (Meta Transparency Cen-
tre, 2023). The site also provides information regarding the status of the Board’s
recommendations. The first recommendation was to “include the exception for al-
lowing content that condemns or raises awareness of gender-based violence in the
public language of the Hate Speech policy” (Meta Transparency Centre, 2023) until
June 2024, which had been partially implemented. The process of “refining and
clarifying our Community Standards as part of holistically reviewing the overlaps
and differences between our policies on organic and ads content ...” (Meta Trans-
parency Centre, 2023) is ongoing.

Regarding the second recommendation, which aimed “to ensure that content con-
demning and raising awareness of gender-based violence is not removed in error”
(Meta Transparency Centre, 2023), Meta reported partial implementation or de-
scribed it as work already undertaken, but did not publish evidence demonstrating
full implementation. In this context, the Board awaited updates to the Hate Speech
Community Standards, which aimed to provide “additional nuance to clarify inter-
nal guidance around our approach to behavioural statements, generalisations, and
qualified behavioural statements” (Meta Transparency Centre, 2023).

The expected changes were never fully realised. Instead, the Hate Speech policy was
dismantled and replaced with a “Hateful Conduct” policy, which expressly allows
the use of “sex- or gender-exclusive language when discussing access to spaces often

" The decision explicitly references: Article 19, International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights
(ICCPR), General Comment No. 34, Human Rights Committee, 2011; UN Human Rights Council
resolution on freedom of expression and women’s empowerment A/HRC/Res/23/2 (2013); Special
Rapporteur on freedom of opinion and expression, reports: A/76/258 (2021), A/74/486 (2019),
A/HRC/38/35 (2018), A/68/362 (2013); and Joint Declaration on Freedom of Expression and Gen-
der Justice, Special Rapporteurs on freedom of opinion and expression of The United Nations (UN),
the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE), the Organization of American
States (OAS), the African Commission on Human and Peoples’ Rights (ACHPR) (2022).

8 Article 20, para. 2, ICCPR; Rabat Plan of Action, UN High Commissioner for Human Rights report:
A/HRC/22/17/Add.4 (2013).

9 The decision cites solely the right to non-discrimination as articulated in Article 2, paragraph 1, and
Article 26 of the ICCPR. The Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against
Women (CEDAW) and United Nations General Assembly Resolution A/RES/54/134, which estab-
lished the International Day for the Elimination of Violence against Women (date that was on the
background of the moderated content), are not referenced in the Board decision.

10 Standard procedures are always assigned to ad hoc panels. Meta developed the Case Management
Tool (CMT), which the Meta Oversight Board (MOB) uses to receive and review case submissions, as
well as to collect and store case files. According to the MOB Rulebook, once a case is selected, the
CMT will form a panel of five Board Members. This panel must include at least one Member from the
region most affected by the content and must ensure gender diversity. Panelists are then notified of
their assignment and invited to review the case file (Meta Oversight Board, 2024a, p. 8).

10
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limited by sex or gender, such as access to bathrooms, specific schools, specific mil-
itary, law enforcement, or teaching roles, and health or support groups,” or even
permits calls “for exclusion or use of insulting language in the context of discussing
political or religious topics, such as when discussing transgender rights, immigra-
tion, or homosexuality,” as well as “cursing at a gender in the context of a romantic
break-up” (Meta Transparency Centre, n.d.).

So far, the only recommendation fully implemented is number three: “to improve
the accuracy of decisions made upon secondary review ... by sending [them] to dif-
ferent reviewers than those who previously assessed the content” (Meta Transpar-
ency Centre, 2023). According to Meta:

[We] have an internal system called Dynamic Multi Review (DMR) which enables us to
review certain content multiple times by different reviewers before making a final decision.
This ensures that the quality and accuracy of human review are carefully considered upon
secondary review, taking into account factors such as virality and potential for harm (Meta
Transparency Centre, 2023).

Finally, recommendation four, “to provide greater transparency to users and allow
them to understand the consequences of their actions” (Meta Transparency Centre,
2023), was omitted or reframed by Meta without further context.

