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Summary
 Across the world, governments and Big Tech companies have diverged on how social media 
platforms should moderate political content and who gets the final say. While numerous 
studies on platform governance and content moderation have drawn on findings from 
relatively liberal contexts such as the United States and Western Europe, major platforms 
also operate in illiberal contexts in which governments exert undue pressure to restrict media 
freedom and crack down on critics. 

This paper compares two contexts with different degrees of illiberality: India and Thailand. 
Through desk research and interviews with key stakeholders, it analyzes how the Indian and 
Thai governments have used legal, economic, and political forms of coercive influence to 
shape platforms’ moderation of political content. Further, the paper identifies major types 
of coercive influence that may explain why platforms comply or do not comply with govern-
ment demands. The analysis finds that India’s government under the Bharatiya Janata Party 
(BJP) has been able to exercise greater leverage than the Thai government over social media 
content regulation because of India’s large market size and regulatory measures that give the 
government sweeping powers over tech platforms. 

Key Insights

Despite attempts to standardize community guidelines and rules of content moderation in 
line with international human rights law, tensions often arise when platforms and govern-
ments diverge in their interpretations of what constitutes acceptable political content and 
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who has the power to decide. Governments exert coercive influence that shapes platforms’ 
content moderation in three intertwined ways.

•	 Legal influence: Relevant state agencies rely on national laws and jurisdiction to, 
for instance, compel platforms to remove content or redesign content filters accord-
ing to legal requirements. These laws are often implemented vaguely, disproportion-
ately, and selectively by a government to pursue electoral advantages or to suppress 
critics. 

•	 Economic influence: Governments leverage various business incentives to convince 
Big Tech companies to accommodate their requests related to political content 
moderation. These incentives can include helping companies expand and diversify 
business opportunities or reducing corporate taxes. Governments can also intimi-
date noncompliant companies through high taxation or by threatening their market 
access. 

•	 Political influence: Governments may develop cordial relationships with platforms’ 
country representatives to pursue backdoor communications through them. These 
political relationships—together with the authorities’ intimidation of local staff—
help to determine whether or not the social media platforms moderate their content 
in favor of the ruling party and government figures.

Three main factors shape the extent to which platforms are driven to comply with govern-
ment demands:

•	 the robustness of institutional and civic check-and-balance mechanisms against 
arbitrary government regulation;

•	 whether platforms view a specific country as a vital market; and

•	 the level of development of a country’s domestic tech industry vis-à-vis local govern-
ments’ economic reliance on U.S.-based tech companies.  

From this understanding of how transnational platforms are influenced at multiple levels by 
the governments of their market regions, clear takeaways emerge for policymakers seeking 
to counteract illiberal governments’ coercive influences on political content moderation by 
platforms, prevent censorship, and circumvent cronyism when it comes to platform regula-
tion. Critically, rebalancing power relations between governments, platforms, and users will 
be essential for these measures to be effective. 
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Introduction
Contemporary debates on political content moderation typically revolve around concerns 
that hate speech and disinformation might undermine social cohesion and democratic 
integrity in the United States and Western Europe. In these regions, liberal traditions and 
institutions largely guarantee judicial independence and freedom of expression. But in 
illiberal and/or autocratic contexts, from Türkiye to Vietnam, governments have exploited 
the international debate over platform regulation to coerce tech companies to censor—rather 
than moderate—content. Companies that seek to sustain their business in these countries 
are increasingly under pressure to suppress content and information that government actors 
view as challenging their status quo.1 This development has especially intensified in South 
and Southeast Asia, where governments have cracked down on journalists and oppositional 
civil society. 

This paper analyzes how the governments of India and Thailand have exerted pressure 
on platforms to moderate political content, especially during anti-government protests, 
and what drives these governments’ differing abilities to do so effectively. In this context, 
political content refers to information related to the government, including various state 
agencies and their affiliates, and public discussion and criticism of these entities’ policies 
and practices. We focus our analysis on three platforms that dissidents often use to criticize 
their governments and build networks of support: Facebook (owned by Meta), X (formerly 
known as Twitter), and YouTube (owned by Google). The ability to publicly share content 
makes these platforms highly impactful for dissidents—and a thorny problem for illiberal 
governments.2 By examining how the Indian and Thai governments have responded, we 
develop a typology of government influence on platforms. Further, we show how structural 
factors—including a government’s reliance on foreign tech companies, a country’s market 
potential, and existing channels through which to contest government policies—underpin 
differences in governments’ ability to coerce tech platforms. 

The methods of data collection used for this paper combine desk research with online and 
onsite personal communications with platform representatives and civil society members 
affected by the political content moderation policies in India and Thailand. The authors 
asked senior platform representatives who deal (or previously dealt) with content moderation 
and curation about their respective companies’ core values and approaches to content mod-
eration. Among other things, we sought to understand whether the laws of their countries 
of origin or the laws of their market regions prevailed when the two clashed. In India, we 
talked to six platform executives who worked on country-level platform policies, one journal-
ist whose critical content about the government had been taken down, and one digital rights 
advocate. In Thailand, we talked to two individuals who had previously worked for country 
and regional offices of Facebook and X, one digital rights advocate, two dissidents who were 
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administrators of pages taken down by these two platforms, and one chief executive of a 
traditional media outlet that had been affected by the Thai government’s online censorship, 
and one expert on taxation of digital platforms. Their names have been anonymized at their 
request. 

The paper begins by situating this study in the existing debates on content moderation and 
platform governance. Next, it details legal, economic, and political forms of coercive govern-
ment influence on platforms’ political content moderation. Then, it explains the factors that 
underpin the Indian and Thai governments’ differing abilities to pressure platforms. Finally, 
it offers brief recommendations for policymakers trying to address governments’ unduly 
coercing content moderation. 

Platform Governance and Content 
Moderation
Internal and external forces, including government influence, shape social media platform 
governance.3 Major platforms such as Facebook, X (formerly Twitter), and YouTube are pri-
marily driven by advertising-based profit, which shapes their decisions to host and promote 
certain content.4 However, domestic and international campaigns against disinformation 
and hate speech have increasingly compelled platforms to monitor, moderate, and remove 
content “deemed to be ‘irrelevant,’ ‘false,’ or ‘harmful.’”5 Platforms’ terms of service and 
community guidelines or standards reflect processes of content moderation configured by the 
companies’ operational environments, the legal requirements of their host countries, cultural 
norms, and international human rights standards.6 Major platforms have similar, generic 
rules, which enables cross-platform content-sharing by users.7 These rules prohibit hateful, 
discriminatory, unlawful, and misleading content and the exposure of private information of 
users without their consent.8 Platforms also monitor local contexts and languages, combin-
ing human moderators and automated filtering to flag and remove objectionable content.9 

With the advent of social media as a tool for political communications and participation, 
platform users are subject to overlapping domestic and international legal frameworks 
that govern speech. Tensions often arise when states disregard platforms’ preference for 
self-regulation or when platforms regulate speech that is not prohibited by the national laws 
of a particular market.10 Governments have invoked sovereignty to demand that platforms 
moderate content that could be detrimental to national interests, security, sovereignty, or 
citizens’ well-being.11 Increasingly, many states question the opaque processes that platforms 
employ to moderate content or deplatform high-ranked authorities. 
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Most analyses of government interventions in online content moderation look at the United 
States and Western Europe.12 In Europe, various regulations have increased governments’ 
and regional organizations’ ability to influence platforms’ community standards and content 
moderation filters while remaining compatible with democratic rule of law. The European 
Union’s Code of Conduct on Countering Illegal Hate Speech Online, e-Commerce 
Directive, Digital Services Act, and Digital Markets Act, as well as Germany’s Network 
Enforcement Act, for instance, are framed in terms of user benefits and allow for debate and 
modification. 

Comparative insights into other contexts with weaker rule of law and restricted civil society 
remain scant. Illiberal and autocratic governments in Russia, Saudi Arabia, and Vietnam, for 
example, have blatantly requested that platforms take down or suppress, rather than mod-
erate, content. The few analyses of content moderation in such political environments show 
that government regulations of online content can be used to stifle dissent and consolidate 
ruling power rather than foster platform accountability.13 Government figures sometimes 
harness their political connections and personal relationships with local platform represen-
tatives to advance censorship.14 In addition, economic measures can be politicized to make 
platforms more susceptible to censorship and information manipulation.15 This paper builds 
on these nascent insights to systematically demonstrate how governments exert coercive 
influence on tech platforms, and why platforms may respond differently depending on the 
context.  

The Digital-Political Environments of India and Thailand

Both India and Thailand display common conditions that are crucial for understanding 
types of government influence on content moderation. In both countries, Big Tech com-
panies have a huge presence. Since digitization, India’s social media usership is estimated 
to have risen from almost 15 percent in 2017 to approximately 62 percent of its 1.4 billion 
population in 2023.16 In terms of user base, India is the largest market for Facebook, 
Instagram, and YouTube, which, along with X, are among the most-used platforms by 
India’s 467 million social media users.17 India also had a domestic platform, Koo, with more 
than 15 million subscribers since its launch in 2020, but as of July 2024, Koo appears to be 
shutting down.18 Meanwhile, Thailand has the highest degree of Facebook connectivity in 
Southeast Asia—Bangkok has been dubbed the “capital of Facebook.”19 Thailand’s social 
network usership has grown steadily, from 60 percent in 2017 to 80 percent of its 70 million 
population in 2023.20 Facebook and the messaging app LINE, followed closely by TikTok, 
were Thailand’s most-used social media platforms in 2023, with a penetration rate per popu-
lation of 91, 90, and 78.2 percent, respectively.21 Despite originating in Japan, LINE presents 
itself as a localized platform and has frequently collaborated with state agencies, local media 
outlets, and banks in Thailand.22 
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Figure 2. Social Media Users as Percentage of Population in India and Thailand

Source: Authors’ elaboration on data from Tanushree Basuroy, “Number of Social Network Users in India From 2015 to 
2020, With Estimates Until 2040,” Statista, July 18, 2023, https://www.statista.com/statistics/278407/number-of-
social-network-users-in-india/; and Statista Research Department, “The Number of Social Network Users in Thailand 
From 2017-2020 With a Forecast Through 2026,” Statista, December 14, 2022, https://www.statista.com/statistics/489230/
number-of-social-network-users-in-thailand/.
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In addition, India and Thailand display varying degrees of internet control due primarily 
to their declining democratic qualities. India is identified as an “electoral autocracy” in the 
V-Dem Institute’s 2024 report on democracy around the world.23 But restrictions on speech 
preceded the current BJP-led coalition government. For example, certain sections of the 
Information Technology (IT) Act of 2000 provided the mechanisms for online repression by 
government actors. Since the BJP came to power in 2014, the central government and local 
governments have often used Section 66A of the IT Act, which criminalizes posting offen-
sive messages online, to stifle critics. Even after the Supreme Court of India ruled Section 
66A unconstitutional in 2015, governments have continued to use it.24 Thailand’s democracy 
collapsed after the military coup in 2014. Though Thailand held elections in 2019, the 
V-Dem Institute labeled the country a “consolidated autocracy” until mid-2023. Although 
the May 2023 election saw executive power formally transition to a former opposition party, 
the monarchy-military nexus continues to loom large. As of this writing, Thailand is classi-
fied by the V-Dem Institute as an “electoral autocracy.”25

In both countries, autocratization has occurred alongside growing controls over the digital 
space. The Thai and Indian governments restrict social media content that they deem a 
threat to “national security” (or the monarchy in the case of Thailand), “public order,” or 
“friendly relations with foreign States,” or for being “inciteful.”26 In India, the 2021 IT 
(Intermediary Guidelines and Digital Media Ethics Code) Rules have tightened the govern-
ment’s grip on the internet.27 In Thailand, the 2007 Computer-Related Crime Act (CCA), 
which was amended in 2016, and its related ministerial announcements, have increased 
government control over internet service providers (ISPs), online media, tech platforms,  
and users.28  

These laws provide for a broad scope of interpretation and contain vague notions of what 
constitutes online threats to national security and public order. This allows governments 
and state authorities to opportunistically use the laws for further digital control. In India, 
for example, the Department of Telecommunications holds the power to issue licenses to 
ISPs, which gives them significant leverage to order ISPs to block any website or subscriber 
without informing the users.29 The government can also stifle platforms through internet 
shutdowns.30 From 2012 to April 2024, state governments in India shut down the internet 
812 times—more than any other country in the world.31 Similarly, after the 2014 coup, 
Thailand’s government increasingly filtered and censored online content considered “lèse 
majesté” (offensive to the monarchy) through the Ministry of Digital Economy and Society 
(MDES), the National Broadcasting and Telecommunications Commission (NBTC), the 
cyber crime police, and the courts.32 As shown in figure 3, Thailand has higher rates of 
social media monitoring, censorship, and arrests of online users. In contrast, government 
shutdowns of social media and government dissemination of false information feature more 
prominently in India. 
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There are, however, massive disparities between India and Thailand in terms of their eco-
nomic size and how that affects platforms’ business considerations. In 2021, Thailand’s gross 
domestic product (GDP) was about $505.9 billion in purchasing power parity; India’s GDP 
was about $3.17 trillion.33 Annual growth in Thailand stagnated at the rate of 2.2 percent 
in 2023.34 India’s annual growth was 7.2 percent in 2022–2023.35 In 2020, ad revenues 
for Facebook, YouTube, and LINE in Thailand were $209.4 million,36 $149 million,37 and 
$36 million, respectively.38 In 2020–2021, Facebook India’s revenues crossed the $1 billion 
mark, with revenues increasing significantly in the following years.39 India has Meta’s largest 
consumer base (including Facebook, Instagram, and WhatsApp); some of Meta India’s 
top-level officials even managed the company’s operations in Southeast Asia.40 Advertising 
and net revenues for other Big Tech platforms in India also show a year-on-year increase.41 
Google India posted a 79.4 percent rise in gross ad revenue at more than $3 billion in FY 
2022.42 Both Meta and Google have deemed India a “priority market,” planning billions 
of dollars of investment.43 As major platforms venture into other sectors, India’s power as a 
large manufacturing and market destination has grown. 

