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As private platforms increasingly govern public discourse, legitimacy 

hinges not only on moderation outcomes but on the institutional pro-
cesses through which disputes are selected, reviewed, and adjudicated. 
This study examines the representational structure of platform gover-
nance through a case-level analysis of 147 decisions issued by Meta’s 

Oversight Board between 2020 and 2025, coding geographic distribu-
tion, linguistic representation, policy domain, adjudicative outcomes, and 

procedural pathways. Oversight is globally distributed but internally strat-
ified: representation spans diverse national contexts yet concentrates 

in a few countries, and non-English cases cluster disproportionately in 

the Global South. Policy attention favors high-stakes expressive domains. 
Adjudicative outcomes do not differ significantly by language or geopo-
litical classification; instead, language shapes procedural routing, as 

English-language cases are more often resolved through summary rever-
sal and non-English cases proceed disproportionately to full panel review. 
Institutional design, more than identity characteristics, thus structures 

how disputes are handled. Because the Board’s archive captures only 

the subset of disputes entering formal review, these patterns reflect 
institutional attention and procedural filtering rather than underlying dis-
pute distributions. Legitimacy in corporate digital oversight therefore 

cannot be assessed through outcome parity or demographic representa-
tion alone; case selection and procedural routing are central. 

1 Introduction 

In many Global South contexts, Meta’s platforms—Facebook, Instagram, WhatsApp, and 

Threads—are frequently described as synonymous with the internet (Nothias 2020), 
reflecting uneven broadband infrastructure, mobile-first connectivity, and zero-rated 
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access programs that embed these services in everyday communicative life (Singh et 
al. 2017). They function not merely as social networks but as foundational communica-
tion infrastructures mediating news access, political discourse, and civic participation 

(Nosthoff and Maschewski 2024). 

This infrastructural centrality carries substantial consequences. United Nations investi-
gators concluded that Facebook played a “determining role” in disseminating incitement 
against the Rohingya in Myanmar (UNHRC 2019), and comparable failures of contextual, 
local-language moderation were documented during Ethiopia’s Tigray War (Ayalew 2025), 
around WhatsApp-driven mobilization in the 2019 Indian general election (Kazemi et 
al. 2022), in Brazil’s messaging ecosystem (Evangelista and Bruno 2019), and across the 

Asia-Pacific more broadly (Sinpeng et al. 2021). The livestreamed Christchurch mosque 

attacks in New Zealand exposed parallel deficiencies in detection and response even in 

well-resourced, English-language contexts, as platforms struggled to stem the video’s 

viral re-circulation across North America and Europe (Klonick 2019). Such episodes 

reframed moderation failures as legitimacy deficits in private platform governance (Nah-
mias and Perel 2021). 

Meta established the Oversight Board in response to this criticism. Announced in 

2018 and operational since 2020, it is an independent quasi-judicial body empowered 

to review select moderation decisions and issue binding rulings (Douek 2019). Its 

creation shifted debate from technical moderation toward institutional legitimacy and the 

quasi-judicialization of transnational corporate governance (Douek 2024), as platforms 

exercising authority without democratic delegation sought to construct legitimacy 

through independence, transparency, and global representation (Suzor, Van Geelen, 
and Myers West 2018; Price and Price 2023). 

Scholars remain divided on whether this innovation meaningfully constrains platform 

power. Some read the Board as an experiment in private constitutionalism; Douek (2024) 
cautions that procedural sophistication risks becoming a performance of legitimacy 

absent substantive constraint, while Helfer and Land (2023) reframe it as a de facto inter-
national human-rights tribunal. Early rulings nonetheless revealed an active adjudicator: 
the Board overturned a substantial share of Meta’s actions and intervened in politically 

charged disputes—from the conditional upholding of Donald Trump’s suspension (Over-
sight Board 2021) to scrutiny of enforcement exemptions for elite users (Oversight Board 

2022)—prompting characterizations of it as a quasi-constitutional “Supreme Court” of 
platform governance (Klonick 2020). 

The Board operates as a post hoc appellate institution, reviewing decisions only after 
they have passed through automated detection, human moderation, and internal appeals. 
Because frontline moderation is proprietary, governed by non-disclosure agreements, 
and largely inaccessible to researchers (Roberts 2019; Rogers 2025), these processes 

usually cannot be observed directly. The Board is a rare exception: its published decisions 

render high-level moderation publicly documented, formally reasoned, and systemati-
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cally codable, offering a quasi-observational record of institutional process rather than 

one inferred through normative debate. 

Using the Board as a research site offers three analytical advantages. First, it yields a 

systematically codable dataset in which decisions specify policy domain, geographic 

context, platform surface, procedural pathway, and adjudicative outcome. Second, as 

a capacity-limited appellate reviewer, the Board selects only a small share of appeals, 
making proportionality an empirical question—persistent over- or under-representation 

of topics or regions becomes a measurable institutional feature rather than a specula-
tive concern. Third, location metadata make regional attention and outcome patterns 

empirically tractable, even though pathways to high-level review vary across regions by 

language, civil-society capacity, and media visibility. 

Although developed around Meta, this approach extends in principle to other institutional-
ized oversight mechanisms. The current landscape, however, is uneven. Most comparable 

bodies are advisory rather than adjudicatory: TikTok convenes regional Safety Advisory 

Councils and a United States Content Advisory Council (TikTok 2024), Spotify estab-
lished a Safety Advisory Council in 2022 (Spotify 2022), and Twitter maintained a Trust 
and Safety Council until its dissolution later that year (O’Brien and Ortutay 2022). Such 

councils counsel platforms on policy design but neither rule on individual cases nor 
publish reasoned decisions (Kettemann and Schulz 2023). Meta’s Oversight Board is 

a rare exception: it issues binding rulings on specific disputes and publishes formally 

reasoned decisions, generating a bounded governance record amenable to systematic 

comparative institutional analysis (Gorwa 2019; Klonick 2020). This relative institutional 
uniqueness is precisely what makes the Board an unusually observable site for studying 

how platform governance is structured. Accordingly, the study asks: 

• RQ1: What is the geographic and linguistic distribution of cases reviewed at the 

highest level of platform governance? 

• RQ2: How do geopolitical and linguistic contexts influence the procedural mech-
anisms through which moderation disputes escalate to institutional review (e.g., 
appeal routes, referral pathways, and case-type classifications)? 