Case 2: “Image of Gender-Based Violence” (2023-006-FB-UA)

The case analyses a Facebook post joking about gender-based violence (GBV) in Iraq
although the MOB wrongly labels it as taking place in Eritrea (Meta Oversight
Board, 2023d). The post depicted a woman who suffered domestic violence as a re-
sult of a typographical error. According to the post’s caption, the husband physically
beat his wife, though the woman had asked him to bring a “donkey” or called him a
donkey, when in fact she was requesting a “veil.” Understanding this mockery re-
quires knowledge of Arabic, as the words for “donkey” and “veil” are visually similar
(“Ja” and “_a”). The post implies that the husband physically assaulted her due
to the misunderstanding caused by the typographical error. The woman depicted is
identifiable: she is a well-known Syrian activist whose image has previously circu-
lated widely on social media. (Meta Oversight Board, 2023d).

A user reported the content three times for violating the Violence and Incitement
Community Standard. Yet, the report was not subject to human review, and Meta
automatically closed the denouncement. Later, the case was considered relevant “to
explore Meta’s policies and practices in moderating content describing and joking
about gender-based violence and its impact on the rights of users on and off Meta’s
platforms” (Meta Oversight Board, 2023b).

In its call for public comments, the Board highlighted as the main point of discus-
sion: (i) Meta’s policy and enforcement choices about content joking about or mock-
ing gender-based violence; (ii) The relationship between Facebook and Instagram
content that jokes about or mocks gender-based violence and its effect on people
who may be impacted by this content and their ability to use these platforms; (iii)
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The relationship between Facebook and Instagram content that jokes about or
mocks gender-based violence and its effect on off-platform gender-based violence;
(iv) How depictions of gender-based violence may be used to target public figures,
human rights defenders, and activists; (v) Insights into the socio-political context in
Iraq (and the region), regarding gender-based violence and its depiction on social
media (Meta Oversight Board, 2023b).

As in the previously described case, the five Board members received assistance
from independent experts: researchers from an institute at the University of
Gothenburg, Sweden; an advisory firm called Duco Advisors; an organization
named Memetica; and linguistic expertise provided by Lionbridge Technologies,
LLC. Additionally, 19 public comments were submitted by the participants to the
Board during the public participation process. In summary, the Digital Rights Foun-
dation’s contribution stated that Meta should consider the content of the satire—
especially when it has artistic content—as well as the potential harm it may cause.
Similarly, Fundacion Karisma emphasised that freedom of expression should be the
default principle and suggested analysing the context, creating resources for victims
of harassment and bullying, and establishing appropriate moderation techniques.
The public comment from Lawyers for Justice in Libya, on the other hand, high-
lighted the broader context of violence against women in the region and argued for
the need to assess the vulnerabilities involved in order to understand the signifi-
cance of linguistic and cultural abuses. Furthermore, their commentary affirmed the
importance of placing the victim at the centre of any considerations.

The Oversight Board found that the post should be removed because it violated
Meta's policy on bullying and harassment by mocking the injuries of a woman who
had suffered gender-based violence and recommended that a more precise moder-
ation mechanism should be created by the establishment of “a policy aimed at ad-
dressing content that normalises gender-based violence through praise, justifica-
tion, celebration or mocking of gender-based violence” (Meta Oversight Board,
2023b). In addition, the Board recommended improving the Bullying and Harass-
ment Community Standard to clarify that the term “medical condition” includes
posts which mock serious physical injury.

The Board made two different recommendations on its decisions, regarding oppor-
tunities to improve Meta’s content policy. The first recommendation was that Meta
should improve the clarity of its policies for users, by explaining that the term “med-
ical condition,” as used in the Bullying and Harassment Community Standard, in-
cludes “serious physical injury. Regarding this point, Meta indicated that the com-
pany was “in the process of refining our guidance around the term “medical condi-
tion” within our Bullying and Harassment Community Standards and will share our
definition for “medical condition” in a planned update to our Community Standards
(Meta Oversight Board, 2023d). The MOB recommendation tracker (Meta

! Meta does not disclose or specify information about the institute.
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Oversight Board, n.d.-c) signalled that “progress [was] reported”, without further
clarification.

The second recommendation involves the development of a policy aimed at address-
ing content that normalizes gender-based violence through praise, justification, cel-
ebration or mocking of gender-based violence. Meta affirmed, on the past, that the
company was “making final changes to our policy as a result of research, external
engagement, and internal discussions, which include refinements to our approach
to closing unintentional gaps in our policies covering content that may praise gen-
der-based violence” (Meta Oversight Board, 2023d)). The MOB recommendation
tracker (Meta Oversight Board, n.d.-c), nonetheless, indicates that Meta reported
implementation or described as work Meta already does but did not publish infor-
mation to demonstrate implementation.

