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Facebook Regulation
Introduction
For years we’ve been watching Facebook fail on foreign and domestic disinformation and miss the mark on hate speech and privacy protection in many ways until recently we have seen countries such as Americans installing new leadership in the House of Representatives, opening up possibilities for new legislation. All this, along with the latest revelations from the Times, means that it’s time for a serious discussion of social media regulation and more especially of Facebook. Below, I have addressed two articles that are based on the argument. For article 1 is more convincing because it upheld human rights. 
Article 1
This article provides different arguments on whether to regulate Facebook or not.
Consider all the ways that governments are proposing to rein in Facebook. Some of these measures are counter-productive. Some are poorly thought out. Some are necessary. All are insufficient. Regulators are trying to address Facebook as if it’s like companies they have encountered before. But Facebook presents radically new challenges. It is unlike anything else in human. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Just this month the United Kingdom proposed a “duty of care” standard for platform companies to ensure they filter potentially harmful content. The government of Canada last week declared that Facebook had broken the law by failing to protect users’ data from flowing to the political consulting firm, Cambridge Analytica. The problems Facebook causes or amplifies – data dumps, privacy violations, the proliferation of hate speech or other nonsense – are not glitches. They are not examples of Facebook failing. They are examples of Facebook working as designed.
To add to that, Facebook does three things. It collects records of our activities, proclivities, locations, and associations. It uses those data to choose for us what we shall see, read, and with whom we should interact through its system. Its algorithms structure our social lives so subtly we hardly notice. It influences what we consider true, important, and valuable in powerful ways we are only now starting to realize. Overall, Facebook undermines our ability to communicate on our terms, to deliberate about public issues in a sober and informed fashion, and to build trust among citizens.  
Here is the trick: Facebook operates globally but works differently locally and regionally. People use Facebook differently in the Philippines, where it is close to the only source of information and method of personal communication for most citizens than they do in Germany, where it is fairly peripheral to people's daily lives

Article 2
Beyond scale, Facebook operates across most of the world without serious competition for advertisements or attention. Among the five social media platforms with more than one billion users, four of them (Facebook, Messenger, WhatsApp, and Instagram) are owned by Facebook. The fifth, WeChat, operates primarily in China, where Facebook does not. The only platform that competes for attention with Facebook at that scale is YouTube (owned by Google), with about 2 billion viewers. But it performs different functions in our lives.
Democracy and Deliberation The internet especially Facebook facilitated the exchange of views about everything, including politics. Once again, groups of the like-minded have formed. Indeed, the cost of speech and association has fallen so fast that we might expect that more people will be more involved in more like-minded groups than ever. One might see this as a tremendous success both in fostering speech and association and in satisfying individual preferences. But some see the association of the like-minded as a danger to democracy and to the individuals who associate these ways.
By enabling and respecting individual choices, the internet complicates and even undermines both the diversity and the unity needed in deliberative democracy.
Terrorism. The clearest example of a threat to national security would be attacks on or occupation of the homeland or its citizens. Terrorist groups use the Internet, for example, Facebook to disseminate their ideology, to recruit new members, and to take credit for attacks around the world
Although Facebook does not block false speech, it does make certain categories of false speech more difficult to find and points users toward other presumably more accurate articles about a topic. Moreover, sites posting false speech often violate other Facebook rules e.g., rules against spam, hate speech, or fake accounts and are suppressed.
Despite Facebook’s attempts to change the narrative, the company inadvertently demonstrated its carelessness on several occasions in the weeks running up to the midterm elections. On Oct. 30, Vice News managed to purchase ads purportedly paid for by 100 U.S. senators, Vice President Pence and even the Islamic State. This was a simple test of one of Facebook’s most lauded ad transparency features that should have never passed computerized.
The Convincing Article
If we think about regulating Facebook as a media company, or even as a publishing company, then most of the options fall under regulations and guidelines that have existed for years. I, therefore, find the argument in article 1 to more convincing since it brings out the necessary argument about whether we should regulate Facebook. The following are major points that have compelled me to view article 1 as to be more convincing.