India Thailand

Figure 3. Rates of Social Media Restriction, Surveillance, Manipulation, and 
Arrests of Social Media Users in India and Thailand, 2022

Note: Based on the Digital Society Project’s codebook, the point estimates are the median values of these distributions for 
each country per year. The scale of the measurement model variable is typically between -5 and 5, with 0 approximately 
representing the mean for all country-years in the sample. Therefore, a country showing a negative score means that it is 
performing below the mean for that variable, interpreted in this context as less repressive than countries displaying 
positive scores.

Source: Steven Feldstein, “Digital Repression Index 2003-2022,” Mendeley Data (Version 3), May 2, 2023, 
doi: 10.17632/rrnz8p6rvw.3.
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Government Influence on Content 
Moderation: A Three-Pronged Typology

Legal Influence

Governments and state agencies can enforce legal measures (including laws, executive rules, 
and regulations) to induce content moderation practices that are favorable to them, which 
this paper calls legal influence. These practices might include redesigning content filters 
according to legal requirements or reframing platform rules in response to threats of punitive 
measures (including loss of intermediary status or safe harbor protection from penalty and 
liability for acts of third parties who use their platforms) in cases of noncompliance. These 
legal measures are problematic when implemented unduly, disproportionately, and selectively 
to achieve objectives of control such as dissent suppression or election manipulation.44 Often, 
legal influence intersects with economic and political influences.

In both India and Thailand, the government’s legal authority resides in the claim that 
platforms operating in their territory must comply with local laws. While that may be the 
case, these governments subjectively interpret and arbitrarily apply their laws to tighten 
information controls. To force platforms to comply with local laws, the Indian and Thai 
governments have increased pressure through domestic ISPs and threatened to sue platforms 
or even evict them from the country. In addition, both governments have intimidated 
platforms’ local staff in retaliation for noncompliance. Finally, platforms in both countries 
risk losing legal protection if they fail to cooperate with the government.

India

Interviewees in India mentioned a convergence in the starting philosophy of local and global 
platforms when it came to their content moderation practices—that is, compliance with 
Indian laws and jurisdiction.45 In practice, the government often issues content and account 
takedown orders, capitalizing on vague legal definitions. 

According to Section 69A of the 2000 IT Act, relevant state agencies can block access to 
content they deem to be “in the interest of sovereignty or integrity of India, defence of India, 
security of the State, friendly relations with foreign States or public order or for preventing 
incitement to the commission of any cognizable offence relating to above or for investigation 
of any offence.”46 The 2021 IT Rules allow the government to order a platform to take 
down content not included under Section 69A of the IT Act or Article 19(2) of the Indian 
Constitution (on restrictions to freedom of speech and expression), including content on dig-
ital news sites, over-the-top media services, and gaming platforms. For example, during the 
coronavirus pandemic, the government ordered Meta and X to take down or block content 
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that criticized the government’s handling of the pandemic on grounds of being either 
misleading or false content. Targeted content included news reports, political commentaries, 
and satire.47 

Government-dominated regulatory mechanisms and committees have been instrumental in 
further tightening the Indian government’s control over platforms. Part II of the IT Rules 
obligates platforms to deal with user complaints through a grievance redressal mechanism 
within fifteen days, enable identification of the “first originator” of messages, and develop 
automated tools to censor content.48 In October 2022, an amendment to the IT Rules estab-
lished three-member Grievance Appellate Committees (GACs) to decide on platforms’ con-
tent moderation decisions. On April 6, 2023, the Ministry of Electronics and Information 
Technology (MeitY) published a notification of the IT Rules in the Gazette of India that said 
a government-appointed fact-checking unit could flag any online content that the central 
government vaguely defined as “fake or false or misleading.”49 This obligates all intermedi-
aries, including ISPs, to remove such content within seventy-two hours. Noncompliant plat-
forms may risk losing their legal immunity as “intermediaries” for third-party user content 
as provided by Section 79 of the IT Act.50 The proposed Digital India Act, which is intended 
to replace the IT Act, will substantially increase government control over the internet and is 
expected to remove so-called safe harbor protections for platforms.51

While an appellate committee is needed to address platforms’ opaque decisions on content 
moderation, weakening accountability mechanisms and increased political interference 
have called the GACs’ transparency and nonpartisanship into question. The committees are 
appointed by the central government. Their decisions cannot be appealed against or revised 
beyond citizens asking the courts to enforce their constitutionally guaranteed rights to free-
dom of speech and expression.52 Together with the aforementioned legal measures, the GACs 
may compel platforms to proactively block political content unfavorable to the government.53 
Except for tepid comments on ongoing legal challenges to these rules, the major platforms 
have not publicly questioned the appointments to or the functioning of the GACs.

Content takedown requests disproportionately target civil society critics in India. For 
example, in the second half of 2020, X (then Twitter) received government requests to take 
down the accounts of 128 verified journalists and news outlets. This number represented 35 
percent of the 361 global legal requests that the company received.54 Platforms have largely 
complied with government takedown orders based on Section 69A of the IT Act.55 In 2020, 
Meta began tracking the number of global restrictions externally imposed on its content. 
In 2021, there were twenty-four restrictions.56 Further, Meta’s compliance rate on Indian 
government requests for user data increased from 51 percent between January and June 2021 
to 68.26 percent between July and December 2022.57 By 2022, major platforms published 
monthly transparency reports under Rule 4(1)(d) of the IT Rules. Between October 27, 
2022, (when Tesla CEO Elon Musk assumed ownership) to April 27, 2023, X has fully com-
plied with forty-four of fifty requests from the government of India, including takedowns.58 
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The Indian government has also leveraged its legal influence by threatening retaliation 
against local platform staff. In March 2021, after Twitter labeled a tweet from a spokes-
person of the ruling BJP as “manipulated media,” a special cell of the central government–
controlled Delhi Police raided Twitter’s offices in Delhi and Gurgaon.59 While the MeitY 
claimed it never threatened any Twitter employees with jail sentences, the police filed a 
first information report in June 2021 against India’s Twitter chief, Manish Maheshwari, in 
connection with a viral video of an alleged hate crime published in the platform. The pros-
pect of his arrest prompted Twitter to transfer him to San Francisco.60 In an unprecedented 
development, Twitter globally removed two tweets from Indian journalist Saurav Das on 
Indian Home Minister Amit Shah’s comments on the Indian judiciary (without informing 
Das). Twitter claimed that its action was in response to the legal demands of the Indian 
government.61

Finally, the clash between Twitter and the government following the farmers’ protests 
illustrates how platforms in India risk losing legal protections if they fail to cooperate. On 
February 8, 2021, the government ordered Twitter to take down 1,178 accounts that they 
claimed belonged to Sikh and Pakistani extremist groups.62 Twitter did take down 500 
accounts, but it explained that it would not remove the accounts of journalists and activists 
and accused the government of acting beyond its powers. In June 2021, the government 
accused Twitter of failing to appoint a compliance officer as required by the IT Rules and 
stripped the tech giant of its legal protection as an intermediary under Section 79. Twitter 
risked becoming the only major platform to lose its safe harbor shield for third-party 
content. Twitter soon fell in line with the government’s orders. 
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Figure 4. Numbers of Content Twitter Restricted in Thailand and India Based on 
Local Laws

Note: The figures presented here combine requests through court orders and other legal demands. Please note that the 
dataset retrieved from the X transparency report is incomplete. Removal and compliance data in Thailand between January 
and June 2018 and January and June 2019 are missing from the dataset. 

Source: Authors’ elaboration on data from “Removal Requests,” X Transparency, July 28, 2022, https://transparency.
twitter.com/en/reports/removal-requests.html#2021-jul-dec.
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Thailand

Similar strong-arm tactics are evident in Thailand. While the Indian case highlights the 
importance of national laws and jurisdiction, the Thai laws governing online content 
prioritize national cyber sovereignty, with the state possessing supreme legal authority over 
Thai territory and citizens.63 

The CCA’s oft-cited Sections 14(1), 14(2), and 14(3) are the most powerful legal weapons 
for compelling ISPs to remove content that is critical of powerful government, military, 
and palace actors. Both the platforms and Thai authorities may share concerns about 
pornographic, gambling-related, and false content. But in sharp contrast with the tech 
companies’ community standards, the CCA does little to articulate the parameters of what 
constitutes unacceptable content. Instead, the CCA vaguely defines criminal content as 
damaging “public order or good morals,” causing panic, or offending “the security of the 
Kingdom.” 64 This loose definition allows for opportunistic interpretation by government au-
thorities. Under the CCA, the MDES is responsible for requesting court orders to remove or 
block online content. Once the court delivers the order, it is submitted to the NBTC, which 
instructs tech companies to comply with the order. In cases of noncompliance, tech com-
panies may face criminal charges and/or fines of 5,000 Thai baht per day.65 In November 
2022, the MDES announced an amendment to the CCA that allows individuals to submit 
complaints and request platforms take down or block content. If content is deemed detri-
mental to national security, platforms are compelled to remove it within twenty-four hours. 
To date, there is no mechanism for those who create and share content to challenge these 
complaints.66

In addition to the CCA, the coronavirus pandemic gave the government of then prime min-
ister Prayut Chan-o-cha pretext to impose a state of emergency. Under Section 9(3) of the 
resulting emergency decree, the government prohibited the publication and dissemination of 
any information that could affect “the security of state or public order or good moral of the 
people.”67 In March 2020, the government issued a new regulation that banned misleading 
or fear-mongering information about COVID-19. Until its cessation in September 2022, the 
decree was used mainly to target government critics and protesters, as well as platforms that 
hosted their content.68 

 In contrast with those in India, platforms operating in Thailand tend to locally block con-
tent (a practice known as geo-blocking) that is accused of violating national laws. Between 
2018 and 2021, Meta restricted domestic access to 6,900 sites that the government alleged 
had violated local laws.69 Google’s takedown rate was even higher. From 2009 to 2020, 
28,595 items were removed from Google Search and YouTube.70 Pressure intensified after the 
military coup in 2014, after King Rama IX’s death in 2016, and when a scandalous video of 
the new king went viral on social media in 2017. During anti-government protests in 2020 
and 2021, government requests to take down “illegal” and “fake” content skyrocketed.71 In 
August 2020, the court ordered 2,300 URLs—1,790 of which were hosted on Facebook—to 
be taken down.72 In the latter months of 2020 and 2021, when anti-government protests 
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increased, Meta geo-blocked 3,580 sites, including 2,373 sites deemed offensive to the mon-
archy by the MDES.73 Based on its transparency report, Twitter received 178 legal demands 
and court orders to remove or withhold content between July 2020 and June 2021, more 
than any previous year.74 

Thai authorities have also used the CCA to pressure domestic ISPs to solicit cooperation 
from U.S.-based platforms outside of Thailand. For example, in 2017, exiled dissidents 
shared a scandalous video of the new Thai king—who lived in Germany at the time—on 
Facebook, garnering about 458,000 views. In response, the NBTC ordered all ISPs and 
international internet gateway services to block the clip or risk losing their licenses. This 
was futile, as the clip posted on Facebook was encrypted and the host servers were located 
abroad. On May 9, 2017, the Thai Internet Service Provider Association emailed an official 
request to Meta (then Facebook) CEO Mark Zuckerberg. After deciding that the clip 
violated a local law—most likely Article 112—Facebook geo-blocked the clip in Thailand.75 
However, the Facebook pages of the dissidents who shared the video, though condemned 
by the military junta, remained available across the country and their numbers of followers 
skyrocketed. Users who followed these pages and shared their alleged lèse majesté content 
were threatened with computer-related crime charges.76

Like their counterparts in India, Thai platform staff have also dealt with legal intimidation. 
In 2020, Meta’s office in Thailand faced legal threats after the MDES requested it block the 
Royalist Marketplace, a group run by academic dissident Pavin Chachavalpongpun with at 
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least one million followers.77 The page shared scandalous information about the palace in 
coordination with anti-monarchy hashtags on Twitter. After Meta failed to respond to the 
court’s takedown within fifteen days, as stipulated in the CCA, the former minister of the 
MDES threatened to file a CCA-related lawsuit against the company. According to a former 
staff member, Meta was concerned that the police might charge their local team under 
Article 112, which carries harsh jail sentences and stigmatizes the accused. Some local staff 
were afraid that the authorities would go after family members serving in the Thai bureau-
cracy.78 One dissident who witnessed the incident unfolding mentioned that “Facebook [was] 
under immense pressure although they resisted [the government’s request] for quite some 
time. In the end, [Facebook] made a tactical decision to geo-block [the Royalist Marketplace 
page].”79 Twitter/X, however, has managed to avoid this kind of legal harassment despite 
being a key platform for young Thai activists. As of 2021, Twitter had not registered its office 
in Thailand and had no local staff subject to Thai laws: “This is why government pressure on 
[Twitter/X in Thailand] is not so intense.”80

Economic Influence

In addition to legal influence, governments can use business-oriented incentives or threats 
to shape content moderation policies—what this paper calls economic influence. These 
may include offers of business deals, government patronage for market growth, ad revenues, 
reduction of taxation or threats to increase it, or loss of market access. Companies whose 
business model depends on revenue streams and market dominance may be motivated to 
accept government demands. This is especially true in big markets like India, where Meta 
and Google seek to retain good relationships with the government and the ruling party.81 

India

In India, ad contributions represent a major plank of government influence over platforms. 
In an analysis of over 500,000 political advertisements on Facebook and Instagram from 
February 2019 to November 2020 (during elections season), Meta (then Facebook) boosted 
ads for the BJP—their “largest political client”—while allegedly undercutting ads for 
opposition parties.82 The main opposition party, the Indian National Congress, accused 
Meta of giving the BJP “favourable treatment on election-related issues” and promoting 
partisan ad targeting.83 Meta allegedly charged lower advertising rates to the BJP while also 
allowing “ghost and surrogate advertisers” to campaign for the party, bypassing Facebook’s 
community standards.84