Besides, the 2023 Oversight Board Annual Report hinted at a potential change by
stating that in 2024, the Board will “explore how our recommendations can identify
and mitigate systemic risks created by upstream product design choices and the au-
tomated treatment of content online.” (Meta Oversight Board, 2024c). Notwith-
standing the Board's efforts and multiple recommendations, Meta's leadership has
shown a contrary stance, as previously noted in the "Violence against Women" case.

MOB Gender Narratives and the Application of International Human
Rights as a Legitimation Strategy

The aforementioned cases exemplify the presence of misogynistic public discourse
and a variant of unlawful freedom of expression restriction, as it imposes “very high
costs to speaking out and produces concrete subordination and exclusion from ac-
cessing and controlling the means of production and socio-economic participation
in techno-capitalism” (Valente, 2022, p.111-112).

In light of the systemic nature of online abuse directed at women and the push for
gender-sensitive governance on platforms, a common approach is to integrate gen-
der considerations through the frameworks of human and fundamental rights. Some
authors, such as Suzor (2020), claim that “human rights is [sic] probably the most
powerful tool we have to encourage intermediaries and governments to make their
governance processes more legitimate” (p. 3).

This position views human rights as framework that tends to safeguard a universally
oriented set of values that can be understood and endorsed by both the private and
public sectors and can be applied to social media platforms through the influence of
international human rights law. This includes international treaties, soft law norms,
and industry benchmarks, such as the United Nations Guiding Principles on
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Business and Human Rights (UNGP), which are expressly mentioned on Meta's
Corporate Human Rights Policy?2.

Nonetheless, as asserted in its last annual report, the Board acknowledges the chal-
lenges of adapting this logic to the specificities of online harm:

As a board, we now have more than three years of practical experience of applying interna-
tional human rights standards to a private company moderating the content of billions of
people around the world. These standards have many benefits. They place freedom of ex-
pression and human dignity at the center of our analysis, offer a cross cultural reference
point and foster transparency, making our work part of an ecosystem of human rights
stakeholders. However, there are also challenges. For example, the kinds of harms found
online are also different to in the real world. In our decisions, we have expressed concern
at how the scale and speed of online content can create cumulative harms that would not
exist offline. Our experience as a board shows that an approach based on international hu-
man rights standards can be useful. Moving forward, we will continue to adapt our ap-
proach given the challenges above. This will be difficult, but immensely valuable, and we
will rely on feedback from academics and civil society as we continue down this path (Meta
Oversight Board, 2024c, p. 13).

The Board argued, in both cases hereby analysed, that Meta holds human rights re-
sponsibilities and allegedly assessed this responsibility through the lens of interna-
tional standards. Yet, the analysis of the “Image of Gender-Based Violence” and “Vi-
olence Against Women” cases shows some points for improvement in the Board’s
decision-making process and, above all, on the enforcement of its decisions by Meta,
including (i) the need for in-depth local consideration to assess Meta’s human rights
responsibilities; (ii) more detailed guidance on the decision’s enforcement; and (iii)
an impact assessment of the infrastructural responses that are needed to achieve
responsive and gender-informed content moderation activity.

The first two points (the need for in-depth local consideration and more detailed
enforcement guidance) are illustrated in the "Image of Gender-Based Violence"
case. In this decision, the Oversight Board inaccurately tagged Eritrea as the affected
region, even though the posts originated from Iraq and the woman depicted was
Syrian. This apparent geographical error or negligence complicates a normative
analysis of the Board's decision. Had the case in fact involved women in Eritrea, the