• RQ3: To what extent are adjudicative outcomes associated with geopolitical re-
gion or language, and does institutional review exhibit outcome neutrality across 

contexts? 

• RQ4: How do distributions across policy domains reflect institutional prioritization 

within platform governance? 

Collectively, these questions move beyond descriptive mapping to ask how institutional 
authority is distributed, exercised, and justified. Geographic representation, linguistic 

inclusion, procedural escalation, adjudicative outcome, and policy prioritization are not 
merely operational features; they are indicators of how legitimacy is constructed in sys-
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tems that regulate global speech. The next section develops the conceptual framework 

that grounds this reading: institutional legitimacy as structured attention. 

2 Conceptual Framework: Institutional Legitimacy as Structured 

Attention 

Platform governance is best understood not simply as policy architecture but as in-
stitutional practice embedded in global information infrastructures, where legitimacy 

becomes a question of institutional performance rather than procedural design alone. 
To operationalize this view, the study advances an Institutional Attention and Legiti-
macy Framework that conceptualizes oversight bodies as systems allocating interpretive 

attention across disputes, communities, and policy domains. Platforms now exercise 

regulatory functions historically associated with public institutions—rulemaking, adju-
dication, and enforcement—yet without democratic delegation (Gillespie 2018; Suzor 
2019), generating legitimacy deficits (Balkin 2018; Douek 2024). In response, they build 

institutional architectures that construct legitimacy through visible commitments to in-
dependence, transparency, and representativeness; Meta’s Oversight Board exemplifies 

this legitimacy-building approach through structured review, multi-stakeholder partici-
pation, and publicly reasoned decisions (Price and Price 2023; Suchman 1995). 

Governance power operates not only through formal procedure but through institutional 
attention: the capacity to determine which disputes become visible, reviewable, and 

normatively consequential. This framing draws on two traditions. Scholarship on agenda 

control treats selection itself as power, structuring which issues gain salience and which 

are organized out of contention (Schattschneider 1960; Bachrach and Baratz 1962). The 

attention-based view of organizations, in turn, conceptualizes institutions as systems 

that allocate finite attention across competing demands (Ocasio 1997). This attention is 

further shaped by governance infrastructures and global inequality: content regulation 

depends on sociotechnical systems operating at scale (Gorwa, Binns, and Katzenbach 

2020; Roberts 2019), while linguistic capacity, infrastructural access, and geopolitical 
prominence shape whose grievances become institutionally legible (Benjamin 2019; 
Noble 2018; Milan and Treré 2019). The Board’s docket thus functions as an institutional 
record of how governance authority is distributed across regions, languages, procedures, 
and policy domains. 

Four empirical dimensions operationalize institutional attention, following the axes of 
distribution just described (region, language, procedure, and policy domain): 

• Geopolitical and linguistic representation: the distribution of institutional visibility 

across regions and language contexts. 

• Procedural routing: the pathways through which disputes enter and move through 

institutional review. 



Chala 5 

• Adjudicative outcomes: the presence of neutrality or asymmetry in how disputes 

are resolved. 

• Policy-domain concentration: the allocation of institutional attention across sub-
stantive issue areas. 

Together, these dimensions render institutional legitimacy empirically examinable: an ob-
servable pattern of structured attention rather than a purely normative aspiration. 

3 Literature Review 

3.1 Platform Governance and Legitimacy 

This framework builds on several strands of scholarship spanning platform governance, 
content moderation, and institutional legitimacy. The institutional turn in content mod-
eration has generated interdisciplinary work that treats moderation not as a discrete 

technical task but as a site of governance, where law, human rights, and communication 

intersect and where private corporations exercise quasi-sovereign authority over global 
speech. The Oversight Board sits squarely within this turn: far from peripheral to con-
tent moderation, it constitutes its highest formal tier of review, an appellate body that 
issues reasoned decisions on the moderation choices platforms make at scale. Gillespie 

(2018) characterizes platforms as “custodians” with discretionary power to define ac-
ceptable expression, while Gorwa (2022, 2024) situates moderation within transnational 
policy-making that reshapes relations among states, corporations, and civil society. Legal 
scholarship frames this authority as a legitimacy problem: platforms adjudicate and 

enforce without democratic delegation (Balkin 2018; Suzor 2019), and oversight mecha-
nisms such as the Board attempt to approximate adjudicatory norms of independence, 
transparency, and reason-giving (Klonick 2020; Price and Price 2023). 

3.2 Moderation Infrastructure, Political Economy, and Institutional Attention 

Where the first strand foregrounds the macro-institutional question of legitimacy, a paral-
lel literature turns to moderation’s operational substrate—the algorithmic classifiers and 

media-matching systems that embed policy judgments within proprietary architectures 

(Gorwa, Binns, and Katzenbach 2020), the often-exploitative human labor sustaining 

moderation at scale (Gray and Suri 2019; Roberts 2019), and the political-economic 

pressures that balance expressive commitments against commercial imperatives (Napoli 
2019; Mulligan and Bamberger 2021). These accounts also note the limits oversight 
faces: restricted access to proprietary algorithms and internal enforcement data con-
strains independent evaluation of systemic bias (Pasquale 2015). For present purposes, 
the salient point is that these infrastructural and economic arrangements shape institu-
tional attention—which disputes become visible, reviewable, and consequential—making 

the allocation of oversight attention across regions, languages, and policy domains an 
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empirical question. 

3.3 Meta’s Oversight Board: Scholarship and Empirical Gap 

The most prominent instance of institutionalized oversight is Meta’s Oversight Board, 
an independent body empowered to adjudicate appeals and issue binding rulings 

across Meta’s platforms. Scholars conceptualize it as a novel form of transnational 
private adjudication that translates international human-rights principles into platform 

governance (Douek 2022; Klonick 2020; Suzor 2019), with legal analyses comparing its 

reasoning to international tribunals interpreting freedom-of-expression standards (Helfer 
and Land 2023). Price and Price (2023) read it as a legitimacy-building architecture 

that compensates for the democratic deficits of private governance. Wong and Floridi 
(2023) offer a systematic institutional assessment, identifying transparency gains and 

the Board’s assertiveness alongside limited jurisdiction, Meta’s discretion over whether 
rulings set precedent beyond the specific case, and insufficient representational diversity. 
Such concerns play out across a docket that ranges from regionally specific disputes 

to the Board’s most visible interventions—from a case concerning Ethiopia to its review 

of a former head of state’s suspension and of preferential enforcement for elite users 

(Oversight Board 2021, 2022). 