As platforms seek to expand their businesses beyond social networking to other business 
sectors, cordial relationships with the government become essential. This has the potential to 
make content moderation decisions more susceptible to government influence. For example, 
the BJP’s Facebook ads were also funded by a firm belonging to Reliance, one of India’s 
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leading conglomerates.85 That same year, Meta signed a $7.5 billion deal with Jio, the coun-
try’s largest telecommunications company—owned by Reliance.86 In 2021, Meta opened an 
office in Gurgaon to train 10 million small businesses and 250,000 creators as part of the 
government’s plan to digitally transform the Indian economy.87 A year later, Meta-owned 
WhatsApp collaborated with Reliance’s Jio Mart to launch the first end-to-end shopping 
experience on WhatsApp.88 WhatsApp also started digital payments in India, a lucrative 
market that reportedly tops real-time payment transactions in the world.89 Similarly, other 
tech companies are leveraging India’s rapidly growing digital economy to advance their 
business interests. Google has made a massive investment in India’s digital infrastructure.90  
Musk has discussed making lower-cost Tesla electric vehicles for the Indian market.91 A 
former tech platform executive pointed out that business opportunities in India such as these 
may be a factor in content moderation decisions: “Opportunities for expansion in India 
are immense. There’s still a large user base of rural population that can be signed up for 
traditional product offerings [on content creation and dissemination, and social networking] 
while platforms venture into new verticals.”92 

Being in the Indian government’s good graces can secure tech platforms’ business interests, 
for instance, “through digitization schemes that rely on government contracts or indirectly 
by making the process less bureaucratic.”93 As the same platform executive observed: “In the 
past two decades, the government has undertaken [public-private-participation] projects in a 
big way. Platforms can be natural partners for those involving digital infrastructure and ser-
vices.”94 With the government’s emphasis on “Made in India” enterprises and the ever-pres-
ent threat of adopting domestic alternatives if global platforms take an adversarial stance, 
the pressure is only increasing.95 Meta’s former India policy head, Ankhi Das, reportedly told 
her staff not to endanger Meta’s business prospects in India by citing members of the ruling 
party for hate speech violations.96 Opportunities for business consolidation and expansion 
have created high-value stakes for platforms in India where political parties, especially the 
ruling BJP and its flagship digitization initiative, are major clients who invest in social media 
outreach.97 

Thailand

In contexts with weak rule of law, governments can also utilize taxation policy to coerce 
tech companies to comply with their content removal demands. Thailand’s Revenue Code 
Amendment Act went into effect in September 2021, allowing the government to collect a 
value-added tax (VAT) from foreign electronic service providers and platforms that receive 
an annual revenue of more than 1.8 million baht from providing electronic services to non-
VAT registered customers in Thailand.98 In paying VAT, foreign tech entities are compelled 
to register in Thailand, a measure recommended by the junta-appointed National Assembly 
to Reform the Media to ensure tech companies’ compliance with Thai laws.99 Meanwhile, 
the domestic tech and media sectors have welcomed this measure as a power-balancing 
tactic.100 
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On the surface, the new taxation measure may have little to do with the government’s efforts 
at content moderation, but it can be exploited to put pressure on platforms that resist the 
government’s content-related requests. In 2016, Pisit Pao-in, then deputy chairman of the 
National Assembly to Reform the Media, admitted that companies like Google and LINE 
did not always accommodate the government’s requests to take down content deemed to 
threaten national security and the monarchy. But, he explained, tax measures offer the Thai 
government leverage in their negotiations: “[Platforms’] profit stems from [local] ads . . . 
The [Thai] state has not collected tax from this revenue . . . I want to discuss this matter 
with related agencies, especially the Revenue Department. [Taxing foreign corporations] is 
our leverage to get their support for defending our national security. [If tech corporations 
accommodate our requests], they may get tax exemption so they can retain the profit.”101

Economic influence is often intertwined with legal influence. For example, during the 2020 
anti-establishment protests in Thailand, the MDES threatened Facebook with daily fines for 
its noncompliance with the government’s demand to remove lèse majesté content. Then, in 
September 2020, the MDES minister increased pressure on the platform through a new law 
that could tax social media platforms as over-the-top service providers. Taxation and legal 
codes such as the CCA would help the MDES deal with “any illicit or fraudulent element,” 
including content that might offend the monarchy.102 In other words, the Thai government 
could instrumentalize taxation policy to shape what it considers “a quality platform.”103

 Despite these trends, some experts doubt whether the government will ever make good on 
the threat to weaponize a tax regime.104 Thailand’s bureaucratic bodies, with overlapping 
mandates, hardly coordinate and at times even compete with one another. Revenue regu-
lations for transnational corporations constitute a bureaucratic area separate from content 
regulation under the NBTC and MDES. Moreover, politicizing taxation for content cen-
sorship could backfire. The Thai private sector primarily relies on social media platforms for 
e-commerce; any disruptions may prompt pushback against the government by domestic 
tech startups, e-merchants, and online users. This dependence is largely due to Thailand’s 
lack of domestic tech industry. In contrast to India, where domestic platforms threaten to 
supplant global ones, the Thai government has limited economic leverage to force platforms 
to comply with its content moderation requests.105

Political Influence

The third form of coercive influence is government actors’ use of backdoor connections 
or personal relationships with domestic or international tech executives to affect content 
moderation decisions. This political influence is often coupled with economic influence, as 
personal relationships between platform representatives and government actors based on 
business interests can lead the former to eschew their own platform’s community guidelines 
or standards at the latter’s request. Government political influence is also exerted through 
platforms’ country executives with ties to the governments and pressure from social media 
users who support the ruling party.
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India

Close links between government elites and platform executives in India can create mutually 
beneficial relationships. This can be positive, such as when platforms work with government 
agencies, using their channels to increase people’s awareness of and participation in elections 
and government programs. The flip side, however, is that platforms can also be politically 
influenced to bypass their community guidelines for content moderation and to provide or 
withhold information per government requests. 

It has been reported that Meta’s former and current leadership has had close ties to the BJP, 
leading to concerns about the transparency of the company’s content moderation policies.106 
When Meta’s former policy head in India, Ankhi Das, was accused of advising the company 
to ignore hate speech violations by members of the BJP on Facebook, responses from Meta’s 
leadership in India were muted. Its Indian business head, Ajit Mohan, refuted the allegation 
more than a month after the exposé, claiming Das’s policy did not represent that of the 
company. Following its closed-door meeting with a Parliamentary Standing Committee, 
Meta did not issue a public statement. Most tellingly, in its first due diligence report on the 
impact of platform-based hate speech on human rights in India, Meta did not investigate 
accusations of political bias in its content moderation. Meta claimed that it was studying the 
report’s recommendations but fell short of committing to implement them.107 

The state can also exert influence when individuals with government connections are hired 
as platform executives. After the 2021 IT Rules in India compelled platforms to appoint 
local grievance and compliance officers, Twitter appointed Vinay Prakash, who had previ-
ously worked for IT minister of state Rajeev Chandrasekhar. Observers expressed concern 
that such appointments could potentially give the government access to Twitter’s internal 
discussions and information resources.108 

Support from partisan users can also bolster a government’s political influence on content 
moderation. As active users, these supporters can target platforms through sustained smear 
campaigns or boycotts. Following Twitter’s confrontation with the government during the 
2020–2021 farmers’ protests in India, the company was vilified as a so-called foreign agent 
that was interfering in the country’s internal affairs. Members of the BJP started actively 
promoting Koo as a local, more “nationalist” alternative.109  Th is pressure, in conjunction 
with the IT Rules, prompted Twitter/X and other platforms to adopt a more conciliato-
ry approach to content moderation. According to a platform executive, companies like 
Twitter/X feel obligated to strengthen their cooperation with the government and the public 
to manage pressure from “people who have political support.” This has had a notable impact 
on platforms’ content moderation practices, as “the cost of compliance may seem less than 
the cost of non-compliance.”110 
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Thailand

Like in India, the intersection between political and economic elites in Thailand provides 
mutual benefits for both sides. Government elites can ask their business connections for help 
cracking down on political threats.111 And telecommunications or tech companies can lean 
on their relationships with political elites to receive lucrative government contracts and even 
positions in ministries.112 

The Thai government often uses the country’s culture of formal and informal so-called talks, 
which sometimes imply subtle threats, to coerce platforms. This is rooted in patronage-based 
relationships between the government and domestic tech sectors that intersect with state 
agencies, such as the Communications Authority of Thailand and the NBTC, or are con-
nected with government figures.113 

The political relationships that exist between government figures and local platform repre-
sentatives in India do not have an exact parallel in Thailand, mainly because platforms there 
are foreign entities and their representatives are sometimes non–Thai nationals. Despite this, 
the Thai government has allegedly leveraged official and informal connections with platform 
representatives to solicit their cooperation in removing unfavorable political content. Though 
it remains difficult to gauge the extent of these relationships in Thailand, interviewees from 
tech companies often mentioned that their ability to effectively moderate harmful content 
circulating online in Thailand depended on ties with Thai state agencies such as the MDES 
and the police. And research for this paper did reveal evidence of working relationships 
between the Thai government and platform representatives.

The MDES has collaborated with platforms on a wide range of nonpolitical issues, which 
possibly allows it to exert influence on political content moderation.114 In 2019, then MDES 
minister Puttipong Punnakan launched the MDES’s Anti–Fake News Center—viewed 
by many as the government’s arbiter of truth and a tool to quell the opposition. In early 
2020, Puttipong visited Silicon Valley to discuss collaboration with Google and Facebook, 
especially regarding their role in monitoring “fake” and “inappropriate” content.”115 These 
meetings may not have led to much substantive collaboration.116 But a similar meeting with 
LINE Thailand CEO Phichet Rerkpreecha—then head of public policy for the company—
led to LINE endorsing the MDES’s crackdown on so-called fake news.117 Between 2004 and 
2008, Puttipong and Phichet worked together as the spokesperson (and in 2006 as a deputy) 
and assistant, respectively, of former Bangkok governor Apirak Kosayothin.118 LINE’s 
collaboration with MDES reinforced the perception that its CEO and the former minister 
were good friends. 

In itial attempts to establish a channel of communication between platforms and the Thai 
government for content removal can be traced back to 2013 and 2014, when first the 
civilian government and then the subsequent military junta asked LINE to assist them 
with “obtaining communications of Thai citizens.”119 In 2015, Pisit—a former cybercrime 
police officer and then vice president of the junta-appointed Reform Commission on 
Mass Communication—gathered representatives from Google, Facebook, and LINE for a 
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so-called talk, to ensure these foreign entities understood what kind of content was unac-
ceptable under Thai laws and traditions. Pisit asserted that the reason for their noncoopera-
tion was the lack of communication as well as legal and cultural misunderstandings, saying 
“what [Thais] think is wrong may not be wrong for [these foreign companies] so content 
removal based on Article 112 is difficult . . . They may criticize their leaders freely because 
these are public figures, but in Thailand, such is unacceptable for Thais.120

Th e death of King Rama IX in 2016 gave the Thai government pretext to request coop-
eration from tech companies. The NBTC issued an order for local ISPs and social media 
companies to monitor inappropriate content. In response, Facebook executives allegedly 
sent two letters to the MDES saying that, after careful legal review, they were willing to 
collaborate with Thai authorities to restrict content that was illegal under local law.121 The 
MDES, the cyber crime police, and the NBTC held a meeting with tech companies—in-
cluding LINE, Google, and possibly Meta—at the Government House in October to “seek 
cooperation from social media [companies] in suppressing lèse majesté content during the 
mourning period.”122 LINE appears to have been most willing to collaborate, proposing that 
its headquarters in Japan would set up a steering committee to investigate reports of lèse 
majesté content. Google also reportedly blocked lèse majesté webpages after the meeting.123

Backdoor co mmunications between the Thai government and Facebook also appear to have 
played a role in the aforementioned Royalist Marketplace incident in 2020. A Thai media 
CEO and sources from tech outfits in Thailand cited a meeting between Facebook and 
government representatives that took place in California the same year. The CEO went so 
far as to speculate that a palace aide might have made this meeting possible by exploiting 
Facebook’s community guidelines on local laws to pressure the company.124 A source who 
used to work for Facebook/Meta, however, mentioned that the palace, via the MDES, 
applied pressure on the company in 2021—not in 2020—when anti-establishment protests 
were conflated with nationwide criticism of the king’s involvement in the delayed coronavi-
rus vaccine rollout.125 

Finally, in January 2024, Meta appointed a former Royal Thai Police officer as its new public 
policy head in Thailand. Given the Thai police’s negative reputation, dissidents are con-
cerned that this new appointment could result in greater online censorship and cooperation 
with the Thai authorities at the expense of freedom of expression.126

Economic Dependency, Domestic Platforms, 
and the Success of Legal Contestations
Despite gover nments’ attempts to influence platforms, our research shows that their efforts 
may not always yield the intended outcome. Sometimes, platforms push back; at other times, 
they readily comply. 
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Before August 2020, Meta reportedly stalled when the Thai government ordered it to take 
down the Royalist Marketplace Facebook group. When the company eventually complied, it 
immediately issued a statement condemning government requests that “[are] severe, contra-
vene international human rights law and have a chilling effect on people’s ability to express 
themselves.” The company claimed it was planning to legally challenge the Thai government. 
Although it was unclear whether Meta could realistically do so, the news of it possibly suing 
the Thai government became an international sensation and contributed to the Thai author-
ities’ retreat.127 In the end, the government did not pursue its lawsuits against Meta, and 
Meta had no grounds to countersue.128 

The same ca nnot be said for India, where platforms are increasingly acceding to the gov-
ernment’s demands to take down content or accounts. As discussed, Meta and now X have 
begun to globally, not just locally, block content at the Indian government’s behest, which 
allows the government to flex its powers beyond its territory. X’s owner, Musk, has made the 
platform’s reluctance to lock horns with the government clear. He noted that social media 
rules in India were “quite strict,” and that he would rather comply with the government’s 
requests than risk sending X employees to jail.129 

Three structural factors explain why tech companies have responded differently to the Thai 
and Indian governments. 