12 Meta’s Human Rights Policy clarifies that the company is committed “to respecting human rights
as set out in the United Nations Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights (UNGPs). This
commitment encompasses internationally recognized human rights as defined by the International
Bill of Human Rights—which consists of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights; the Interna-
tional Covenant on Civil and Political Rights; and the International Covenant on Economic, Social
and Cultural Rights—as well as the International Labour Organization Declaration on Fundamental
Principles and Rights at Work. Depending on circumstances, we also utilize other widely accepted
international human rights instruments, including the International Convention on the Elimination
of All Forms of Racial Discrimination; the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimi-
nation Against Women; the Convention on the Rights of the Child; the Convention on the Rights of
Persons with Disabilities; the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union; and the Amer-
ican Convention on Human Rights. We specifically recognize that the universal obligation of non-
discrimination is a necessary—but not sufficient—condition for real, lived, equality. We are commit-
ted to implementing the Global Network Initiative (GNI) Principles on Freedom of Expression and
Privacy, and their associated Implementation Guidelines” (Meta, n.d.).
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Board would have been required to consider the applicability of the Protocol to the
African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights on the Rights of Women in Africa
(the “Maputo Protocol”, see African Union, 2003), given Eritrea’s status as an Afri-
can country, which signed but did not ratify the Protocol. In such scenario, Article
5(d) of the Maputo Protocol, which explicitly includes the “protection of women at
risk of harmful practices or other forms of violence, abuse, and intolerance” (African
Union, 2003) would have constituted a central interpretive reference point for the
MOB’s assessment.

This episode reveals a broader structural issue: the Oversight Board does not con-
sistently demonstrate a substantive commitment to human rights protection when
adjudicating cases involving Global South contexts. Its failure to engage with the
geopolitical dimensions of the case, or to examine the relevant social, cultural, po-
litical, and economic specificities, weakens the legitimacy of its reasoning. Moreo-
ver, the Board’s inattention to the regional human rights instruments that govern
particular jurisdictions further compromises the analytical integrity of its decisions.
Confusing Eritrea with Iraq is a major error. It is a consequential misclassification
with the potential to materially affect the Board’s legal and normative conclusions
in this and further cases.

Furthermore, there are issues concerning the application of article 8 of United Na-
tions Declaration on the Right and Responsibility of Individuals, Groups and Organs
of Society to Promote and Protect Universally Recognized Human Rights and Fun-
damental Freedoms General Assembly Resolution adopted by the General Assembly
A/RES/53/144. (1999, March 9), which encompasses the right to effective access,
on a non-discriminatory basis, to participation in the conduct of public affairs. The
Board expressly mentioned the use of this standard to assess Meta’s human right
responsibilities, highlighting that the case “offers the opportunity to explore how
Meta’s policies and enforcement address content that targets women human rights
defenders and content that mocks gender-based violence, issues the Board is focus-
ing on through its strategic priority of gender” (Meta Oversight Board, 2023d).

Nonetheless, the discussions about the specific gender violence suffered by a woman
acting as human rights defender are not even mentioned in the recommendations
made by the Board on its decision of the case. A “victim-centred” approach, that
considered prevention and effective redress, would require a more nuanced deci-
sion-making process, by the MOB, and increase accountability of Meta on such mat-
ters. On one hand, the challenge is not easy to tackle since the horizontal application
of fundamental rights (the Drittwirkung doctrines), is, itself, deeply contested. For

13 The horizontal application of fundamental rights, also known as Drittwirkung doctrine is a crea-
tion of the Bundesverfassungsgericht, the German Federal Constitutional Court (FCC). As synthe-
tised by Matthias Kettemann and Torben Klausa (2020), “In this doctrine, the FCC argues that be-
cause Germany’s constitution is not value-free, these values—embedded for example in fundamental
rights—radiate into nonpublic fields of law and private law relationships, like contracts. Therefore,
courts have to consider rights in their reading, potentially resulting in an indirect application of fun-
damental rights to private actors. There are, of course, limits to this. I cannot invoke my right to
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some authors, the application of fundamental rights in the context of the platforms
requires that “content-related standards need to be (and by now usually are) pub-
lished, enshrined in terms of service that meet fundamental rights standards, and
formulated as general rules that are applied non-arbitrarily and allow for effective
recourse against deletions and suspensions” (Kettemann & Tiedeke, 2020, p. 12).