Other work situates the Board within digital constitutionalism and private ordering (Douek 

2021; Klonick 2020; Suzor 2019), while Douek (2024) argues more critically that in-
stitutional incentives favor procedural legitimacy over substantive accountability, such 

that the Board often avoids the most difficult cases it was designed to confront. Yet 
this scholarship is overwhelmingly doctrinal, conceptual, and case-based. Its central 
claims—about human-rights translation, legitimacy, digital constitutionalism, and in-
stitutional incentive—rest on legal analysis, close readings of individual decisions, or 
normative argument rather than on systematic measurement. What remains absent is a 

quantitative account of the Board’s docket as a whole: how its cases distribute across 

geographic, linguistic, procedural, and substantive policy dimensions. This study sup-
plies that account. By systematically quantifying a large, near-comprehensive corpus 

of the Board’s published decisions, it provides empirical grounding for the conceptual 
and legal arguments reviewed above, allowing claims about representation, procedural 
routing, and adjudicative outcomes to be contextualized and situated against the actual 
composition of the record rather than inferred from exemplary cases. Because frontline 

moderation remains opaque, the Board’s published decisions offer a rare, systematically 

documented window onto high-level adjudication. The next section outlines the research 

design, data, and analytical procedures. 
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4 Research Design 

Quantitative research on platform governance faces a persistent measurement problem: 
moderation outputs are observable, but the institutional pipeline through which disputes 

are escalated, reviewed, and adjudicated rarely is, forcing reliance on indirect proxies 

such as enforcement statistics and platform transparency reports (Gillespie 2018; 
Rogers 2025). Access has narrowed further as platform APIs become restricted or 
commercially gated (Blakey 2024; Bruns 2019; Freelon 2018), and transparency reports 

remain aggregated and selectively curated (Suzor 2019). These constraints also raise 

a representativeness question: what enters the institutional oversight record, and 

whether that record distributes attention proportionally across topics, geographies, and 

communities. 

The Board offers a tractable site for these questions. As a post hoc appellate body, its 

published decisions form a bounded, public corpus of the terminal layer of institutional 
review, each case carrying structured metadata and formal reasoning suited to analyzing 

proportionality and representativeness. 

To operationalize this approach, the study adopts a case-based quantitative design 

that treats the Oversight Board as a structured sampling mechanism within platform 

governance. Rather than using content categories or enforcement outputs as proxies, 
the analysis draws on the Board’s official archive as the unit of analysis. This design 

measures platform governance at the level of formal institutional adjudication, aligning 

empirical observation with the Board’s delegated authority as a quasi-judicial oversight 
body in transnational content regulation. The approach aligns with computational 
communication research that reconstructs governance datasets through systematic 

extraction and analysis of publicly available digital institutional records (Marres and 

Weltevrede 2013). 

4.1 Data Collection and Corpus Construction 

The study constructs a corpus of Oversight Board case decisions and policy advisory 

opinions published in the /decision/ directory of the Board’s official website. Rather 
than sampling, the objective was to assemble as comprehensive a set as the published 

archive allowed at the time of data collection. Because the Board publishes on a rolling 

basis, the resulting corpus reflects the decisions retrievable at that point rather than an 

exhaustive record of every action the Board has taken. 

The resulting corpus constitutes a structured institutional dataset derived from the 

Board’s official decision archive, which serves as the formal public record of its adjudi-
catory and advisory activity. The dataset covers decisions published between January 

2020 and December 2025, corresponding to the Board’s first five years of operation. 
Because decisions are released on a rolling basis and archival materials are periodically 

updated, the dataset represents a temporally bounded but evolving institutional record 
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rather than a closed historical repository. 

Each entry provides standardized case-level documentation, including decision type (e.g., 
standard decision, summary decision, policy advisory opinion), platform surface, impli-
cated policy domains and topical areas, and geographic context where available. Records 

also document procedural histories, including Meta’s original enforcement action, issues 

presented for review, and the scope of the Board’s mandate. Decisions include formal 
institutional reasoning, key findings, outcome determinations, and recommendations 

directed to Meta concerning policy revision, enforcement practice, and transparency stan-
dards. Many entries include supplementary materials such as policy updates, advisory 

requests, full advisory texts, and appendices of public comments. 

To identify the decision pages available, the website’s robots.txt file was programmatically 

accessed to retrieve official sitemap URLs. These sitemaps were recursively parsed to 

extract all URLs matching the Board’s decision-page structure, yielding the set of publicly 

accessible decision pages indexed at the time of collection. 

Because the Oversight Board does not provide a public API for structured metadata ac-
cess, the dataset was constructed through iterative web scraping combined with manual 
inspection of page architecture (Bruns 2019; Marres and Weltevrede 2013). Initial extrac-
tion relied on structured JavaScript objects embedded within decision pages. Although 

this approach successfully retrieved full decision texts, it did not consistently expose 

structured metadata fields such as publication date, policy classification, geographic 

location, or adjudicative outcomes. 

Subsequent DOM-based extraction captured labeled metadata fields (e.g., Platform, 
Topic, Location, Date), but introduced noise from navigation and footer elements. Manual 
inspection revealed two dominant page templates: 
(1) a multi-case bundle template containing repeated labeled case blocks, and 

(2) an earlier single-case template with differently structured metadata sections. 

A hybrid parsing strategy was therefore implemented: the scraper first attempts bundle-
based extraction and, if unsuccessful, falls back to a single-case routine. 

Data cleaning procedures included removal of template artifacts, metadata normalization, 
categorical harmonization, and date standardization to ISO format. Outcomes and 

decision types were standardized across templates, and case identifiers were extracted 

where available. 