The first is whether the platforms consider a country to be an important economic market. 
As tech companies expand into adjoining ventures, they have opened the door for the 
government to use political content moderation as a bargaining chip. Google and Meta 
increased their rate of compliance with government requests as they experienced a period 
of business consolidation and searched for ways to diversify their revenue beyond ads. As 
Mohan, Meta’s Indian business head, remarked, “India is in the middle of a very exciting 
economic and social transformation . . . The pace of this transformation probably has no 
parallel in either human history or even in the digital transformation happening in countries 
around the world.”130 Similarly, Google CEO Sundar Pichai responded positively when 
MeitY Minister Ashwini Vaishnaw encouraged collaborative partnerships between the 
Indian government and tech platforms, saying that India offers an “incredible opportunity” 
for tech startups, unified payments interface systems, and artificial intelligence.131 Tesla 
officials visited India in 2023 to discuss setting up an electric vehicle factory for domestic 
sale and export.132 

In contrast, the Thai government is much more economically dependent on tech companies. 
Under government pressure in 2022, Meta threatened to exit the country instead of backing 
down. While it ultimately agreed to remove the Royalist Marketplace Facebook group, it 
threatened to close its office in Thailand if the government asked it to take down a new 
Royalist Marketplace page. This made the Thai e-business sector nervous, which reined in 
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the regime’s hardline stance.133 Because Thailand remains a small-to-medium-sized market, 
Meta was emboldened to prioritize the principle of protecting freedom of expression over 
profit in the face of government pressure.134

The second factor is the growth of domestic platform companies. In India, Koo, with its em-
phasis on connecting local communities in local languages, was touted as a “Made in India” 
platform that could also be downloaded from the Government of India’s app store. Other 
homegrown social networking apps that incorporate localized features and are user-friendly 
—like JioChat (of Reliance Industries Ltd.) and ShareChat—demonstrate potential. While 
these local platforms are not rivals to Big Tech, they have the potential to become competi-
tive—especially if they are promoted by the government.

In comparison, there are virtually no domestic Thai companies to compete with interna-
tional platforms. Tech startups in the country got off to a late start. Most tech firms are 
either subsidiaries of foreign corporations focused on e-commerce and delivery service 
(e.g., Singapore’s Shopee and Grab or Japan’s LINE) or telecommunications (e.g., China’s 
Huawei). For the most part, locally owned tech companies focus on agricultural tech, green 
energy, and household services.135 At present, none of the top Thai tech startups are commu-
nications or networking platforms.136

The third factor is whether tech companies can fend off legal coercion. Meta, for instance, 
insisted that the Thai government needed a court order to compel the platform to take 
down or geo-block content prohibited under lèse majesté law. This time-consuming process 
often frustrates the authorities, and the posts remain publicly accessible as they acquire a 
court order. Moreover, platforms can deliberately inform account owners targeted by the 
authorities about the pending action against their posts. This gives the account owners time 
to respond. When the government sought to geo-block the Royalist Marketplace, Meta’s 
regional staff warned the group’s administrator, Pavin, about the imminent block.137 Pavin 
had enough time to create a new page and invite his followers to join it. The government’s 
efforts backfired, as the new page doubled the Royalist Marketplace’s following from one to 
two million. 

Similarly, X has informed some dissidents about the government’s pending legal actions 
against their posts, suggesting they seek legal support. According to Andrew McGregor 
Marshall, an outspoken critic of the monarchy, “before [my posts would be blocked upon the 
Thai authorities’ requests], Facebook and Twitter would inform account owners . . . it’s quite 
clever, making it pointless to geo-block because I can repost it and then [the authorities] 
have to get the court order again [for content removal].”138



22   |    Regulation or Repression? Government Influence on Political Content Moderation in India and Thailand 

While internat ional platforms have effectively contested the Thai government’s legal threats, 
they have not enjoyed the same success in India.139 Tech companies in India perceive 
noncompliance to have serious consequences for their operations. In interviews, platform 
representatives referred to the legal legitimacy of government requests as the basis for their 
compliance. According to one representative, “we follow the law of the land because it makes 
logical sense. If a legitimate request is made, that is, the government agency has met all the 
legal criteria, we will give data or block content. If they don’t, we will push back.”140 

Unlike in Thailand, where the government needs a court order to request content be taken 
down, government agencies in India have requested content removal under the Indian Penal 
Code, the Criminal Procedure Code, the IT Laws, and the IT Rules. At times, platforms 
may push back—for example, asking the authorities to “get an order from the designated 
body under MeitY to issue that order of takedown or seek post facto judicial review of 
takedown decision.”141 

Meta’s WhatsApp has filed a plea challenging the “traceability” clause of the IT Rules in the 
Delhi High Court, which gives authorities the ability to determine the first originator of a 
message. The court has stayed the implementation of this rule pending further hearings. If 
WhatsApp prevails, it would be a significant victory against the government.142 However, 
the legal scope may shrink if the government invokes emergency provisions under the IT 
Rules and the IT Act.143 In early 2023, the government used emergency powers to force all 
major platforms to block links to a controversial documentary about Indian Prime Minister 
Narendra Modi.144 If platforms in India fully accept those provisions of the IT Rules, the 
government would become, in effect, the final arbiter of online political content. 

Figure 6. Message from Facebook Support to Andrew MacGregor Marshall 
Regarding His Post About the King of Thailand

Source: Message from Facebook support, Andrew MacGregor Marshall, June 30, 2021, granted to authors with 
permission to use.
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Conclusion an d Recommendations
The typology of influence set out in this paper can inform regulatory policies to preempt the 
chances of coercion. Emerging markets have become crucial for growth-focused platforms. 
In the case of India, existing dependencies are exacerbated when the government is a major 
client of a social media platform. This cycle of dependency is further perpetuated when plat-
forms wish to expand their operations beyond social media and messaging services to tech 
sectors where the government is again their facilitator and client. This may make platforms 
more prone to government control, impacting their content moderation policies. Even when 
there are remedial measures in the case of government overreach, platforms seem to prefer 
compliance over confrontation unless their business model is directly targeted.

In the absence of formal legal obligations, platforms may respond to social expectations by 
acknowledging rights-based approaches to content moderation, as their decisions have an 
impact on democratic discourse at scale.145 Pressure from civil society advocates can increase 
the reputational costs for platforms if companies cave to government coercion. Concurrently, 
users can also collaborate with civil society advocates to challenge platforms’ arbitrary rules. 
This can prompt those companies, which build their brand value on their users’ right to free 
expression, to change or modify certain policies. Concerned civil society organizations can 
mobilize on strategic issues like protecting user data and preventing government fact-check-
ers from having the final say on whether content is acceptable.

Similarly, platforms can also band together to challenge autocratic coercion by pooling their 
strengths. Joint actions by tech companies can minimize the risk of a single platform being 
targeted by a government. Civil society advocates have campaigned to strengthen legal 
remedies against government coercion. Tech companies can add their collective weight to 
legal reform campaigns to ensure that regulation does not turn into a tool of repression.





25

About the Authors
Dr. Sangeeta Mahapatra is a research fellow at the German Institute for Global and Area 
Studies, Hamburg. Her areas of research include examining the nature, trends, and impacts 
of digital authoritarianism and disinformation on democracy and diplomacy in South and 
Southeast Asia; the shaping of ethical and effective norms and frameworks of global internet 
and AI governance; and building cyber resilience against emergent security threats.

Janjira Sombatpoonsiri is a member of the Digital Democracy Network at Carnegie 
Endowment for International Peace, a research fellow at the German Institute for Global 
and Area Studies, and an assistant professor at Thailand’s Chulalongkorn University. Her 
current research focuses on autocratic weaponization of disinformation laws, digital propa-
ganda and conflict narratives in Southeast Asia, and digital repression of protest movements. 
Her academic articles appear in, for instance, International Journal of Communication, 
Journal of Contemporary Asia, Voluntas, and Journal of Peace Research. She is a regional 
manager for the Digital Society Project. 





27

Notes

﻿1 See, for instance, Paula Köhler and Daniel Voelsen, “Content Moderation in autoritären 
Staaten,” SWP-Aktuell no. 39, June 2022, https://www.swp-berlin.org/publikation/
content-moderation-in-autoritaeren-staaten; and Gideon Sarpong, “The Facebook Papers: 
How Authoritarian Governments are Pressuring Platforms to Stifle Free Speech,” Center 
for International Media Assistance,” March 16, 2022, https://www.cima.ned.org/blog/
the-facebook-papers-how-authoritarian-governments-are-pressuring-platforms-to-stifle-free-speech/.

﻿2 The exception is the subsequent discussion that links the chat applications LINE (Thailand) and Koo (India) 
with governments’ political influence on content moderation and the contribution of growing domestic tech 
industry to U.S.-based companies’ compliance with governments’ content moderation requests.  

﻿3 Richard Reisman and Chris Riley, “Community and Content Moderation in the Digital Public 
Hypersquare,” Tech Policy Press, June 17, 2022, https://techpolicy.press/community-and-content-
moderation-in-the-digital-public-hypersquare/; Robert Gorwa, “What Is Platform Governance?,” 
Information, Communication & Society 22, no. 6 (2019): 854–871; and Terry Flew, Fiona Martin, and 
Nicholas Suzor, “Internet Regulation as Media Policy: Rethinking the Question of Digital Communication 
Platform Governance,” Journal of Digital Media & Policy 10, no. 1 (2019): 33–50.

﻿4 Nick Srnicek, Platform Capitalism (Cambridge, UK: Polity Press, 2016).

﻿5 Jing Zeng and D. Bondy Valdovinos Kaye, “From Content Moderation to Visibility Moderation: A Case 
Study of Platform Governance on TikTok,” Policy & Internet 14, no. 1 (2022): 1–17; and Terry Gillespie, 
“Content Moderation, AI, and the Question of Scale,” Big Data & Society 7, no. 2 (2020): https://doi.
org/10.1177/2053951720943234.

﻿6 Recently, platforms have leaned toward moderating content generated by specific actors rather than 
individual posts—for example, coordinated offensives by state-administered cyber troops. 

﻿7 One example is their endorsement of the Santa Clara Principles since 2018 on procedural safeguards for 
content moderation at scale.  “The Santa Clara Principles on Transparency and Accountability in Content 
Moderation,” Santa Clara Principles, accessed June 24, 2024, https://santaclaraprinciples.org. 

https://www.swp-berlin.org/publikation/content-moderation-in-autoritaeren-staaten
https://www.swp-berlin.org/publikation/content-moderation-in-autoritaeren-staaten
https://www.cima.ned.org/blog/the-facebook-papers-how-authoritarian-governments-are-pressuring-platforms-to-stifle-free-speech/
https://www.cima.ned.org/blog/the-facebook-papers-how-authoritarian-governments-are-pressuring-platforms-to-stifle-free-speech/
https://techpolicy.press/community-and-content-moderation-in-the-digital-public-hypersquare/
https://techpolicy.press/community-and-content-moderation-in-the-digital-public-hypersquare/
https://doi.org/10.1177/2053951720943234
https://doi.org/10.1177/2053951720943234
https://santaclaraprinciples.org


28   |   Regulation or Repression? Government Influence on Political Content Moderation in India and Thailand 

﻿8 Meta Transparency Center, “Facebook Community Standards,” https://transparency.fb.com/en-gb/policies/
community-standards/; Twitter Help Center, “The Twitter Rules,” https://help.twitter.com/en/rules-and-
policies/twitter-rules; and Google Transparency Report, “YouTube Community Guidelines Enforcement,” 
https://transparencyreport.google.com/youtube-policy/removals. 

﻿9 Meta, “Facebook Community Standards: Bullying and Harassment,” https://transparency.fb.com/en-gb/
policies/community-standards/bullying-harassment/. As massive resources and capacities are needed to 
moderate content at scale across diverse regions, platforms delegate decisionmaking to third-party actors 
like fact-checking agencies, often to avoid liability for any missteps. Evelyn Douek, “Content Moderation as 
Systems Thinking,” Harvard Law Review 136, no. 22 (2022): 543–544.

﻿10 Douek, “Content Moderation as Systems Thinking.”

﻿11 Douek, “Content Moderation as Systems Thinking.”

﻿12 Flew, Martin, and Suzor, “Internet Regulation as Media Policy”; Natali Helberger, “The Political Power of 
Platforms: How Current Attempts to Regulate Misinformation Amplify Opinion Power,” Digital Journalism 
8, no. 6 (2020): 842–854; and Daphne Keller, “Who Do You Sue? State and Platform Hybrid Power Over 
Online Speech,” Aegis Series Paper No. 1092, Hoover Institution, 2019, https://pacscenter.stanford.edu/
publication/who-do-you-sue-state-and-platform-hybrid-power-over-online-speech/. 

﻿13 Ana Lührmann and Staffan Lindberg, “A Third Wave of Autocratization Is Here: What Is New About It?,” 
Democratization 26, no. 7 (2019): 1095–1113; Köhler and Voelsen, “Content Moderation in autoritären 
Staaten.”

﻿14 Laurie Clarke and Katharine Swindells, “How Social Media Companies Help Authoritarian Governments 
Censor the Internet,” New Statesman, June 9, 2021, https://www.newstatesman.com/science-tech/2021/06/
how-social-media-companies-help-authoritarian-governments-censor-internet.﻿

﻿15 Clarke and Swindells, “How Social Media Companies Help Authoritarian Governments.”

﻿16 Tanushree Basuroy, “Number of Social Network Users in India From 2015 to 2020, With 
Estimates Until 2040,” Statista, July 18, 2023, https://www.statista.com/statistics/278407/
number-of-social-network-users-in-india/.

﻿17 Simon Kemp, “Digital 2023: India,” Data Reportal, February 13, 2023, https://datareportal.com/reports/
digital-2023-india. 

﻿18 Siladitya Ray, “India’s Twitter-Clone Koo—Boosted By Modi’s Ministers And Once Valued At Nearly $300 
Million—Shutting Down,” Forbes, July 3, 2024, https://www.forbes.com/sites/siladityaray/2024/07/03/
indias-twitter-clone-koo-boosted-by-modis-ministers-and-once-valued-at-nearly-300-million-shutting-
down/.

﻿19 Cultural Insights Asia, “Social Media Penetration in Thailand,” May 21, 2021, https://digital-business-lab.
com/2021/05/%E2%91%A1-social-media-penetration-in-thailand-research/.

﻿20 Statista Research Department, “The Number of Social Network Users in Thailand From 2017-2020 With 
a Forecast Through 2026,” Statista, December 14, 2022, https://www.statista.com/statistics/489230/
number-of-social-network-users-in-thailand/.

﻿21 Kemp, “Digital 2023: Thailand.”

﻿22 Pannachai Areepermporn, “Next Steps for LINE Under the New Leadership of Pichet Rirkpreecha,” 
Standard, November 5, 2019, https://thestandard.co/line-thailand-phichet-rerkpreecha/. 