On the other hand, some argue that human-rights-based legal reasoning alone is
insufficient to address the Board’s lack of democratic legitimacy. In this context,
Brenda Dvoskin (2023) observes that the Board approaches international human
rights law as a set of exogenous and universal principles that can be translated and
implemented on social media by human rights experts—an idea that is deeply con-
tested. Dvoskin (2023) argues that, rather than concealing its authority behind a
purported adherence to higher principles, the Board could enhance its legitimacy by
fostering greater involvement of civil society actors. Even though Board decisions
usually involve a process of public participation through the submission of com-
ments, it remains unclear to what extent these contributions are incorporated into
the Board’s reasoning (Muniz Da Concei¢do, 2024), and how meaningful stake-
holder involvement can be achieved through all the content moderation process.
The follow-up to the implementation of MOB recommendations is, so far, solely
made by the MOB itself, lacking independent oversight and accountability struc-
tures which could pinpoint systemic accountability issues.

Lucas Muniz Da Conceicao’s scholarship corroborates this conclusion: in recent
publications, the author argues that the MOB fails to adequately connect with the
political and social realities of Meta’s users, leading to legitimacy issues by not fos-
tering meaningful engagement with the diverse contexts in which the platform op-
erates (Muniz Da Conceicao, 2024; 2025) research highlights the tension between
the MOB'’s “quasi-judicial” structure and its ability to address the complex, context-
dependent nature of content moderation across diverse global communities. He
suggests that the Board’s current operational model may inadvertently perpetuate
existing power imbalances in digital governance, prioritising certain regions or user
groups over others. Through a combination of quantitative and qualitative analysis
of MOB decisions and public comments, the author further posits that case selection
may reflect regional disparities, favouring users from more lucrative markets or
those more sensitive to regulation. This selectivity, as pointed out by Muniz Da Con-
ceicao (2024) potentially undermines the Board’s claim to global representation and
impartiality. The superficial preoccupation with human rights standards in content
moderation discourse hinders the enhancement of regulatory intermediaries’ reflex-
ive capacity—a capacity that, according to Muniz Da Conceicao (2024), can only be
advanced through the “identification of community within the understanding of
what constitutes it, thus politicising it beyond normative determinations” (p. 575).

physical integrity (Art. 2(2)(1) Basic Law) against my violin-practicing neighbor, even if they butcher
Mozart. However, especially in systems, or “constellations,” with (extremely) disparate power rela-
tionships, the FCC and other German courts use the Drittwirkung doctrine to balance opposing in-
terests that would otherwise play out one-sidedly” (para.5).
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These aspects were brought to the MOB’s attention in the public comments of the
“Violence against Women” case. On that occasion, at the Centre for Digital Citizens
- Northumbria University, an important reflection could be made on a well-known
issue in technology and gender: women’s under-representation in STEM areas:

The combination of lack of context in automated moderation, a technical workforce made
largely of men, and a set of broad and opaque policies enables mistakes like the one this
case addresses. More efforts towards gender diversity in hiring technical workers and in-
vestment initiatives to bring more women to the table are therefore greatly needed (Meta
Oversight Board, 2023a, p.9).

A UNESCO study underscores this concern, stating: “Women are outnumbered in
higher education and in career and leadership roles in STEM. Underrepresentation
moves them to the margins, including among the decision-makers shaping STEM
today and into the future.” (Straza, 2024, p. 8). This reflects a structural gender in-
equality that undermines women’s rights across the entire digital platform infra-
structure. Scholars such as O’Neil (2016), Fry (2018) and Zou & Schiebinger (2018)
have emphasized this gender gap as a key factor contributing to biased technological
data, which can lead to misogynistic and sexist outcomes. For example, “when
Google Translate converts news articles written in Spanish into English, phrases re-
ferring to women often become ‘he said’ or ‘he wrote’.” (Zou & Schiebinger, 2018).

Furthermore, when women are excluded from platform design, senior management
roles in tech, and gender-related analyses—such as those relevant to the cases dis-
cussed here—the resulting decisions often overlook or misinterpret gender nuances
(Rubio-Marin, 2022). For example, MOB overturned Meta’s decision to remove a
post in which women spoke about domestic violence (“Violence Against Women”
case) determining that it was not a violation of Meta’s hate speech policy and, there-
fore, should be reinstated. In another instance, in the “Image of Gender-Based Vio-
lence” case, Meta failed three times to acknowledge a user’s report of a violation of
the Violence and Incitement Community Standard, in a case of explicitly gender-
based violence. These cases illustrate the urgent need for participative practices that
ensure gender-sensitive interpretations and responses within the digital platform
infrastructure, going beyond the mere rhetoric reference to human rights frame-
works.