Figure 1 summarizes the corpus-construction process. Sitemap parsing initially identified 

228 candidate decision records. Ten were removed—four whose pages could not be 

resolved and six that recorded no adjudicative outcome—leaving 218 entries. A further 
71 records corresponded to duplicate case blocks appearing within multi-case bundle 

pages; consolidating these yielded the final analytic corpus of 147 distinct decision-level 
cases published between 2020 and 2025. 
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228 
Records retrieved from the 
Board's published sitemap 

218 
Records with a resolvable, 

adjudicated decision 

147 
Distinct decision-level 

cases, 2020 2025 

10 records excluded 

4 unresolvable 

6 without an adjudicated

   outcome 

71 records consolidated 

Duplicate bundle-page 

entries merged into 

parent decisions 

Figure 1: Construction of the analytic corpus, from 228 retrieved records to 147 distinct 
decision-level cases (2020–2025). 

All scraping procedures followed ethical digital research practices, including rate limiting, 
minimal server load, and respect for access controls. Because Board decisions are 

official public records that the institution publishes for transparency and accountability, 
and because collection began from the site’s robots.txt and published sitemap rather 
than circumventing any access control, web scraping constitutes an appropriate and 

permissible method for assembling the corpus. 

4.2 Variable Construction 

Each decision-level observation includes structured metadata and derived variables for 
institutional, geopolitical, procedural, and substantive dimensions of oversight. 

Primary country labels were extracted from decision metadata. Countries were classified 

using a Global North/Global South framework informed by World Bank income groupings 

and geopolitical research conventions (Dados and Connell 2012). 

Language context was operationalized as a binary indicator distinguishing English-
only cases from those involving non-English content. Language identification relied 

on structured metadata and textual cues within decision summaries. Cases whose 

language could not be determined from these sources were coded as English for the 

binary indicator—a conservative choice that minimizes the estimated share of non-English 

content, whose sensitivity to alternative codings is examined in the results. 

Procedural pathway was coded as either summary decision—where Meta reversed its 

decision following Board engagement—or full Board review involving panel deliberation 

and formal adjudicatory reasoning. 
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Policy domains were coded using the Community Standards categories specified on 

decision pages, while topical areas were recorded using issue tags provided in the 

metadata. Adjudicative outcomes were standardized into three categories: overturn, 
uphold, and mixed. Content modality (e.g., video, image, meme, audio, text) was coded 

through rule-based keyword detection applied to decision summaries and manually 

verified. Evidence excerpts were retained to ensure auditability and reproducibility. 
Additional indicators captured the presence of institutional recommendations and 

supplementary advisory materials. 

4.3 Quantitative Analysis Strategy 

Analyses employed descriptive statistics and inferential tests aligned with proportionality 

and representativeness research. Geographic representation was assessed through 

cross-tabulations and proportional comparisons across Global North, Global South, and 

mixed-region classifications. 

Associations between language context and geopolitical classification were tested 

using chi-square tests of independence, with effect sizes estimated using Cramér’s 𝑉 

(Agresti 2013). Outcome equity was evaluated using chi-square tests examining whether 
adjudicative outcomes varied across language and geopolitical categories. Overturn rates 

were compared across groups. 

Procedural pathway differences were examined using chi-square tests assessing associa-
tions between language, region, and review type. The overturn analysis was restricted to 

full Board reviews; summary decisions were excluded because, by definition, they record 

cases in which Meta reversed its action, which would render overturn tautological. 

Because the corpus comprises the decision-level cases published to the Board’s public 

archive for 2020–2025, assembled systematically rather than sampled, the 147 cases 

constitute a large, near-comprehensive collection rather than a probability sample. The 

Board’s cumulative output is larger—its December 2025 five-year review documents 

more than 200 published decisions since inception (Oversight Board 2025)—and the 

present corpus reflects the distinct decision-level cases retrievable from the Board’s 

published sitemap at the time of collection, after consolidating multi-case bundle pages. 
Inference therefore concerns the precision of within-corpus comparisons rather than 

generalization to an external population. For categorical comparisons, expected cell 
frequencies were examined, and Fisher’s exact test was substituted for the chi-square 

approximation wherever an expected count fell below five. The subset available for 
modeling overturn among fully reviewed cases is modest (𝑛 = 72), which constrains 

statistical power; associations in that model are accordingly interpreted as suggestive 

rather than confirmatory. 

Policy domain concentration was evaluated using proportional distributions and struc-
tural concentration metrics. Market-style concentration was measured using the 
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Herfindahl–Hirschman Index (HHI), and inequality across policy categories was assessed 

using the Gini coefficient. 

4.4 Limitations 

The dataset includes only published Oversight Board decisions and does not capture 

the full volume of user appeals submitted for review. Because appeal volume is itself 
geographically skewed—heavily concentrated in North America and Europe and com-
paratively sparse from Sub-Saharan Africa, the Asia-Pacific, and Oceania (Oversight 
Board 2025)—the docket’s geographic distribution reflects both appellant demand and 

the Board’s case selection, and should not be read as a pure measure of either. Topic 

and location metadata reflect institutional labeling and may not fully capture contextual 
nuance. A small number of pages contained template irregularities that limited metadata 

extraction. Despite these constraints, the dataset offers a systematically assembled, 
near-comprehensive corpus of decision-level Oversight Board adjudication suitable for 
the representational analyses that follow. 

4.5 Positionality 

I approach this study as an Ethiopian-born, multilingual scholar whose research and 

professional experience span content moderation, trust and safety, platform governance, 
and AI-mediated public communication, including work as a moderation consultant and 

on a National Science Foundation–funded project on AI-assisted online deliberation. This 

applied and academic background attunes me to both the institutional goals of platform 

governance and its practical, linguistic, and contextual challenges. Observing how Meta’s 

platforms operate in contexts such as Ethiopia—as vital communication infrastructures, 
yet with limited linguistic resources, local expertise, and accountability—sensitizes me 

to how formal geographic inclusion can coexist with deeper inequalities in linguistic 

accessibility, procedural visibility, and institutional power. 