﻿23 Marina Nord et al., “Democracy Report: Democracy Winning and Losing at the Ballots,” V-Dem 
Institute, 2024, https://v-dem.net/documents/43/v-dem_dr2024_lowres.pdf; and Varsha Bansal, “India’s 
Government Wants Total Control of the Internet,” Wired, February 13, 2023, https://www.wired.com/
story/indias-government-wants-total-control-of-the-internet/. However, a special issue of the Journal of 
Democracy debates India’s democratic backsliding being a recent phenomenon, with some scholars pointing 
at its structural and political antecedents. See: William J. Dobson and Tarek Masoud, eds., “Is India 
Still a Democracy?,” Journal of Democracy 34, no. 3 (July 2023): https://www.journalofdemocracy.org/
news-and-updates/is-india-still-a-democracy/.   

https://transparency.fb.com/en-gb/policies/community-standards/
https://transparency.fb.com/en-gb/policies/community-standards/
https://help.twitter.com/en/rules-and-policies/twitter-rules
https://help.twitter.com/en/rules-and-policies/twitter-rules
https://transparencyreport.google.com/youtube-policy/removals
https://transparency.fb.com/en-gb/policies/community-standards/bullying-harassment/
https://transparency.fb.com/en-gb/policies/community-standards/bullying-harassment/
https://pacscenter.stanford.edu/publication/who-do-you-sue-state-and-platform-hybrid-power-over-online-speech/
https://pacscenter.stanford.edu/publication/who-do-you-sue-state-and-platform-hybrid-power-over-online-speech/
https://www.newstatesman.com/science-tech/2021/06/how-social-media-companies-help-authoritarian-governments-censor-internet
https://www.newstatesman.com/science-tech/2021/06/how-social-media-companies-help-authoritarian-governments-censor-internet
https://www.statista.com/statistics/278407/number-of-social-network-users-in-india/
https://www.statista.com/statistics/278407/number-of-social-network-users-in-india/
https://datareportal.com/reports/digital-2023-india
https://datareportal.com/reports/digital-2023-india
https://www.forbes.com/sites/siladityaray/2024/07/03/indias-twitter-clone-koo-boosted-by-modis-ministers-and-once-valued-at-nearly-300-million-shutting-down/
https://www.forbes.com/sites/siladityaray/2024/07/03/indias-twitter-clone-koo-boosted-by-modis-ministers-and-once-valued-at-nearly-300-million-shutting-down/
https://www.forbes.com/sites/siladityaray/2024/07/03/indias-twitter-clone-koo-boosted-by-modis-ministers-and-once-valued-at-nearly-300-million-shutting-down/
https://digital-business-lab.com/2021/05/%E2%91%A1-social-media-penetration-in-thailand-research/
https://digital-business-lab.com/2021/05/%E2%91%A1-social-media-penetration-in-thailand-research/
https://www.statista.com/statistics/489230/number-of-social-network-users-in-thailand/
https://www.statista.com/statistics/489230/number-of-social-network-users-in-thailand/
https://thestandard.co/line-thailand-phichet-rerkpreecha/
https://v-dem.net/documents/43/v-dem_dr2024_lowres.pdf
https://www.wired.com/story/indias-government-wants-total-control-of-the-internet/
https://www.wired.com/story/indias-government-wants-total-control-of-the-internet/
https://www.journalofdemocracy.org/news-and-updates/is-india-still-a-democracy/
https://www.journalofdemocracy.org/news-and-updates/is-india-still-a-democracy/


Janjira Sombatpoonsiri and Sangeeta Mahapatra   |   29

﻿24 Anupriya Chatterjee, “7 Yrs After ‘Draconian’ Sec 66A Was Quashed, India Proposes 
Identical Steps at UN Conference,” Print, June 10, 2022, https://theprint.in/
tech/7-yrs-after-draconian-sec-66a-was-quashed-india-proposes-identical-steps-at-un-conference/990584/.

﻿25 Nord et al., “Democracy Report.”

﻿26 “Eight People Have Been Arrested in Four States Over Social Media Posts in India This Week,”

Scroll, June 14, 2019, https://scroll.in/latest/927004/
in-india-this-week-at-least-eight-people-have-been-arrested-in-four-states-over-social-media-posts. 

﻿27 Amit Choudhary and Dhananjay Mahapatra, “Supreme Court Strikes Down Section 66A Online Which 
Allowed Arrests for Objectionable Content Online,” Times of India, March 24, 2015, https://timesofindia.
indiatimes.com/india/supreme-court-strikes-down-section-66a-of-it-act-which-allowed-arrests-for-
objectionable-content-online/articleshow/46672244.cms.

﻿28 Korbkusol Neelapaichit and Ekmongkhon Puridej, “Thailand’s Computer Crime Act: Placing Digital Rights 
at Risk,” EngageMedia andAsia Centre, May 2022, https://asiacentre.org/wp-content/uploads/Thailand-
Computer-Crime-Act_Restricting-Digital-Rights-Silencing-Online-Critics.pdf. 

﻿29 Yasmin Ahmed, “Blocking Websites in Secret, Now Researchers Are Probing Airtel and Act Networks 
to Reveal Details,” India Today, December 7, 2021, https://www.indiatoday.in/technology/features/
story/blocking-websites-is-secret-in-india-now-researchers-are-probing-airtel-and-act-networks-to-reveal-
details-1885025-2021-12-07. 

﻿30 Zach Rosson, Felicia Anthonio, and Carolyn Tackett, “Weapons of Control, Shields of Impunity,” February 
2023, https://www.accessnow.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/05/2022-KIO-Report-final.pdf.

﻿31 “Tracker: Internet Shutdowns: India’s Shutdown Numbers,” Software Freedom Law Centre, accessed 
June 25, 2024, https://internetshutdowns.in/; and “Unabashed and Unabated: India Leads the World 
Shutdown Count for Sixth Year,” Access Now, May 15, 2024, https://www.accessnow.org/press-release/
india-keepiton-internet-shutdowns-2023-en/.

﻿32 Pirongrong Ramasoota, “Internet Politics in Thailand after the 2006 Coup: Regulation by Code and a 
Contested Ideological Terrain,” in Access Contested: Security, Identity and Resistance in Asian Cyberspace, eds. 
Ronald John et al. (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2012), 83.

﻿33 “GDP (current US$) - India, Thailand,” World Bank, accessed July 3, 2024, https://data.worldbank.org/
indicator/NY.GDP.MKTP.CD?end=2020&locations=IN-TH&start=1991. 

﻿34 “Thailand Economic Monitor: Thailand’s Pathway to Carbon Neutrality: The Role of Carbon Pricing,” 
World Bank, December14, 2023, https://www.worldbank.org/en/country/thailand/publication/
temdec2023.

﻿35 PTI, “Indian Economy to Grow 7.3% in 2023-24: Govt Estimates,” Indian Express, January 5, 2024, 
https://indianexpress.com/article/business/gdp-growth-india-govt-income-prices-9096858/. 

﻿36 Statista Research Department, “Value of Facebook Advertising Expenditure in Thailand from 2018 to 
2020 with a Forecast for 2021,” Statista, March 1, 2023, https://www.statista.com/statistics/1131301/
thailand-facebook-advertising-expenditure/. 

﻿37 Statista Research Department, “Value of YouTube Advertising Expenditure in Thailand From 2018 to 
2020 With a Forecast for 2021,” Statista, March 1, 2023, https://www.statista.com/statistics/1131329/
thailand-youtube-advertising-expenditure/. 

﻿38 Statista Research Department, “Value of Line Advertising Expenditure in Thailand From 2018 
to 2020 With a Forecast for 2021,” March 1, 2023, https://www.statista.com/statistics/1131357/
thailand-line-advertising-expenditure/. 

﻿39 ET Now Digital, “Facebook India Revenues Hit $1 Billion with Massive Digital Shift in Economy,” ET 
Now (Times Now), July 30, 2021,https://www.timesnownews.com/business-economy/companies/article/
facebook-india-revenues-hit-1-billion-with-massive-digital-shift-in-economy/792350; and Abhik Sen, 
“Meta’s Ad Revenue Breaches India in FY22,” Business Today, October 17, 2022, https://www.businesstoday.
in/latest/corporate/story/metas-ad-revenue-in-india-breaches-2-billion-in-fy-22-350106-2022-10-17. 

https://theprint.in/tech/7-yrs-after-draconian-sec-66a-was-quashed-india-proposes-identical-steps-at-un-conference/990584/
https://theprint.in/tech/7-yrs-after-draconian-sec-66a-was-quashed-india-proposes-identical-steps-at-un-conference/990584/
https://scroll.in/latest/927004/in-india-this-week-at-least-eight-people-have-been-arrested-in-four-states-over-social-media-posts
https://scroll.in/latest/927004/in-india-this-week-at-least-eight-people-have-been-arrested-in-four-states-over-social-media-posts
https://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/india/supreme-court-strikes-down-section-66a-of-it-act-which-allowed-arrests-for-objectionable-content-online/articleshow/46672244.cms
https://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/india/supreme-court-strikes-down-section-66a-of-it-act-which-allowed-arrests-for-objectionable-content-online/articleshow/46672244.cms
https://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/india/supreme-court-strikes-down-section-66a-of-it-act-which-allowed-arrests-for-objectionable-content-online/articleshow/46672244.cms
https://asiacentre.org/wp-content/uploads/Thailand-Computer-Crime-Act_Restricting-Digital-Rights-Silencing-Online-Critics.pdf
https://asiacentre.org/wp-content/uploads/Thailand-Computer-Crime-Act_Restricting-Digital-Rights-Silencing-Online-Critics.pdf
https://www.indiatoday.in/technology/features/story/blocking-websites-is-secret-in-india-now-researchers-are-probing-airtel-and-act-networks-to-reveal-details-1885025-2021-12-07
https://www.indiatoday.in/technology/features/story/blocking-websites-is-secret-in-india-now-researchers-are-probing-airtel-and-act-networks-to-reveal-details-1885025-2021-12-07
https://www.indiatoday.in/technology/features/story/blocking-websites-is-secret-in-india-now-researchers-are-probing-airtel-and-act-networks-to-reveal-details-1885025-2021-12-07
https://www.accessnow.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/05/2022-KIO-Report-final.pdf
https://internetshutdowns.in/
https://www.accessnow.org/press-release/india-keepiton-internet-shutdowns-2023-en/
https://www.accessnow.org/press-release/india-keepiton-internet-shutdowns-2023-en/
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.MKTP.CD?end=2020&locations=IN-TH&start=1991
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.MKTP.CD?end=2020&locations=IN-TH&start=1991
https://www.worldbank.org/en/country/thailand/publication/temdec2023
https://www.worldbank.org/en/country/thailand/publication/temdec2023
https://indianexpress.com/article/business/gdp-growth-india-govt-income-prices-9096858/
https://www.statista.com/statistics/1131301/thailand-facebook-advertising-expenditure/
https://www.statista.com/statistics/1131301/thailand-facebook-advertising-expenditure/
https://www.statista.com/statistics/1131329/thailand-youtube-advertising-expenditure/
https://www.statista.com/statistics/1131329/thailand-youtube-advertising-expenditure/
https://www.statista.com/statistics/1131357/thailand-line-advertising-expenditure/
https://www.statista.com/statistics/1131357/thailand-line-advertising-expenditure/
https://www.timesnownews.com/business-economy/companies/article/facebook-india-revenues-hit-1-billion-with-massive-digital-shift-in-economy/792350
https://www.timesnownews.com/business-economy/companies/article/facebook-india-revenues-hit-1-billion-with-massive-digital-shift-in-economy/792350
https://www.businesstoday.in/latest/corporate/story/metas-ad-revenue-in-india-breaches-2-billion-in-fy-22-350106-2022-10-17
https://www.businesstoday.in/latest/corporate/story/metas-ad-revenue-in-india-breaches-2-billion-in-fy-22-350106-2022-10-17


30   |    Regulation or Repression? Government Influence on Political Content Moderation in India and Thailand 

﻿40 Aman Abhishek, “For Facebook, South and Southeast Asia Is Only a Market,” Al 
Jazeera, November 12, 2021, https://www.aljazeera.com/opinions/2020/11/13/
for-facebook-south-and-southeast-asia-is-only-a-market.

﻿41 Aashish Aryan, “Facebook India Gross Ad Revenue Up 41% at Rs.9,326 Crore,” Indian Express, December 
3, 2021, https://indianexpress.com/article/business/companies/facebook-india-gross-ad-revenue-at-9326-
cr-7653433/; and Sagar Malviya, “Twitter India Profit Doubles in FY19,” Economic Times, October 
31, 2019, https://economictimes.indiatimes.com/tech/internet/twitter-india-profit-doubles-in-fy19/
articleshow/71830378.cms?from=mdr.

﻿42 Vinod Mahanta and Anumeha Chaturvedi, “Google India Posts 79.4% Jump in Gross Ad Sales at 
Rs.24,926.5 Crore,” Economic Times, November 3, 2022, https://economictimes.indiatimes.com/
tech/information-tech/google-india-posts-55-7-jump-in-fy22-gross-ad-sales-at-rs-24926-5-crore/
articleshow/95262535.cms.

﻿43 Anumeha Chaturvedi, “How India Emerged as Twitter’s Fastest Growing Market in Terms of Daily Active 
Users,” Economic Times, May 16, 2017, https://economictimes.indiatimes.com/opinion/interviews/
india-became-our-number-one-market-in-daily-users-twitters-new-india-director-taranjeet-singh/
articleshow/58601906.cms.

﻿44 “Moderating Online Content: Fighting Harm or Silencing Dissent,” United Nations Human Rights 
Office of the High Commissioner, July 23, 2021, https://www.ohchr.org/en/stories/2021/07/
moderating-online-content-fighting-harm-or-silencing-dissent.

﻿45 Author interview with a platform executive, online, August 2, 2022; and author interview with a platform 
executive, online, August 18, 2022.

﻿46 Section 69A of the Information Technology Act 2000 of the Government of India, Indian Kanoon, accessed 
June 25, 2024, https://indiankanoon.org/doc/10190353/.

﻿47 Shirin Ghaffary, “A Major Battle Over Free Speech on Social Media Is Playing Out in 
India During the Pandemic,”Vox, May 1, 2021, https://www.vox.com/recode/22410931/
india-pandemic-facebook-twitter-free-speech-modi-covid-19-censorship-free-speech-takedown. 