Lucas Muniz Da Concei¢ao draws attention to the side effects of applying strictly
normative frameworks—such as human rights discourse, the Rule of Law, and gen-
der equality principles—to digital governance instruments like the MOB: for the au-
thor, the use of these paradigms may inadvertently constrain their capacity to imag-
ine and implement innovative governance models by replicating the institutional
logics of real-world courts within digital infrastructures (Muniz Da Conceicao,
2024). The first constraint is based on the limited powers of the Board: the core of
the transformative power of its decisions is concentrated in its recommendations,
which are, according to item 2.3 of the MOB’s bylaw, non-binding (Meta Oversight
Board, 2024Db).
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In both cases hereby analysed, not only were the Board recommendations not fully
implemented?4, but structural changes were made in the opposite direction, follow-
ing Meta’s recent review of policies and standards. As shown by a report of the Eu-
ropean Observatory of Online Hate (2025), “after Meta changed its moderation pol-
icies in January 2025, average daily toxicity remained significantly elevated, stabi-
lising at 30-40% higher than levels observed in November 2024”.

As Valente (2022) argues, “the conditions for developing technologies and making
them accountable—and sensitive to local contexts—are also connected to feminist
ethics, and legislative efforts must incorporate that” (p. 118). The perspective devel-
oped by Valente (2022) underscores the importance of embedding feminist princi-
ples into the design and oversight of digital systems.

Following the "Violence Against Women" case, Meta could have implemented
measures to prevent the erroneous removal of content that condemns and raises
awareness of gender-based violence by updating the guidelines for its at-scale mod-
erators, with particular emphasis on the regulations concerning permissible qualifi-
cations and speech. However, Meta failed to provide data showing the adoption of
the MOB recommendation, which might significantly influence women’s freedom of
expression in a manner that the mere invocation of human rights terminology in
Board decisions cannot secure.

To achieve legitimacy, digital governance systems must move beyond the mere
transplantation of legal norms. They require a regulatory architecture specifically
designed for the sociotechnical dynamics of online platforms. Addressing human
rights violations in these spaces requires not only symbolic recognition but also ef-
fective mechanisms for remediation and prevention. Without these, legitimacy re-
mains superficial, as confirmed by the cases analysed here.

Genderwashing: Creating an Artificially Pro-Gender Business Model
The term genderwashing is inspired by a similar business model strategy known as

greenwashing. This term, which relates to environmental and climate change de-
bates, dates back to 1986, when the activist Jay Westerveld “described the hypocrisy

4 The issue is also identified in broader Board recommendations, such as the policy for cross-check-
ing high-profile users who frequently posted harmful content that was not removed by automated
content moderation procedures due to their accounts being assigned privileges of enhanced human
oversight.

In a policy advisory opinion regarding the case, the Board addressed the issue through several rec-
ommendations, including that “Meta should publicly mark the pages and accounts of entities receiv-
ing list-based protection in the following categories: all state actors and political candidates, all busi-
ness partners, all media actors, and all other public figures included because of the commercial ben-
efit to the company in avoiding false positives. Other categories of users may opt to be identified”
(Meta Oversight Board, n.d.-c). The application of these procedures might have produced an infra-
structural impact on the protection of human rights on its platforms if Meta had not declined to em-
brace this Board recommendation.
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of hotels portraying money-making towel reuse programs as examples of environ-
mental stewardship while failing to make improvements in areas of greater environ-
mental impact, such as waste recycling” (Pearson, 2010, p. 39). Similarly, gen-
derwashing is “a hegemonic process that operates through discourses and texts to
reinforce unequal power relations. This reinforcement is partially achieved through
the co-optation of diversity and the use of organisational texts to create the myth of
equality” (Fox-Kirk et al., 2020, p. 5), a process that can intersect with the so-called
bluewashing, a practice that involves “the malpractice of making unsubstantiated
or misleading claims about, or implementing superficial measures in favour of, the
ethical values and benefits of digital processes, products, services, or other solutions
in order to appear more digitally ethical than one is” (Floridi, 2019, p. 187).