I conducted this study independently and externally to Meta and the Board, with no 

access to internal deliberations, unpublished appeals, or proprietary systems; the 

analysis rests entirely on the public record, read through a critical perspective that 
treats case selection and procedural routing as exercises of power. This standpoint may 

make me especially attentive to Global North–Global South and low-resource-language 

inequalities, but I did not assume they would produce unequal outcomes. To limit prior 
expectations, I used explicit, evidence-retained coding, tested alternative language 

codings, and reported null alongside significant findings—one of which, the absence of 
outcome differences by language or region, redirected my attention from final rulings to 

procedural routing. I therefore treat positionality as a standpoint to be disclosed and 

examined, not eliminated. 
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4.6 Methods Transparency Summary 

This study reconstructs a corpus from the official decision archive of the Oversight Board, 
enabling direct observation of institutional adjudication rather than relying on indirect 
moderation proxies. Systematic sitemap discovery, hybrid scraping protocols, template 

validation, and metadata normalization supported broad coverage and replicability. Struc-
tured variables capture institutional, geopolitical, linguistic, procedural, and outcome 

dimensions of oversight. By measuring governance at the level of formal institutional 
decisions, the study strengthens representational validity, procedural transparency, and 

institutional accountability in platform governance research. 

4.7 Data Availability and Replication 

The dataset underlying this study will be made publicly available upon publication. A 

curated replication package—including the cleaned decision-level dataset, a variable 

codebook, data-construction documentation, and analysis scripts—will be deposited in 

an open research repository (such as the Open Science Framework) to ensure long-term 

preservation and citation stability. In the interim, these materials are available from 

the author on reasonable request. All materials are provided to support transparency, 
reproducibility, and cumulative research on platform governance and institutional over-
sight. 

5 Representational Structure of Oversight Board Adjudication 

5.1 Geographic Scope and Country Concentration 

Geographic representation reveals a globally distributed yet internally stratified oversight 
docket. As shown in Figure 2, cases span a wide range of national contexts, but insti-
tutional attention is concentrated in a limited set of countries. At the country level the 

United States remains the single most frequent origin, but grouping cases by world region 

shows a relatively even global spread—North America (23), Europe (22), Latin America 

and the Caribbean (20), the Middle East and North Africa (18), and Sub-Saharan Africa 

(17)—with a further 21 cases spanning multiple regions. This relatively even regional 
spread is itself notable, since the appeals from which the Board selects are far less evenly 

distributed: several lower-volume regions, such as Sub-Saharan Africa, nonetheless ap-
pear prominently in the docket, whereas areas from which few appeals arise—such as 

Oceania and East Asia—remain thinly represented (Oversight Board 2025). The distri-
bution therefore reflects the Board’s active case selection rather than a direct mirror 
of appeal volume. By contrast, many countries appear only once or twice, indicating 

broad jurisdictional reach but comparatively shallow representation across much of the 

platform’s global user base. Across the corpus, 65 countries are referenced 198 times in 

total, but coverage is thin: the median country appears only twice, and 41 of the 65 (63%) 
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are referenced just once or twice, while the five most-referenced jurisdictions—led by the 

United States with 31 mentions—account for roughly a third of all references. The pattern 

is thus one of wide but shallow geographic reach rather than sustained engagement with 

most national contexts. 
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Figure 2: Distribution of Oversight Board cases by world region (N = 147). 

When aggregated into geopolitical groupings, Global South contexts account for the 

largest share of the docket (n = 80), ahead of Global North contexts (n = 45), with a 

further 22 cases spanning both. That the Global South predominates—even though 

appeals originate disproportionately from the Global North—underscores the selective 

character of the Board’s docket. All three groupings are substantively represented, yet 
institutional attention remains unevenly distributed within each. The Board’s jurisdiction 

is therefore global in scope but hierarchically structured in its allocation of institutional 
visibility. 

These patterns are consistent with institutional critiques emphasizing representational 
asymmetries in the Board’s composition and governance structure. Wong and Floridi 
(2023) note that the concentration of membership and leadership roles in North America 

and Europe may constrain sensitivity to region-specific moderation challenges—including 

in the very Global South contexts that dominate the docket yet remain thinly repre-
sented on the Board itself. While docket composition cannot be reduced to institutional 
demographics alone, the observed distribution aligns with concerns that governance 

architecture shapes which disputes become institutionally visible and prioritized for 
review. 

5.2 Linguistic Diversity and Geopolitical Structure 

Linguistic distribution within the Oversight Board docket further illustrates the relation-
ship between diversity and concentration in formal oversight. As shown in Figure 3, most 
decisions do not state the content language (75 of 147 cases), a limitation I treat trans-
parently rather than resolve by assumption. Among cases with an identified language, 
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English is the most frequent (18), followed by Arabic (11), Spanish (9), and a long tail of 
languages appearing only once or twice, with a further 17 cases multilingual. Because 

English accounts for only a small share of the full docket, and because undetermined 

cases originate disproportionately from non-English-speaking jurisdictions, a location-
informed estimate places non-English or multilingual content at roughly 71% of the 

corpus (sensitivity range 37–88%, depending on how undetermined cases are coded). 
Formal oversight is thus linguistically diverse, even as English retains a privileged position 

among the cases the Board explicitly language-labels. 
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Multilingual 
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17 
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37 

75 

Figure 3: Content language of Oversight Board cases (N = 147). 

The presence of multiple languages indicates that the Board’s archive extends beyond 

Anglophone disputes and reflects genuine linguistic diversity within its adjudicatory 

record. The distribution nonetheless remains uneven: English is the most frequently 

identified single language, and because most cases carry no language label, the docket’s 

visible profile skews toward English even as non-English and multilingual content 
likely constitute its majority. Institutional visibility within formal oversight thus appears 

disproportionately anchored to English-language content. 

This pattern reflects broader structural inequalities in global content moderation systems. 
Research shows that moderation infrastructures operate unevenly across linguistic 

environments, with automated detection systems and enforcement tools heavily reliant 
on training data concentrated in English and other high-resource languages (De Gregorio 

and Stremlau 2023; Nicholas and Bhatia 2023). As a result, moderation systems often 

struggle to detect harmful content or contextual nuance in many languages spoken 

predominantly in the Global South (Joshi et al. 2020). 

Empirical research on moderation in low-resource languages further documents these 

disparities. Comparative studies of Maghrebi Arabic dialects, Kiswahili, Tamil, and 

Quechua show that languages with limited computational resources experience per-
sistent gaps in moderation capacity, enforcement consistency, and appeals processes 

(Elswah, Bhatia, and Thakur 2025). These challenges are compounded by the outsourc-
ing of moderation labor and the frequent assignment of moderators to linguistic contexts 

with which they have limited dialectal or cultural familiarity. 
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Linguistic inequalities also intersect with broader patterns of participation in platform 

oversight. Wong and Floridi (2023) report that more than two-thirds of appeals sub-
mitted to the Oversight Board in 2021 originated from the Global North, while several 
Global South regions accounted for only a small fraction of submissions. Limited aware-
ness of the appeals process, infrastructural barriers, and linguistic accessibility may 

therefore restrict the ability of many users to bring disputes into the institutional review 

pipeline. 

