








In mid-2018 (at our May 29 Content Standards Forum), we 
revisited our policy on adult nudity in art, and decided to 
maintain the status quo, but take steps to mitigate the risk of 
incorrect takedowns (e.g. content posted by museums). At the 
time, we also said that we would next be revisiting our policy 
on sexual activity in art, which is the subject of today’s first 
discussion. 

After a series of internal and external working groups, the 
policy recommendation that we’d like to bring forward for 
consideration is aligned with the rec we made for adult nudity 
in art – status quo, with formalization of operational guidance, 
which will help us improve consistency in enforcement. 



This is our policy as it currently stands. We distinguish 
between real world and digitally-created art depicting sexual 
activity because the latter is often hyper-sexualized and graphic 
and doesn’t serve the same public interest value. 







We recognize that it is incredibly difficult to determine when 
content is sketched or digitally altered. Right now, our content 
reviewers are faced with making this determination, which can 
lead to inconsistent outcomes. That’s why we took a closer 
look at the policy. 

The images on this slide are all allowed as examples of real 
world art. 
• Bottom left: The Recreation of Eros – Gerda Wegener, 

1925
• Top middle: Shunga (��) is a Japanese term for erotic 

art and is well-known art form dating back to the 1300s 
• Bottom middle: Sculpture by Jef Lambeaux, ~1895
• Far right: The Kiss (French: Le Baiser) is an 1882 

marble sculpture by the French sculptor Auguste Rodin

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Japanese_language
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Erotic_art


This slide gets at the crux of the problem – you can see here 
that it’s very difficult to distinguish between content that’s 
been hand drawn and that which has been digitally altered.  

Left: Piece by IG User
Middle: Piece by Frida Castelli
Right: Piece by IG User





This grid lays out the different options we considered in our 
internal and external working groups. Over the course of 
working group discussions, we honed in on Options 1, 2 and 6, 
which we will walk through in just a minute. 

There was overwhelming consensus – internally and externally 
– that a more permissive approach did not align with our policy 
rationale of removing sexual imagery to prevent the sharing of 
non-consensual or underage content. This was validated by 
examples of digitally-created art depicting sexual activity, 
which are especially graphic in nature. The Stakeholder 
Engagement team can speak further to the concerns that were 
raised in light of the fact that there are minors (between the 
ages of 13 and 17) on the platform. 

While we’re recommending that we stick with the status quo, 
we will be updating our operational guidelines so that 



reviewers have more clearly defined indicators of what may be real 
world versus digitally-created art. We’ll also be more specific about 
the default action that reviewers should take (when, for example, the 
method of creation is unclear and indicators of real world art are not 
available). 

One of the interesting things that came up in our working groups was 
the use of age-gating (by placing an interstitial on top of certain 
pieces of content). If we move forward with today’s 
recommendation, we plan to explore the possibility of using 
interstitials in this sphere. 







Option 3 was the most restrictive of the options we considered 
in that it would only allow sexual activity depictions in 
sculpture and hand-drawn art and contours. We decided against 
this option because it would result in removal of art not fully 
anticipated by the allowances made and would put us in a 
position of determining what is and isn’t artistic where we 
might lack necessary context. 













It’s important to note that we are currently updating our 
definition of terrorism, but the changes wouldn’t affect our 
designation process. 



These examples illustrate instances in which individuals 
convicted of terrorism are individuals that we designated as 
terrorists.  

1. Afzal Guru was convicted and sentenced to death for 
providing logistical support for the 2001 parliament 
attack in India based on circumstantial evidence. This is 
a tricky case as we probably would not designate Afzal 
Guru if it were not for the conviction. 

2. Another interesting case involved Islamic cleric Abu 
Qatada. A military court in Jordan acquitted him on 
charges of planning a terrorist attack, but we have 
designated him as a terrorist because of his history as a 
propagandist and ideologue who paved the way for 
today’s wave of violent jihadis. 



On the other hand, we’ve also seen convictions that may be 
based on an individual or group’s opposition to the government 
or laws that are reportedly “overbroad.”













Discussion
Question: Did we talk with UN Special Rapporteur Fionnuala
D. Ní Aoláin?

Answer: No, we contacted her on an earlier recommendation of 
“Redefining Terrorism” but did not speak to her specifically on 
this recommendation. In this instance, we reached out to 
another UN special rapporteur, Agnes Callamard.

Question: Have we talked with somebody relevant both 
internally and externally, legal or comms perhaps, in order to 
understand if we are in the right spot?

Answer: Yes, we surfaced to comms and legal as well as 
relevant external organizations. In APAC, for example, there 
has been an unanimous agreement on our recommendation and 
the same in EMEA.



Comment: I think we need to do a better job to understand when we 
are in front of relevant convictions. We should be more proactive on 
this. 

Question: What are the formal channels we need to open up 
internally so that this process is established? So that Public Policy is 
flagging these for us as they come about.

Comment: We also need to be mindful of the fact that many of our 
designations are based on government information and assertions 
already. 

Comment: MENA region flagged that convictions are often political, 
so we risk over inclusion if we account for convictions. The team 
also noted that the definitions on which terrorism charges are based 
are often vague, which would pose problems for us if we were to rely 
on court decisions. 













Right now, our policies allow for content depicting food 
preparation, but should we draw the line when graphic 
mutilated animals are featured?



Right now, we only use a ”mark as disturbing” interstitial on 
“visible innards: wounds that render bones, organs, muscle 
tissue, cartilage or fat visible,” which means that this content 
would be left up. Should we consider use of interstitials here? 



Right now, we only use the “mark as disturbing” interstitial on 
content depicting animal-on-animal fights where there are 
visible innards or dismemberment, unless in the wild. Again, 
all of these examples would be left up. 