As demonstrated, Meta’s initiative to establish a Board to decide on content removal
under the “sex and gender equality” category without substantively engaging in gen-
der-sensitive debates is problematic. The issues are manifold and range from the
inaccuracy of the “sex and gender” categorization itself to sophisticated practices
that, together, form a business strategy aimed at giving the appearance of a progres-
sive agenda on gender equality while avoiding meaningful debate about the compa-
ny's actual commitment to these issues. By undermining MOB recommendations,
Meta diverts consumer attention from important discussions about structural gen-
der inequalities—such as the under-representation of women in the tech sector or
the uncritical use of the label “sex and gender equality”.

The cases examined in this paper are not isolated incidents. Media tech companies
often make arbitrary decisions to silence specific debates in order to “create and en-
force their own norm systems with limited or no accountability or, alternatively,
[that] could be misused by the state” (Khosla et al., 2023, p. 2). These companies
use human rights discourses—including women's rights —only to render them inef-
fective. By keeping their practices regarding gender issues opaque, they avoid public
scrutiny and shield themselves from criticism about how they address structural
gender inequalities. The calculated result of this strategy, however, extends beyond
the company’s or MOB’s decisions. As Fox-Kirk et al. (2020) warn, “if genderwash-
ing practices continue unchallenged, the danger is that the myth of equality will be
perceived as the ‘truth’. As a result, it may become more difficult for inequalities to
surface and to be questioned” (p. 588).

Connecting this practice to Meta’s recent decisions on diversity, equity, and inclu-
sion!s reveals the superficial nature of its gender equality efforts. Meta’s deconstruc-
tion of its gender-informed policy framework, which aligns with illiberal and “auto-
cratic genderwashing” practices adopted by governments worldwide. As Bjarnegard
& Zetterberg (2022) note, “by taking credit for advances in gender equality, auto-
cratic governments put the spotlight on an area that is widely seen as linked with
democracy, while drawing the focus away from persistent authoritarian practices”

15 With Trump’s second term election, Meta terminated its diversity, equity and inclusion (DEI) pro-
grams (Walker, 2025).
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(p. 61). This demonstrates the collaboration between governments and Big Tech in
eroding gender rights for profit within an unregulated business environment
(DiMeco, 2023).

The absence of meaningful due diligence and precautionary approaches has exposed
wide accountability deficits in legal regimes to address these situations. Further-
more, recent evidence points to a thriving digital economy based on gender trolling
and violations of human rights, disincentivising meaningful action on these issues
by tech companies (Khosla et al., 2023, p. 3).

By diverting attention from structural debates about gender inequalities through
genderwashing practices, Big Tech “shapes gender norms, unpicks how the techno-
logical design, profit models, and organisational hierarchy all give way to patriarchal
norms, and in doing so, perpetuate sexist, heteronormative and racist stereotypes”
(Khosla et al., 2023, p. 3). These practices undermine women’s rights and set the
stage for gender backlash campaigns that reverberate among governments, citizens,
and private companies.

Conclusion

In conclusion, this analysis of the Meta Oversight Board's (MOB) handling of gen-
der-related cases reveals significant shortcomings in Meta's approach to addressing
gender-based violence and discrimination. Despite the Board's stated commitment
to human rights and gender equality, its decisions often reflect a superficial engage-
ment with these issues, and its recommendations were frequently neglected by
Meta, resulting in symbolic gestures rather than substantive reforms. The concept
of genderwashing provides a critical lens through which to interpret Meta's prac-
tices—where the company utilizes human rights rhetoric to project an image of pro-
gress while failing to address the underlying structural inequalities embedded
within its platform and governance mechanisms.

The cases examined highlight the need for a more nuanced understanding of gender
issues in content moderation, as well as the importance of incorporating diverse
perspectives—particularly those of underrepresented groups in technology. While
the MOB's reliance on a “quasi-judicial” model can remediate concrete problems, it
does not adequately address the systemic biases inherent in Meta's infrastructure,
nor the broader socio-political contexts in which these issues emerge.

To move forward, it is essential for Meta to engage in genuine dialogue with civil
society, enhance the transparency of its decision-making processes, and implement
comprehensive policy reforms that prioritise the protection of marginalized voices.
Only through meaningful accountability and a sincere commitment to addressing
the root causes of gender inequality can Meta hope to foster a safer and more equi-
table online environment. As the digital landscape continues to evolve, the
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responsibility lies with platforms like Meta to ensure that their governance struc-
tures reflect a genuine dedication to gender equality—rather than merely function-
ing as a facade for profit-driven motives.
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