The present dataset extends the temporal scope of this observation. Although the number 
of published decisions has increased since the period examined by Wong and Floridi, the 

overall structure of linguistic representation remains broadly similar. The docket includes 

cases from multiple language environments, yet institutional attention continues to 

concentrate among a few high-visibility languages, even as the docket as a whole spans 

many. In this sense, the expanded dataset suggests persistence rather than resolution 

of earlier representational asymmetries in the Board’s adjudicatory record. 

These descriptive patterns provide a basis for examining whether linguistic context is 

associated with other dimensions of institutional review, including procedural pathways 

and adjudicative outcomes. 

5.3 Linguistic Context and Geopolitical Distribution 

The relationship between language and geopolitical context further clarifies the distribu-
tion observed above. Throughout these analyses, language context is the conservative 

binary indicator described earlier, in which the 75 language-undetermined cases are 

coded as English; because this folds predominantly non-English cases into the English 

category, any language differences it reveals are, if anything, understated. A chi-square 

test indicates a statistically significant association between language context and geopo-
litical classification, 𝜒2(2) = 15.74, 𝑝 < .001, Cramér’s 𝑉 = .33. The result suggests that 
linguistic context and geopolitical classification are related within the Board’s docket, 
with the effect size indicating a moderate association. 

As illustrated in Figure 4, English-language cases dominate Global North contexts 

(39 English vs. 6 non-English), whereas Global South cases exhibit a more balanced 

distribution (41 English vs. 39 non-English); mixed-region cases fall in between (13 

English vs. 9 non-English). 

This pattern indicates that English-language disputes appear disproportionately in 

oversight cases originating from Global North contexts, while Global South cases involve 

a more linguistically diverse set of disputes. Importantly, this concentration reflects not 
only a North–South divide but also the prominence of English within Global North cases 

specifically. Among the Global North cases whose language is identified, English appears 

far more often than the other European languages present, such as French and Italian. 
The linguistic concentration observed in the docket therefore reflects the institutional 
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Figure 4: Language context by geopolitical classification. 

prominence of English as the primary language through which platform disputes become 

formally visible within oversight processes. 

This pattern aligns with broader research on multilingual moderation systems. Studies 

show that moderation outcomes depend not only on identifying harmful language but 
also on interpreting community rules, cultural context, and linguistic nuance across 

diverse online environments. Ye et al. (2023), for example, demonstrate that moderation 

decisions in multilingual settings often hinge on differences in community rule systems 

rather than the presence of offensive language alone. Moderation infrastructures must 
therefore interpret linguistic meaning, contextual cues, and normative expectations that 
vary across languages and communities. 

Because moderation capacity is uneven across linguistic environments, the linguistic 

composition of oversight cases may reflect broader structural dynamics within platform 

governance. If reporting mechanisms, enforcement pipelines, and appeals pathways 

operate unevenly across languages, the disputes that ultimately reach formal oversight 
will likely carry these asymmetries forward. Language thus operates not only as a 

descriptive attribute of cases but also as a structural dimension shaping how institutional 
attention is distributed within platform governance. 

5.4 Topical Concentration in Case Selection 

The distribution of Oversight Board decisions across Community Standards reveals 

uneven institutional attention across issue domains. Concentration metrics indicate sub-
stantial concentration across Community Standards (HHI ≈ .18) alongside pronounced 

inequality (Gini ≈ .60). This pattern suggests that although no single category accounts 

for a majority of the docket, institutional attention is heavily concentrated in a small 
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number of high-stakes moderation domains: the three most frequent standards alone 

account for roughly 70% of labeled cases. 

Relative to an equal-distribution baseline, high-stakes expressive domains—particularly 

Hate Speech, Dangerous Individuals and Organizations, and Violence and Incitement— 

appear disproportionately in the Board’s decisions. By contrast, Community Standards 

such as Regulated Goods, Fraud and Deception, and Bullying and Harassment appear 
only rarely. 

These patterns indicate that the Board’s docket is structured around politically salient and 

normatively contested speech disputes. Case selection therefore reflects an adjudicative 

logic oriented toward disputes with broader expressive and public-interest implications 

rather than proportionally mirroring the overall distribution of platform enforcement 
actions. This selective attention reinforces the view that oversight institutions function 

less as comprehensive review mechanisms than as agenda-setting venues that define 

which categories of speech become sites of global governance debate. 

5.5 Language, Policy Domains, and Issue Types 

The topical concentration documented above does not appear to be driven by language-
specific issue types. As illustrated in Figure 5, the distribution of the most frequent 
Community Standards categories is broadly similar across English and non-English cases. 
High-salience categories such as Hate Speech, Dangerous Individuals and Organizations, 
and Violence and Incitement dominate the docket in both linguistic contexts, while 

lower-frequency categories remain marginal across languages. 
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Figure 5: Oversight Board cases by Community Standard and language context (top ten 
standards). 

Linguistic representation therefore does not correspond to differentiated issue domains. 
Instead, the same set of politically salient policy categories structures oversight cases 

across both linguistic contexts. 

That the same high-stakes categories dominate across linguistic contexts indicates that 
the Board’s agenda is organized around policy domain rather than language: particular 
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kinds of speech disputes are prioritized for review regardless of the language in which 

they arise. The Board’s selective attention is thus keyed to substantive policy salience 

rather than to the linguistic composition of the underlying disputes. 

5.6 Language and Adjudicative Outcomes 

Linguistic context likewise does not appear to shape adjudicative outcomes, once 

summary decisions are set aside. Because a summary decision is, by design, a case 

in which Meta reversed its own enforcement error after the Board flagged it, such 

decisions are almost uniformly recorded as reversals (60 of the 61 in the corpus); 
including them would conflate Meta’s self-correction with the Board’s adjudication. 
Restricting the comparison to the 72 fully reviewed cases with a definitive overturn-or-
uphold outcome, overturn rates are broadly comparable across linguistic contexts—64% 

for English-language cases and 73% for non-English cases—and the difference is not 
statistically significant, 𝜒2(1) = 0.61, 𝑝 = .434, Cramér’s 𝑉 = .09 (Figure 6). A parallel 
comparison by geopolitical classification yields the same result: overturn rates do not 
differ significantly between Global South and other cases, 𝜒2(1) = 0.03, 𝑝 = .872. Both 

null findings are confirmed by Fisher’s exact test and hold under the alternative language 

codings described earlier. 
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Figure 6: Overturn rate by language context among fully reviewed cases. 