﻿48 The Information Technology (Guidelines for Intermediaries and Digital Media Ethics Code) Rules, Gazette 
of India, 2021,https://mib.gov.in/sites/default/files/DigitalMediaEthicsCodeRulesNotification.pdf; and 
Deeksha Bhardwaj, “Have to Follow Indian Law: Government’s Warning to Twitter,” Hindustan Times, 
February 12, 2021, https://www.hindustantimes.com/india-news/have-to-follow-indian-law-govt-s-warning-
to-twitter-101613068057143.html.

﻿49 The Information Technology (Intermediary Guidelines and Digital Media Ethics Code) Rules, 
2021, updated April 6, 2023, https://www.meity.gov.in/writereaddata/files/Information%20
Technology%20%28Intermediary%20Guidelines%20and%20Digital%20Media%20Ethics%20
Code%29%20Rules%2C%202021%20%28updated%2006.04.2023%29-.pdf. The Supreme 
Court has, however, stayed the government’s notification of this fact-checking unit. See: Anmol 
Kumar Bawa, “Supreme Court Stays Centre’s Notification Of ‘Fact Check Unit’ Under IT Rules 
Till Final Decision By Bombay HC,” Live Law, March 21, 2024, https://www.livelaw.in/top-stories/
supreme-court-kunal-kamra-editors-guild-notifying-fact-check-unit-it-rules-2023-252998.

﻿50 Section 79 of the Information Technology Act 2000, Indian Kanoon, accessed June 25, 2024, https://
indiankanoon.org/doc/844026/. 

﻿51 Umang Poddar, “Digital India Bill May Change the Internet as We Know It,” Scroll, May 24, 2023, https://
scroll.in/article/1045731/the-proposed-digital-india-bill-may-change-the-internet-as-we-know-it. 

﻿52 Aarathi Ganesan, “Grievance Appellate Committee Orders Under IT Rules Can’t 
Be Appealed: IT Minister,” Medianama, April 6, 2023, https://www.medianama.
com/2023/04/223-grievance-appellate-committee-appeal-it-rules/.

﻿53 Tejasi Panjiar and Prateek Waghre, “A Public Brief on the It Amendment Rules, 2022 a.k.a ‘How the 
Government Is Trying to Moderate Online Speech,’” Internet Freedom Foundation, November 10, 2022, 
https://internetfreedom.in/public-brief-on-the-it-amendment-rules-2022/. 

https://www.aljazeera.com/opinions/2020/11/13/for-facebook-south-and-southeast-asia-is-only-a-market
https://www.aljazeera.com/opinions/2020/11/13/for-facebook-south-and-southeast-asia-is-only-a-market
https://indianexpress.com/article/business/companies/facebook-india-gross-ad-revenue-at-9326-cr-7653433/
https://indianexpress.com/article/business/companies/facebook-india-gross-ad-revenue-at-9326-cr-7653433/
https://economictimes.indiatimes.com/tech/internet/twitter-india-profit-doubles-in-fy19/articleshow/71830378.cms?from=mdr
https://economictimes.indiatimes.com/tech/internet/twitter-india-profit-doubles-in-fy19/articleshow/71830378.cms?from=mdr
https://economictimes.indiatimes.com/tech/information-tech/google-india-posts-55-7-jump-in-fy22-gross-ad-sales-at-rs-24926-5-crore/articleshow/95262535.cms
https://economictimes.indiatimes.com/tech/information-tech/google-india-posts-55-7-jump-in-fy22-gross-ad-sales-at-rs-24926-5-crore/articleshow/95262535.cms
https://economictimes.indiatimes.com/tech/information-tech/google-india-posts-55-7-jump-in-fy22-gross-ad-sales-at-rs-24926-5-crore/articleshow/95262535.cms
https://economictimes.indiatimes.com/opinion/interviews/india-became-our-number-one-market-in-daily-users-twitters-new-india-director-taranjeet-singh/articleshow/58601906.cms
https://economictimes.indiatimes.com/opinion/interviews/india-became-our-number-one-market-in-daily-users-twitters-new-india-director-taranjeet-singh/articleshow/58601906.cms
https://economictimes.indiatimes.com/opinion/interviews/india-became-our-number-one-market-in-daily-users-twitters-new-india-director-taranjeet-singh/articleshow/58601906.cms
https://www.ohchr.org/en/stories/2021/07/moderating-online-content-fighting-harm-or-silencing-dissent
https://www.ohchr.org/en/stories/2021/07/moderating-online-content-fighting-harm-or-silencing-dissent
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/10190353/
https://www.vox.com/recode/22410931/india-pandemic-facebook-twitter-free-speech-modi-covid-19-censorship-free-speech-takedown
https://www.vox.com/recode/22410931/india-pandemic-facebook-twitter-free-speech-modi-covid-19-censorship-free-speech-takedown
https://mib.gov.in/sites/default/files/DigitalMediaEthicsCodeRulesNotification.pdf
https://www.hindustantimes.com/india-news/have-to-follow-indian-law-govt-s-warning-to-twitter-101613068057143.html
https://www.hindustantimes.com/india-news/have-to-follow-indian-law-govt-s-warning-to-twitter-101613068057143.html
https://www.meity.gov.in/writereaddata/files/Information%20Technology%20%28Intermediary%20Guidelines%20and%20Digital%20Media%20Ethics%20Code%29%20Rules%2C%202021%20%28updated%2006.04.2023%29-.pdf
https://www.meity.gov.in/writereaddata/files/Information%20Technology%20%28Intermediary%20Guidelines%20and%20Digital%20Media%20Ethics%20Code%29%20Rules%2C%202021%20%28updated%2006.04.2023%29-.pdf
https://www.meity.gov.in/writereaddata/files/Information%20Technology%20%28Intermediary%20Guidelines%20and%20Digital%20Media%20Ethics%20Code%29%20Rules%2C%202021%20%28updated%2006.04.2023%29-.pdf
https://www.livelaw.in/top-stories/supreme-court-kunal-kamra-editors-guild-notifying-fact-check-unit-it-rules-2023-252998
https://www.livelaw.in/top-stories/supreme-court-kunal-kamra-editors-guild-notifying-fact-check-unit-it-rules-2023-252998
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/844026/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/844026/
https://scroll.in/article/1045731/the-proposed-digital-india-bill-may-change-the-internet-as-we-know-it
https://scroll.in/article/1045731/the-proposed-digital-india-bill-may-change-the-internet-as-we-know-it
https://www.medianama.com/2023/04/223-grievance-appellate-committee-appeal-it-rules/
https://www.medianama.com/2023/04/223-grievance-appellate-committee-appeal-it-rules/
https://internetfreedom.in/public-brief-on-the-it-amendment-rules-2022/


Janjira Sombatpoonsiri and Sangeeta Mahapatra   |   31

﻿54 Kritti Bhalla, “Indian Government Issued 128 Takedown Requests Against Journalists and News 
Organisations,” Business Insider, July 15, 2021, https://www.businessinsider.in/tech/apps/news/
indian-government-issued-twitter-128-takedown-requests-against-journalists-and-news-organisations/
articleshow/84439543.cms. 

﻿55 Pankaj Doval, “Social Media Companies 100% Compliant on Govt.’s Content Block Requests,” Times 
of India, December 29, 2022, https://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/india/social-media-companies-100-
compliant-on-govts-content-block-requests/articleshow/96579386.cms.

﻿56 “India: Amount of content we restricted,” Meta Transparency Center, accessed June 25, 2024, https://
transparency.fb.com/reports/content-restrictions/country/IN/. 

﻿57 “India: Government Requests for User Data,” Meta Transparency Center, accessed June 25, 2024, https://
transparency.fb.com/reports/government-data-requests/country/IN/. 

﻿58 This is in line with X’s 80 percent compliance rate with government orders globally after its takeover by 
Musk. See: Russell Brandom, “Twitter Is Complying With More Government Demands Under Elon Musk,” 
Rest of World, April 27, 2023, https://restofworld.org/2023/elon-musk-twitter-government-orders/. 

﻿59 Manish Singh, “Police in India Visited Twitter Offices Over Manipulated Media 
Label,” TechCrunch, March 24, 2021, https://techcrunch.com/2021/05/24/
delhi-police-run-by-indias-central-government-raids-twitter-offices-over-manipulated-label/. 

﻿60 PTI, “Twitter Transfers India Head Manish Maheshwari Out of Country, Assigns Him US-Based Role,” 
New Indian Express, August 13, 2021, https://www.newindianexpress.com/nation/2021/aug/13/twitter-
transfers-india-head-manish-maheshwari-out-of-country-assigns-him-us-based-role-2344314.html.

﻿61 “Journalist Saurav Das Mulls Legal Action as Twitter Removes His Posts on 
Amit Shah Globally,” Scroll, April 12, 2023, https://scroll.in/latest/1047258/
journalist-saurav-das-mulls-legal-action-as-twitter-removes-his-posts-on-amit-shah-globally.  

﻿62 Reuters and Sankalp Phartiyal, “India Asks Twitter to Remove 1,178 Accounts 
-Govt Sources,” Reuters, February 8, 2021, https://www.reuters.com/world/india/
india-asks-twitter-remove-1178-accounts-govt-sources-2021-02-08/. 

﻿63 Pavin Chachavalpongpun, “Nationhood in the Cloud: Cyber Sovereignty in Thailand,” Asian Studies Review 
47, no. 2 (2022): 4–7, doi: 10.1080/10357823.2022.2109591.

﻿64 Computer-Related Crimes Act, B.E. 2550 (2007), Royal Gazette no. 124, sect. 27 kor, June 18, 2007; and 
“(Amended) Computer-Related Crimes Act B.E. 2560 (2016),” Royal Gazette no. 134, sect. 10 kor, January 
24, 2016.

﻿65	 Royal Gazette, (Amended) Computer-Related Crimes Act B.E. 2560 (2016).

﻿66 Ministry of Digital Economy and Society Announcement on the Procedure of Warning, Blocking and 
Removing Computer Content B.E. 2565 (2022), Royal Gazette no. 139, special sect. 254 ngor, October 26, 
2022.

﻿67	 Royal Gazette, Computer-Related Crimes Act, B.E. 2550 (2007).

﻿68 “Statistics: Emergency Decree Lawsuits, Court Conviction and Adjudication,” Thai Lawyers for Human 
Rights, March 14, 2022, https://tlhr2014.com/archives/41328.

﻿69 “Thailand: Amount of Content We Restricted,” Meta Transparency Center, accessed June 25, 2024, https://
transparency.fb.com/data/content-restrictions/country/TH/.

﻿70 Steven Feldstein, The Rise of Digital Repression (New York: Oxford University Press, 2021), 119.

﻿71 “Joint UPR Submission to the UN Universal Periodic View: Digital Rights in Thailand,” Access Now, Article 
19, ASEAN Regional Coalition to #StopDigitalDictatorship, and Manushya Foundation, March 2021, 
https://www.accessnow.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/11/Thailand-UPR-Submission.pdf.

﻿72 “MDES Insists No Discrimination Policy Toward Warning Social Media and Online Platforms, Need to 
Block Illegal Content,” Ministry of Digital Economy and Society, August 26 2020, https://bit.ly/3PAaLpQ.

﻿73 Meta Transparency Center, “Thailand.”

https://www.businessinsider.in/tech/apps/news/indian-government-issued-twitter-128-takedown-requests-against-journalists-and-news-organisations/articleshow/84439543.cms
https://www.businessinsider.in/tech/apps/news/indian-government-issued-twitter-128-takedown-requests-against-journalists-and-news-organisations/articleshow/84439543.cms
https://www.businessinsider.in/tech/apps/news/indian-government-issued-twitter-128-takedown-requests-against-journalists-and-news-organisations/articleshow/84439543.cms
https://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/india/social-media-companies-100-compliant-on-govts-content-block-requests/articleshow/96579386.cms
https://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/india/social-media-companies-100-compliant-on-govts-content-block-requests/articleshow/96579386.cms
https://transparency.fb.com/reports/content-restrictions/country/IN/
https://transparency.fb.com/reports/content-restrictions/country/IN/
https://transparency.fb.com/reports/government-data-requests/country/IN/
https://transparency.fb.com/reports/government-data-requests/country/IN/
https://restofworld.org/2023/elon-musk-twitter-government-orders/
https://techcrunch.com/2021/05/24/delhi-police-run-by-indias-central-government-raids-twitter-offices-over-manipulated-label/
https://techcrunch.com/2021/05/24/delhi-police-run-by-indias-central-government-raids-twitter-offices-over-manipulated-label/
https://www.newindianexpress.com/nation/2021/aug/13/twitter-transfers-india-head-manish-maheshwari-out-of-country-assigns-him-us-based-role-2344314.html
https://www.newindianexpress.com/nation/2021/aug/13/twitter-transfers-india-head-manish-maheshwari-out-of-country-assigns-him-us-based-role-2344314.html
https://scroll.in/latest/1047258/journalist-saurav-das-mulls-legal-action-as-twitter-removes-his-posts-on-amit-shah-globally
https://scroll.in/latest/1047258/journalist-saurav-das-mulls-legal-action-as-twitter-removes-his-posts-on-amit-shah-globally
https://www.reuters.com/world/india/india-asks-twitter-remove-1178-accounts-govt-sources-2021-02-08/
https://www.reuters.com/world/india/india-asks-twitter-remove-1178-accounts-govt-sources-2021-02-08/
https://tlhr2014.com/archives/41328
https://transparency.fb.com/data/content-restrictions/country/TH/
https://transparency.fb.com/data/content-restrictions/country/TH/
https://www.accessnow.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/11/Thailand-UPR-Submission.pdf
https://bit.ly/3PAaLpQ


32   |   Regulation or Repression? Government Influence on Political Content Moderation in India and Thailand 

﻿74 Suchit Leesa-Nguansuk and Komsan Tortermvasana, “Facebook to Block Local Content,” Bangkok Post, May 
9, 2017, https://www.bangkokpost.com/thailand/politics/1246010/facebook-to-block-local-content.

﻿75 “Thailand,” X Transparency, accessed June 25, 2024, https://transparency.twitter.com/en/reports/countries/
th.html.

﻿76 “Thai Military Warns Against Online Contact With Prominent Critics,” BBC Thailand, April 13, 2017, 
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-asia-39585858.