First, it is widely accepted at this point that individuals should have some form of property rights in their user data. But given that user data’s real value is not at the individual level but, rather, at the level of the massive aggregations, a more collectively oriented property right makes sense.
 Second, practical challenges and potential downsides come with granting individuals full-fledged property rights in their user data. An individual property rights approach ignores the distinctive characteristics of user data as a resource. Such an approach could make it more difficult to unlock wide-ranging benefits from large aggregations of user data.
 A more collectivist approach could better protect and preserve the value and innovations that emerge from these data aggregations. will have to approach Facebook as part of an information ecosystem, connected intimately with other systems of expression and media forms like television and news services. Each will have to assess how much power it wants Facebook to have in that ecosystem
Consequently, Governments and citizens will have to consider advertising taxes, financial penalties, restrictions on data collection, restrictions on data use, transparency about how the algorithms work, and restrictions on some content itself (where permitted). Some of the larger powers, such as the United States and the European Union, should consider severing What Sapp and Instagram from Facebook so there is some semblance of competition.
Most importantly, states should consider their approach to Facebook as a comprehensive program. Facebook has the power and money to absorb any meager fine any government wants to place on it. After three years of non-stop bad news about the company, its popularity, revenue, and stock price keep rising. Facebook operates beyond the reach of states and market forces.
This is not healthy. Addressing Facebook properly will require years of study. It will also require fresh thought and bold creativity.
Furthermore, regulating Facebook as a media company could infringe on core internet principles but regulating it as a tech company could be even harder there’s one major problem with the Honest Ads Act. If Facebook were officially held liable for how third-party ads are disclosed on its platform, the regulation would directly contravene what is the internet's version of biblical law: Section 230 of the 1996 Communications Decency Act. 
	In the case of the problems plaguing Facebook, that’s the last kind of regulatory influence we need. What we do need, as writers like Zeynep Tufekci and Roger McNamee have eloquently argued, is a system of regulatory processes that create accountability and empower tech companies to create tools responsibly. Ideally, such processes would deal with not only questions of whether data is being mined ethically, with full user consent, but whether that data is being aggregated ethically and applied at scale in ways that don’t cause unforeseen, widespread harm
Article 1 also points out two other major avenues for regulating Facebook. The first involves regulating internet privacy generally, rather than attempting to regulate most of what Facebook does as a company. This is the route Europe has taken with the recent passage of sweeping data privacy reform. Facebook has made numerous changes to comply with European law and has pledged to make those changes available to all of its users.
Another avenue involves treating Facebook as a monopoly and regulating it using existing antitrust law. Proponents of treating Facebook and other tech giants like Google, Amazon, Apple, and Microsoft like monopolies argue that these companies haven't only monopolized competition in the tech sector, but have favored their goods and services when presenting information to viewers. They also argue that these companies have monopolized political and cultural discourse as well by having such tremendous influence over the way information is accessed online.
Article 1 also displays the lack of consistency in US law concerning what and isn’t a monopolistic action is also at issue, especially in the internet realm, where courts often display an apparent lack of comprehension of how the internet works. This is precisely the kind of legal interference the internet doesn’t need, and it doesn’t exactly engender confidence in the government to make high-level decisions about reforming Silicon Valley.
Another argument that article 1 brings out to be very convincing is that Still, where Facebook is concerned, the government seems eager to do what it can to rein in the tech giant — even though it’s arguably already too late. The feeling seems to be that anything is better than letting Facebook continue to inadequately police itself
Lastly, the article also points out how traditional media companies have to abide by a litany of rules set forth by the Federal Election Commission when it comes to disclosing what entity is sponsoring paid campaign advertisements. 
Conclusion
In conclusion, Companies like Facebook aren’t just a bit of fun; they are an integral part of life for millions of people. The internet at its best connects and empower therefore it is worth fighting for. But the way companies operate has not been under enough scrutiny thus difficult to trace much better moderation on their operation.
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