Once a dispute receives full panel review, its outcome does not systematically vary 

between English and non-English contexts. 

Although language distribution within the docket reflects broader geopolitical and 

infrastructural dynamics, these differences do not translate into divergent adjudicative 
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outcomes. In other words, while the composition of cases entering oversight exhibits 

linguistic structuring, the Board’s final decisions appear broadly consistent across 

linguistic contexts. This result suggests that linguistic asymmetries may shape which 

cases reach formal oversight, but not how those cases are ultimately adjudicated. 

5.7 Procedural Pathways as Institutional Differentiators 

Although adjudicative outcomes do not vary by language, procedural routing does. A chi-
square test indicates a statistically significant association between language context and 

procedural pathway (full review vs. summary decision), 𝜒2(1) = 6.62, 𝑝 = .010, Cramér’s 

𝑉 = .21. This result suggests a moderate relationship between linguistic context and how 

cases move through the Board’s review structure. 

As illustrated in Figure 7, English-language cases are roughly evenly distributed between 

full review and summary decisions, whereas non-English cases are substantially less 

likely to proceed through summary pathways and more frequently receive full panel 
review. 
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Figure 7: Procedural pathway by language context. 

Because a summary decision is defined as an instance in which Meta reversed its action 

following Board engagement, and such reversals are recorded as overturns, procedural 
pathway cannot be treated as an independent predictor of overturn without circularity; 
the pattern is therefore reported descriptively. Summary decisions account for 61 of 
147 cases (41.5%), nearly all of which are reversals (60 of 61), while the remaining 

86 cases (58.5%) proceed to full Board review. As reported in Section 5.6, this null 
holds when attention is restricted to full-review cases: neither language nor Global South 
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classification is significantly associated with overturn, a result robust across alternative 

language codings and confirmed by Fisher’s exact test. Among genuinely reviewed cases, 
adjudicative outcomes thus appear largely independent of the identity characteristics 

examined here. 

These findings suggest that the Board’s institutional architecture—particularly its proce-
dural design—plays a more consequential role in structuring adjudicative patterns than 

linguistic or geopolitical identity. In other words, differences in how cases are processed 

appear to matter more than differences in where those cases originate. This pattern 

reinforces the view that platform oversight operates through structured procedural filters 

that shape which disputes receive deeper adjudication and how frequently platform 

decisions are reversed. 

5.8 Integrated Institutional Pattern 

The results reveal a layered institutional structure. Geographic representation is globally 

dispersed but internally concentrated. Linguistic diversity is geopolitically structured, 
with non-English cases disproportionately situated within Global South contexts. Topical 
concentration reflects prioritization of high-stakes expressive disputes. Policy domains 

are not linguistically segregated, and adjudicative outcomes do not differ by language or 
geopolitical classification. Procedural routing, however, varies significantly by language: 
English-language disputes are disproportionately resolved through summary reversal, 
whereas non-English disputes more often undergo full panel review. 

The Board’s representational structure therefore cannot be reduced to a simple Global 
North bias or linguistic marginalization—indeed, Global South contexts form the largest 
share of the docket. Instead, disparities emerge primarily at the level of institutional 
process rather than final decision. Procedural architecture—not geography or language 

alone—appears to shape how representation is distributed and experienced within 

platform governance. 

This layered pattern further suggests that potential inequalities in platform governance 

may arise less from adjudicative outcomes themselves than from the institutional 
pathways through which disputes enter and move through oversight. In this sense, 
oversight institutions structure governance through successive stages of case selection, 
procedural routing, and adjudication, each of which shapes how disputes become visible 

and how institutional attention is ultimately allocated. 

6 Discussion 

This study examined the representational structure of formal platform governance 

through a case-level analysis of decisions issued by the Board. Rather than relying 

on moderation outputs or aggregate transparency reports, the study treated the Board’s 
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official archive as an institutional record of adjudication. This approach makes visible 

how disputes become formal cases, how issues are prioritized, and how institutional 
procedures structure outcomes. 

The findings indicate that representational patterns in platform oversight are struc-
tured rather than random. Geographic representation is globally dispersed but internally 

stratified. Linguistic diversity is present yet geopolitically patterned. Policy attention is 

concentrated in high-stakes expressive domains. Most notably, among fully reviewed 

cases adjudicative outcomes do not vary significantly by language or geopolitical clas-
sification; where language leaves its clearest mark is in procedural routing rather than 

in outcomes. Representation, therefore, appears to be shaped more by institutional 
architecture than by identity categories alone. 

These results extend platform governance scholarship by reframing legitimacy as an 

institutional design problem rather than solely a distributional one. Existing research often 

evaluates fairness through outcome disparities—who benefits, who is disadvantaged, 
and which groups appear marginalized (Gillespie 2018; Douek 2022). The present 
findings suggest that legitimacy also depends on how cases enter oversight, how they 

are routed through institutional procedures, and which disputes receive full adjudication. 
Institutional process, not only substantive outcome, becomes central to governance 

equity (Balkin 2018; Klonick 2020). 

Conceptually, the Oversight Board produces a form of quasi-observational institutional 
data. Like the docket of the Supreme Court of the United States, the archive records the 

subset of disputes that reach formal review rather than the full universe of underlying 

conflicts. The visible record therefore captures institutional attention—what issues are 

elevated, which contexts become legible, and how representation is constructed through 

procedural inclusion. 

Observable patterns in the docket do not necessarily mirror the full distribution of 
platform disputes; they reflect the filtering mechanisms of institutional design. If formal 
oversight disproportionately addresses particular topics, regions, or procedural routes, 
the record signals structural priorities embedded within governance systems. Absence 

may therefore be as analytically meaningful as presence. 