﻿77 Patpicha Tanakasempipat, “Facebook Blocks Group Critical of Thai Monarchy Amid 
Government Pressure,” Reuters, August 25, 2020, https://www.reuters.com/article/technology/
facebook-blocks-group-critical-of-thai-monarchy-amid-government-pressure-idUSKBN25L0BW/. 

﻿78 Author interview with a former Facebook staff member in Bangkok, Thailand, December 28, 2022; and 
author interview with a dissident, online, October 4, 2022.

﻿79 Author interview with a Twitter/X staff member, online, August 26, 2022.

﻿80 Author interview with a Twitter/X staff member, online, August 26, 2022. X’s regional headquarters is in 
Singapore. The employee reported that the team of four to five staff there is responsible for all key Southeast 
Asian countries. 

﻿81 Newley Purnell and Jeff Horwitz, “Facebook’s Hate-Speech Rules Collide with Indian Politics,” Wall Street 
Journal, August 14, 2020, https://www.wsj.com/articles/facebook-hate-speech-india-politics-muslim-hindu-
modi-zuckerberg-11597423346?mod=article_inline; and Vanita Kohli-Khandekar, “Meta Is India’s Largest 
Media Company: A Look at the Ten Big Firms in 2022,” Business Standard, November 22, 2022, https://
www.business-standard.com/article/companies/meta-is-india-s-largest-media-company-a-look-at-the-ten-big-
firms-in-2022-122112201077_1.html. 

﻿82 Kumar Sambhav and Nayantara Ranganathan, “Facebook Charged BJP Less for Election Ads 
Than Others,” Al Jazeera, March 16, 2022, https://www.aljazeera.com/economy/2022/3/16/
facebook-charged-bjp-lower-rates-for-india-polls-ads-than-others. 

﻿83 HT Correspondent, “Facebook ‘Interfering with India’s Electoral Democracy: Congress Writes to 
Mark Zuckerberg,” Hindustan Times, August 18, 2020, https://www.hindustantimes.com/india-news/
facebook-interfering-with-india-s-electoral-democracy-congress-writes-to-mark-zuckerberg/story-
3XAeoQ04jYRbWIWT5MqrSP.html. 

﻿84 Kumar Sambhav, Nayantara Ranganathan, and Shreegireesh Jalihal, “Inside Facebook and BJP’s World 
of Ghost Advertisers,” Al Jazeera, March 15, 2022, https://www.aljazeera.com/economy/2022/3/15/
inside-facebook-and-bjps-world-of-ghost-advertisers. 

﻿85 Kumar Sambhav and Nayantara Ranganathan, “How a Reliance-Funded Firm Boosts BJP’s Campaigns 
on Facebook,” Al Jazeera, March 14, 2022, https://www.aljazeera.com/economy/2022/3/14/
how-a-reliance-funded-company-boosts-bjps-campaigns-on-facebook. 

﻿86 Iain Martin, “Facebook Strikes $7.5 billion Deal With India’s Richest Man,” 
Forbes, April 22, 2020, https://www.forbes.com/sites/iainmartin/2020/04/22/
facebook-strikes-57-billion-deal-with-indias-richest-man/?sh=1dccf3ce4f66. 

﻿87 “Meta Opens New Office in India, Will Skill 1 Crore Small Businesses,” Hindu, December 8, 2021, https://
www.thehindu.com/business/Industry/meta-opens-new-office-in-india-will-skill-1-crore-small-businesses/
article37896764.ece. 

﻿88 Kurt Wagner, “WhatsApp Rolls Out In-App Shopping Product With India’s JioMart,” 
Bloomberg, August 29, 2022, https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2022-08-29/
whatsapp-rolls-out-in-app-shopping-product-with-india-s-jiomart. 

﻿89 PTI, “WhatsApp Starts Payment Service in India,” Economic Times, November 6, 2020, https://ciso.
economictimes.indiatimes.com/news/whatsapp-starts-payment-service-in-india/79079140. 

﻿90 Manish Singh, “Google to Invest $10 Billion in India,” Techcrunch, July 13, 2020, https://techcrunch.
com/2020/07/13/google-to-invest-10-billion-in-india/. 

https://www.bangkokpost.com/thailand/politics/1246010/facebook-to-block-local-content
https://transparency.twitter.com/en/reports/countries/th.html
https://transparency.twitter.com/en/reports/countries/th.html
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-asia-39585858
https://www.reuters.com/article/technology/facebook-blocks-group-critical-of-thai-monarchy-amid-government-pressure-idUSKBN25L0BW/
https://www.reuters.com/article/technology/facebook-blocks-group-critical-of-thai-monarchy-amid-government-pressure-idUSKBN25L0BW/
https://www.wsj.com/articles/facebook-hate-speech-india-politics-muslim-hindu-modi-zuckerberg-11597423346?mod=article_inline
https://www.wsj.com/articles/facebook-hate-speech-india-politics-muslim-hindu-modi-zuckerberg-11597423346?mod=article_inline
https://www.business-standard.com/article/companies/meta-is-india-s-largest-media-company-a-look-at-the-ten-big-firms-in-2022-122112201077_1.html
https://www.business-standard.com/article/companies/meta-is-india-s-largest-media-company-a-look-at-the-ten-big-firms-in-2022-122112201077_1.html
https://www.business-standard.com/article/companies/meta-is-india-s-largest-media-company-a-look-at-the-ten-big-firms-in-2022-122112201077_1.html
https://www.aljazeera.com/economy/2022/3/16/facebook-charged-bjp-lower-rates-for-india-polls-ads-than-others
https://www.aljazeera.com/economy/2022/3/16/facebook-charged-bjp-lower-rates-for-india-polls-ads-than-others
https://www.hindustantimes.com/india-news/facebook-interfering-with-india-s-electoral-democracy-congress-writes-to-mark-zuckerberg/story-3XAeoQ04jYRbWIWT5MqrSP.html
https://www.hindustantimes.com/india-news/facebook-interfering-with-india-s-electoral-democracy-congress-writes-to-mark-zuckerberg/story-3XAeoQ04jYRbWIWT5MqrSP.html
https://www.hindustantimes.com/india-news/facebook-interfering-with-india-s-electoral-democracy-congress-writes-to-mark-zuckerberg/story-3XAeoQ04jYRbWIWT5MqrSP.html
https://www.aljazeera.com/economy/2022/3/15/inside-facebook-and-bjps-world-of-ghost-advertisers
https://www.aljazeera.com/economy/2022/3/15/inside-facebook-and-bjps-world-of-ghost-advertisers
https://www.aljazeera.com/economy/2022/3/14/how-a-reliance-funded-company-boosts-bjps-campaigns-on-facebook
https://www.aljazeera.com/economy/2022/3/14/how-a-reliance-funded-company-boosts-bjps-campaigns-on-facebook
https://www.forbes.com/sites/iainmartin/2020/04/22/facebook-strikes-57-billion-deal-with-indias-richest-man/?sh=1dccf3ce4f66
https://www.forbes.com/sites/iainmartin/2020/04/22/facebook-strikes-57-billion-deal-with-indias-richest-man/?sh=1dccf3ce4f66
https://www.thehindu.com/business/Industry/meta-opens-new-office-in-india-will-skill-1-crore-small-businesses/article37896764.ece
https://www.thehindu.com/business/Industry/meta-opens-new-office-in-india-will-skill-1-crore-small-businesses/article37896764.ece
https://www.thehindu.com/business/Industry/meta-opens-new-office-in-india-will-skill-1-crore-small-businesses/article37896764.ece
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2022-08-29/whatsapp-rolls-out-in-app-shopping-product-with-india-s-jiomart
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2022-08-29/whatsapp-rolls-out-in-app-shopping-product-with-india-s-jiomart
https://ciso.economictimes.indiatimes.com/news/whatsapp-starts-payment-service-in-india/79079140
https://ciso.economictimes.indiatimes.com/news/whatsapp-starts-payment-service-in-india/79079140
https://techcrunch.com/2020/07/13/google-to-invest-10-billion-in-india/
https://techcrunch.com/2020/07/13/google-to-invest-10-billion-in-india/


Janjira Sombatpoonsiri and Sangeeta Mahapatra   |   33

﻿91 See, for instance, Indo-Asian News Service, “Google to Build More Products in India for the World: 
Sundar Pichai,” Business Standard, February 2, 2022, https://www.business-standard.com/article/
companies/google-to-build-more-products-in-india-for-the-world-sundar-pichai-122020200611_1.
html; and “Tesla in India: Elon Musk Suggests Making Low-Cost Tesla for India Will ‘Make Sense,’” ET 
Now (Times Now), November 15, 2022, https://www.timesnownews.com/business-economy/companies/
tesla-in-india-elon-musk-suggests-making-low-cost-tesla-for-india-will-make-sense-article-95522095. 

﻿92 Author interview with a platform executive, online, November 8, 2022.

﻿93 Author interview with a platform executive, online, November 8, 2022.

﻿94 Author interview with a platform executive, online, November 8, 2022.

﻿95 Saritha Rai, “In Government vs. Twitter, Made-in-India Koo Gains 900,000 
Users in 5 Days,” NDTV, February 17, 2021, https://www.ndtv.com/india-news/
in-government-vs-twitter-made-in-india-koo-gains-900-000-users-in-5-days-2372203.

﻿96 Purnell and Horwitz, “Facebook’s Hate Speech Rules Collide With Indian Politics.”

﻿97 BJP members and ministers are being assessed on their social media presence by Modi’s team. In 2016, 
Modi urged them to strengthen their social media engagement. See: Rajesh Kumar Thakur, “BJP MPs Asked 
to Make Their Social Media Presence Noticeable on Social Media and Counter Opposition,” New Indian 
Express, April 13, 2022, https://www.newindianexpress.com/cities/delhi/2022/apr/13/bjp-mps-asked-to-
make-their-presence-noticeable-on-social-media-and-counter-opposition-2441497.html.

﻿98 Rachaneewan Chouna and Rattaphong Sonsuphap, “Over the Top TV (OTT TV) in Thailand,” Journal of 
the Office of the National Broadcasting and Telecommunication Commission (2020): 303–307, https://so04.
tci-thaijo.org/index.php/NBTC_Journal/article/view/244787; “Report on Studies and Recommendations 
Regarding Social Media Reform,” National Assembly to Reform the Media, July 2017, https://www.
parliament.go.th/ewtadmin/ewt/parliament_parcy/download/usergroup_disaster/9-11.pdf, 11; and 
(Amended) Revenue Code Amendment Act (No. 53) B.E. 2564 (2021), Royal Gazette, no. 138, sect. 11 gor, 
10 February 2021.

﻿99 National Assembly to Reform the Media, “Report on Studies and Recommendations Regarding Social 
Media Reform.”

﻿100 Author interview with a media outlet CEO, Bangkok, Thailand, August 7, 2022.

﻿101 Kantipit Chaiboon and Chaiyarit Yonpiam, “Reveal Plan to Censor Social Media: Google-LINE Under Our 
Control,” Post Today, February 7, 2016, https://www.posttoday.com/politic/report/414641.

﻿102 Komsan Tortermvasana, Suchit Leesa-Nguansuk, and Lamonphet Apisitniran, “Social Media Tussle to Hurt 
Thai Firms?,”Bangkok Post, September 8, 2020, https://www.bangkokpost.com/business/general/1981591/
social-media-tussle-to-hurt-thai-firms-.  

﻿103 Tortermvasana, Leesa-Nguansuk, and Apisitniran, “Social Media Tussle.”

﻿104 “Tax Authorities Are the Latest Tools of Repression in Africa,” Economist, September 30, 2017, https://
www.economist.com/middle-east-and-africa/2017/09/30/tax-authorities-are-the-latest-tools-of-repression-
in-africa; Levi Boxell and Zachary Steinert-Threlkeld, “Taxing Dissent: The Impact of a Social Media Tax in 
Uganda,” World Development 158 (2022): https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2022.105950.

﻿105 Author interview with a tax legal expert, online, November 14, 2022.

﻿106 Purnell and Horwitz, “Facebook’s Hate-Speech Rules Collide with Indian Politics.”

﻿107 Katie Paul, “Facebook-owner Meta Releases First Human Rights Report,” Reuters, July 15, 2022, https://
www.reuters.com/technology/facebook-owner-meta-releases-first-human-rights-report-2022-07-14/. 

﻿108 Karishma Mehrotra and Joseph Menn, “How India Tamed Twitter and Set a Global Standard for Online 
Censorship,” Washington Post, November 8, 2023, https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/2023/11/08/
india-twitter-online-censorship/.

﻿109 Sankalp Phartiyal and Aditya Kalra, “In Spats With Twitter, India’s Government Begins 
Messaging Shift to Rival Koo,” Reuters, July 28, 2021, https://www.reuters.com/world/india/
spats-with-twitter-indias-government-begins-messaging-shift-rival-koo-2021-07-28/. 

https://www.business-standard.com/article/companies/google-to-build-more-products-in-india-for-the-world-sundar-pichai-122020200611_1.html
https://www.business-standard.com/article/companies/google-to-build-more-products-in-india-for-the-world-sundar-pichai-122020200611_1.html
https://www.business-standard.com/article/companies/google-to-build-more-products-in-india-for-the-world-sundar-pichai-122020200611_1.html
https://www.timesnownews.com/business-economy/companies/tesla-in-india-elon-musk-suggests-making-low-cost-tesla-for-india-will-make-sense-article-95522095
https://www.timesnownews.com/business-economy/companies/tesla-in-india-elon-musk-suggests-making-low-cost-tesla-for-india-will-make-sense-article-95522095
https://www.ndtv.com/india-news/in-government-vs-twitter-made-in-india-koo-gains-900-000-users-in-5-days-2372203
https://www.ndtv.com/india-news/in-government-vs-twitter-made-in-india-koo-gains-900-000-users-in-5-days-2372203
https://www.newindianexpress.com/cities/delhi/2022/apr/13/bjp-mps-asked-to-make-their-presence-noticeable-on-social-media-and-counter-opposition-2441497.html
https://www.newindianexpress.com/cities/delhi/2022/apr/13/bjp-mps-asked-to-make-their-presence-noticeable-on-social-media-and-counter-opposition-2441497.html
https://so04.tci-thaijo.org/index.php/NBTC_Journal/article/view/244787
https://so04.tci-thaijo.org/index.php/NBTC_Journal/article/view/244787
https://www.parliament.go.th/ewtadmin/ewt/parliament_parcy/download/usergroup_disaster/9-11.pdf
https://www.parliament.go.th/ewtadmin/ewt/parliament_parcy/download/usergroup_disaster/9-11.pdf
https://www.posttoday.com/politic/report/414641
https://www.bangkokpost.com/business/general/1981591/social-media-tussle-to-hurt-thai-firms-
https://www.bangkokpost.com/business/general/1981591/social-media-tussle-to-hurt-thai-firms-
https://www.economist.com/middle-east-and-africa/2017/09/30/tax-authorities-are-the-latest-tools-of-repression-in-africa
https://www.economist.com/middle-east-and-africa/2017/09/30/tax-authorities-are-the-latest-tools-of-repression-in-africa
https://www.economist.com/middle-east-and-africa/2017/09/30/tax-authorities-are-the-latest-tools-of-repression-in-africa
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2022.105950
https://www.reuters.com/technology/facebook-owner-meta-releases-first-human-rights-report-2022-07-14/
https://www.reuters.com/technology/facebook-owner-meta-releases-first-human-rights-report-2022-07-14/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/2023/11/08/india-twitter-online-censorship/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/2023/11/08/india-twitter-online-censorship/
https://www.reuters.com/world/india/spats-with-twitter-indias-government-begins-messaging-shift-rival-koo-2021-07-28/
https://www.reuters.com/world/india/spats-with-twitter-indias-government-begins-messaging-shift-rival-koo-2021-07-28/


34   |   Regulation or Repression? Government Influence on Political Content Moderation in India and Thailand 

﻿110 Author interview with a platform executive, Bangkok, Thailand, November 2, 2022.