The findings also complicate simplistic narratives of bias. The absence of outcome 

disparities across language and geopolitical categories is consistent with procedural 
neutrality in final decisions, though the small number of fully adjudicated cases warrants 

caution. Yet disparities emerge in institutional routing, indicating that representation 

operates through process rather than verdict. Equity in platform governance thus cannot 
be judged by outcome parity alone; procedural access matters too. 

From a legitimacy standpoint, this layered structure aligns with theories of institutional 
accountability in platform governance. Legitimacy depends not only on fairness of 
outcomes but also on transparency of procedures, inclusivity of representation, and 
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consistency of institutional reasoning (Balkin 2018; Kaye 2019). Institutional analyses of 
the Oversight Board similarly emphasize its role as a procedural governance mechanism 

designed to increase transparency and accountability within private content moderation 

systems (Wong and Floridi 2023; Price and Price 2023). The Board’s archive provides 

rare empirical access to these dimensions within private digital governance. 

The Oversight Board thus functions as a hybrid institutional actor: part appellate body, 
part policy laboratory, and part transparency mechanism. The resulting archive offers 

a rare window into how platform rules are enforced in practice, and how institutional 
design shapes the distribution of attention and authority. 

Although this analysis centers on the Board, its implications extend to the wider field of 
platform oversight mechanisms—internal appeals systems, trusted-flagger programs, 
and external bodies such as TikTok’s advisory councils or the co-regulatory structures 

emerging under the European Union’s Digital Services Act. Wherever such institutions 

publish adjudicative records, the same interpretive caution applies: the docket reflects 

institutional attention rather than the underlying distribution of harm. Reading these 

records this way directs audit attention upstream—from outcomes toward case selection 

and routing (cf. Gillespie 2018; Douek 2022)—and raises comparative questions for 
future work: whether similar routing asymmetries recur in other oversight bodies, and 

whether they narrow as multilingual review capacity improves. 

6.1 Conclusion 

This study analyzed the representational structure of platform oversight through a 

systematic examination of the Board’s decisions from 2020 to 2025. By treating the 

Board’s archive as an institutional dataset, the analysis revealed how governance disputes 

become formal cases and how institutional procedures shape their adjudication. The 

findings show that geographic and linguistic representation within the docket is globally 

distributed yet internally stratified, while policy attention concentrates on high-stakes 

expressive disputes. Although adjudicative outcomes among fully reviewed cases do 

not vary significantly across linguistic or geopolitical contexts, procedural routing does: 
language shapes how disputes move through the Board’s review structure more than 

whether they are ultimately reversed. 

These results suggest that inequalities in platform governance may emerge less from 

final decisions than from the institutional pathways through which disputes become 

visible and reviewable. 

The Board’s decision archive provides a rare empirical record of platform rule enforce-
ment. As such oversight systems proliferate across platforms and regulatory regimes, 
understanding how institutional design structures representation and accountability will 
be central to their legitimacy. 
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Appendices 

Appendix A: Country Classification by Region and Global 
North/South 

Country mentions were extracted from each decision’s location metadata and classified 

by world region and by Global North/South status. Across the corpus, 118 of 198 country-
level mentions (60%) reference Global South contexts. Table A1 summarizes mentions 

by region; Tables A2 and A3 list the full classification for all 65 countries, split by Global 
North/South status. 

Table A1: Case mentions by world region. Counts are country-level mentions extracted 
from decision location metadata, not distinct cases. 

World region Countries (n) Case mentions 

MENA 11 43 

Europe 16 42 

North America 2 33 

Latin America & Caribbean 10 21 

Sub-Saharan Africa 10 21 

South Asia 5 17 

Southeast Asia 7 13 

East Asia 3 5 

Oceania 1 3 
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Table A2: Country classification: Global North. The 15 Global North countries appearing 
in decision location metadata, in alphabetical order. 

Country World region Mentions 

Australia Oceania 3 

Belgium Europe 1 

Canada North America 2 

France Europe 8 

Germany Europe 5 

Greece Europe 2 

Israel MENA 11 

Italy Europe 1 

Japan East Asia 2 

Netherlands Europe 2 

South Korea East Asia 1 

Spain Europe 2 

Sweden Europe 2 

United Kingdom Europe 7 

United States North America 31 

Table A3: Country classification: Global South. The 50 Global South countries appearing 
in decision location metadata, in alphabetical order. 

Country World region Mentions 

Afghanistan South Asia 3 

Albania Europe 1 

Argentina Latin America & Caribbean 2 

Armenia MENA 2 

Azerbaijan MENA 2 

Bangladesh South Asia 1 

Brazil Latin America & Caribbean 5 

Cambodia Southeast Asia 1 

China East Asia 2 

Colombia Latin America & Caribbean 3 

Croatia Europe 1 

Cuba Latin America & Caribbean 1 

Ecuador Latin America & Caribbean 1 

Egypt MENA 2 

Eritrea Sub-Saharan Africa 1 
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Table A3: Country classification: Global South. (continued) 

Country World region Mentions 

Ethiopia Sub-Saharan Africa 3 

Guinea-Bissau Sub-Saharan Africa 1 

Guyana Latin America & Caribbean 1 

Haiti Latin America & Caribbean 1 

India South Asia 6 

Indonesia Southeast Asia 1 

Iran MENA 3 

Iraq MENA 2 

Kenya Sub-Saharan Africa 2 

Latvia Europe 1 

Lebanon MENA 2 

Malaysia Southeast Asia 2 

Mexico Latin America & Caribbean 4 

Morocco MENA 1 

Myanmar Southeast Asia 3 

Niger Sub-Saharan Africa 1 

Nigeria Sub-Saharan Africa 3 

Pakistan South Asia 5 

Palestinian Territories MENA 10 

Peru Latin America & Caribbean 2 

Philippines Southeast Asia 3 

Poland Europe 3 

Russia Europe 3 

Senegal Sub-Saharan Africa 2 

Serbia Europe 1 

Singapore Southeast Asia 1 

Somalia Sub-Saharan Africa 3 

South Africa Sub-Saharan Africa 2 

Sri Lanka South Asia 2 

Sudan Sub-Saharan Africa 3 

Syria MENA 4 

Thailand Southeast Asia 2 

Turkey MENA 4 

Ukraine Europe 2 

Venezuela Latin America & Caribbean 1 
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