﻿111 A case in point is internet company True, under the Charoen Pokphand conglomerate, which isowned 
by the Chearavanont family, known to be allies of  the ruling elites. Since the 2014 coup, True has been 
accused of aiding security forces in tracking IP addresses of online dissidents, leading to various arrests. 
Author interview with a digital rights advocate, online, August 17, 2022; and I. U. AJN, “Internet Providers 
Are Helping the Thai Government Track Down Dissidents,” New Mandala, July 1, 2020, https://www.
newmandala.org/internet-providers-are-helping-the-thai-government-track-down-dissidents/.

﻿112 “CP: Sarinee-Thanyawat’s Reflections After Reading CEO Thanin’s ‘Success Makes You Happy for One 
Day,’” BBC Thai News, November 8, 2019, https://www.bbc.com/thai/thailand-50300172.

﻿113 Charnchai Chaisukosol, “Technology and Nonviolent Political Struggle: The Internet in Thailand” (PhD 
diss., Chulalongkorn University, 2009), 96.

﻿114 “Ministry of Digital Economy and Society, “DE: Establishing Anti-Fake News Center on 1 Nov.,” August 
20, 2019, https://bit.ly/3TrGegm; and Royal Thai Government, “MDES Cooperate With Google on ‘Smart 
Skills’ Project,” October 5, 2022, https://bit.ly/3FcwSB2.

﻿115 “Puttiphon’s Roadshow in USA, Cooperating With Google and Facebook for Further Investment and 
Reduction of Fake News,” Prachacart Thurakit, January 20, 2020, https://www.prachachat.net/ict/
news-412612. 

﻿116 Author interview with a former Facebook staff member in Bangkok, Thailand, December 28, 2022.

﻿117 “MDES to Open a LINE AO to Counter Fake News,” Business Today, August 31, 2019, https://www.
businesstoday.co/bt-news/31/08/2019/3547/ 

﻿118 See Phichet’s personal LinkedIn profile at Phichet Rerkpreecha, “Phichet Rerkpreecha, DBA.,” 
LinkedIn, accessed June 25, 2024, https://www.linkedin.com/in/phichet-rerkpreecha-dba-
5727a310/?originalSubdomain=th; and “Governor Announces Puttipong a Deputy and Isara a 
Spokesperson, Manager Online, March 1, 2006, https://mgronline.com/qol/detail/9490000028270. 

﻿119 Privacy International, “Who’s That Knocking at My Door? Understanding Surveillance in Thailand,” January 
25, 2017, https://privacyinternational.org/node/61, 14.

﻿120 Chaiboon and Yonpiam, “Reveal Plan to Censor Social Media.” 

﻿121 “Facebook to Review All Govt Requests on Lese Majeste,” Nation, November 1, 2016, https://www.
nationthailand.com/in-focus/30298930.

﻿122 “Social Media Will Comply with Thailand’s Censorship, Says Digital 
Minister,” Prachatai, October 28, 2016, https://prachatai.com/english/
node/6677?utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+pra.

﻿123	 Prachatai, “Social Media Will Comply.”

﻿124 Author interview with a CEO of a Thai online outlet, Bangkok, Thailand, August 7, 2022.

﻿125 In January 2021, an opposition politician claimed that the Thai government’s reliance on AstraZeneca as its 
then primary coronavirus vaccine provider contributed to Thailand’s delayed vaccine rollout. In Thailand and 
Southeast Asia, Siam Bioscience Company—owned by the Thai king, Vajiralongkorn—was the key producer 
of the AstraZeneca vaccine despite its lack of experience in manufacturing vaccines. The scandal of so-called 
royal vaccines compounded with existing frustration against the government and the palace (especially 
among the younger generation) drove the 2021 resurgence of the 2020 protests that had been propelled by 
resentment against the government’s abuse of power and the king’s political interference. John Reed, Michael 
Peel, and Hannah Kuchler, “A King’s Vaccine: Thailand’s Struggle to Deliver Jabs to Its People,” Financial 
Times, June 10, 2021, https://www.ft.com/content/aaa8b820-68c7-408d-9486-222fe2d65634. 

﻿126 Andrew McGregor Marshall (@zenjournalist), “This is a very worrying development. . .,” X post, January 14, 
2024, 10:33 a.m., https://twitter.com/zenjournalist/status/1746556246650445945.

﻿127 Hannah Beech, “Facebook Plans Legal Action After Thailand Tells it to Mute Critics,”  New York Times, 
August 25, 2022, https://www.nytimes.com/2020/08/25/world/asia/thailand-facebook-monarchy.html.

﻿128 Author interview with a dissident, online, August 16, 2022.

https://www.newmandala.org/internet-providers-are-helping-the-thai-government-track-down-dissidents/
https://www.newmandala.org/internet-providers-are-helping-the-thai-government-track-down-dissidents/
https://www.bbc.com/thai/thailand-50300172
https://bit.ly/3TrGegm
https://bit.ly/3FcwSB2
https://www.prachachat.net/ict/news-412612
https://www.prachachat.net/ict/news-412612
https://www.businesstoday.co/bt-news/31/08/2019/3547/
https://www.businesstoday.co/bt-news/31/08/2019/3547/
https://www.linkedin.com/in/phichet-rerkpreecha-dba-5727a310/?originalSubdomain=th
https://www.linkedin.com/in/phichet-rerkpreecha-dba-5727a310/?originalSubdomain=th
https://mgronline.com/qol/detail/9490000028270
https://privacyinternational.org/node/61
https://www.nationthailand.com/in-focus/30298930
https://www.nationthailand.com/in-focus/30298930
https://prachatai.com/english/node/6677?utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+pra
https://prachatai.com/english/node/6677?utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+pra
https://www.ft.com/content/aaa8b820-68c7-408d-9486-222fe2d65634
https://twitter.com/zenjournalist/status/1746556246650445945
https://www.nytimes.com/2020/08/25/world/asia/thailand-facebook-monarchy.html


Janjira Sombatpoonsiri and Sangeeta Mahapatra   |   35

﻿129 James Clayton, “Elon Musk BBC Interview: Twitter Boss on Layoffs, Misinfo and Sleeping in the Office,” 
BBC, April 12, 2023, https://www.bbc.com/news/business-65248196.

﻿130 Manish Singh, “Facebook Addresses Political Controversy in India, Monetization Opportunities, 
Startup Investments,” TechCrunch, September 16, 2020, https://techcrunch.com/2020/09/16/
facebook-addresses-political-controversy-in-india-monetization-opportunities-startup-investments/. 

﻿131 Ashmit Kumar, “Google for India: Sundar Pichai Speaks on the Need for a Balanced and Open Internet,” 
CNBC TV18, December 19, 2022, https://www.cnbctv18.com/technology/google-for-india-event-2022-
sundar-pichai-ashwini-vaishnaw-draft-data-protection-bill-open-internet-it-rules-15453561.htm. Notably, 
Google has announced several multimillion-dollar investments in India.

﻿132 Adiya Kalra and Aditi Shah, “Tesla Restarts India Market Talks With New Factory 
Proposal,” Reuters, May 17, 2023, https://www.reuters.com/business/autos-transportation/
tesla-revisiting-plans-manufacture-india-cnbc-tv18-2023-05-17/. 

﻿133 Tortermvasana, Leesa-Nguansuk, and Apisitniran, “Social Media Tussle.”

﻿134 Author interview with a digital rights advocate, online, August 17, 2022. 

﻿135 Moo Natavudh, “Country Guide: Thailand,” Startup Universal, https://startupuniversal.com/country/
thailand/. 

﻿136 “Top 5 Thailand Tech Startups to Look At in 2023,” Tech Collective, December 22, 2022, https://
techcollectivesea.com/2022/12/22/thailand-tech-startups/. 

﻿137 Author interview with Pavin Chachavalpongpun, online, August 16, 2022; and author interview with a 
former Facebook staff member in Bangkok, Thailand, December 28, 2022.

﻿138 Author interview with Andrew MacGregor Marshall, online, October 4, 2022. 

﻿139 The same cannot be said about LINE with its Asian base. As mentioned, LINE’s close ties with the 
government and high-ranking political figures may have shaped its accommodating stance. However, 
apart from rumors, including the allegation that LINE shared user data with the authorities in 2014, 
there is no sufficient evidence to substantiate the claim by some media outlets that LINE always 
caves to the authorities’ content-related requests. See more in, “LINE Denies Goverment Monitoring 
App Messages,” Bangkok Post, December 23, 2014, https://www.bangkokpost.com/tech/451727/
line-denies-government-monitoring-app-messages. 

﻿140 Author interview with a representative from Koo, online, August 2, 2022.

﻿141 Author interview with a representative from Koo, online, August 2, 2022.

﻿142 Shrish Parashar and Raj Shekhar, “WhatsApp and the End-to-End Encryption Saga: Analyzing the Tussle 
Between Government Guidelines and Right to Privacy,” Jurist News, June 25, 2021, https://www.jurist.org/
commentary/2021/06/parashar-shekar-whatsapp-encryption-privacy/#. 

﻿143 Aihik Sur, “MC Explains: The Emergency Provisions of IT Rules to Clock BBC Documentary in India,” 
MoneyControl, January 23, 2022, https://www.moneycontrol.com/news/business/mc-explains-the-
emergency-provisions-of-it-rules-used-to-block-bbc-documentary-in-india-9916751.html. 

﻿144 ABP News Bureau, “Centre Blocks BBC’s Controversial Documentary on Social Media,” ABPLive, January 
22, 2023, https://news.abplive.com/news/india/india-government-blocks-youtube-videos-tweets-with-links-
to-bbc-controversial-documentary-on-pm-modi-1577224. 

﻿145 Douek, “Content Moderation as Systems Thinking,” 553.

https://www.bbc.com/news/business-65248196
https://techcrunch.com/2020/09/16/facebook-addresses-political-controversy-in-india-monetization-opportunities-startup-investments/
https://techcrunch.com/2020/09/16/facebook-addresses-political-controversy-in-india-monetization-opportunities-startup-investments/
https://www.cnbctv18.com/technology/google-for-india-event-2022-sundar-pichai-ashwini-vaishnaw-draft-data-protection-bill-open-internet-it-rules-15453561.htm
https://www.cnbctv18.com/technology/google-for-india-event-2022-sundar-pichai-ashwini-vaishnaw-draft-data-protection-bill-open-internet-it-rules-15453561.htm
https://www.reuters.com/business/autos-transportation/tesla-revisiting-plans-manufacture-india-cnbc-tv18-2023-05-17/
https://www.reuters.com/business/autos-transportation/tesla-revisiting-plans-manufacture-india-cnbc-tv18-2023-05-17/
https://startupuniversal.com/country/thailand/
https://startupuniversal.com/country/thailand/
https://techcollectivesea.com/2022/12/22/thailand-tech-startups/
https://techcollectivesea.com/2022/12/22/thailand-tech-startups/
https://www.bangkokpost.com/tech/451727/line-denies-government-monitoring-app-messages
https://www.bangkokpost.com/tech/451727/line-denies-government-monitoring-app-messages
https://www.jurist.org/commentary/2021/06/parashar-shekar-whatsapp-encryption-privacy/#
https://www.jurist.org/commentary/2021/06/parashar-shekar-whatsapp-encryption-privacy/#
https://www.moneycontrol.com/news/business/mc-explains-the-emergency-provisions-of-it-rules-used-to-block-bbc-documentary-in-india-9916751.html
https://www.moneycontrol.com/news/business/mc-explains-the-emergency-provisions-of-it-rules-used-to-block-bbc-documentary-in-india-9916751.html
https://news.abplive.com/news/india/india-government-blocks-youtube-videos-tweets-with-links-to-bbc-controversial-documentary-on-pm-modi-1577224
https://news.abplive.com/news/india/india-government-blocks-youtube-videos-tweets-with-links-to-bbc-controversial-documentary-on-pm-modi-1577224




37

Carnegie Endowment for 
International Peace
In a complex, changing, and increasingly contested world, the Carnegie Endowment 
generates strategic ideas, supports diplomacy, and trains the next generation of international 
scholar-practitioners to help countries and institutions take on the most difficult global 
problems and advance peace. With a global network of more than 170 scholars across twenty 
countries, Carnegie is renowned for its independent analysis of major global problems and 
understanding of regional contexts.

Democracy, Conflict, and Governance

The Democracy, Conflict, and Governance Program is a leading source of independent 
policy research, writing, and outreach on global democracy, conflict, and governance. 
It analyzes and seeks to improve international efforts to reduce democratic backsliding, 
mitigate conflict and violence, overcome political polarization, promote gender equality,  
and advance pro-democratic uses of new technologies.



CarnegieEndowment.org


