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Abstract

This study explores how content moderation systems impact LGBTQ+ users, addressing online
hate, algorithmic bias, and censorship. It engages with standpoint theory, queer theory, and the broader
dynamics of technology, identity, and oppression.

Introduction

Online platforms act as tools of communication, advocacy as well as community building in the
digital world for LGBTQ+ users. Social media and content-sharing platforms have been life-saving for
millions of users, and for some, they are an opportunity to share a sense of identity or establish a
connection; however, they also provide exposure to a higher risk for harassment, hate speech, and
exposure to algorithmic bias. Content moderation systems are set up to make the internet safer, but they
often fail to protect marginalized communities.

Patterns of LGBTQ+ censorship in traditional media have long established how the digital spaces
deal with queer content. By studying past and present content suppression, it becomes easier to view how
flaws in algorithmic moderation are encoded into a system. Case studies illustrate these shortcomings.
According to a 2019 GLAAD study, LGBTQ+ YouTube creators were twice as likely to be demonetized
as the creators who are not LGBTQ+. Similarly, Twitter also gets blamed for not being strict with policies
like banning anti-harassment. Users have reported that the hate speech is flagged is often ignored. When it
comes to reports from TikTok, we know that LGBTQ+ hashtags are prone to shadowbanning to where
they don’t have the visibility they need or the ability to access important resources in the community.
These examples show the need for there being inclusive and equitable moderation policies to protect all
users.

Methods

The study bases its research on qualitative methods by analyzing reports, academic studies, and
theoretical case studies to study content moderation's effects on LGBTQ+ users. The research framework
relies on feminist standpoint theory and critical queer theory along with academic-industrial complexity
analyses for multidimensional discrimination analysis and an inspection of algorithms.

Advocacy and Policy Reports: Examines findings from HRC, GLAAD, and the EFF on LGBTQ+ content
moderation and online safety.

Academic Research: Academic Researchers Clare Southerton et al. and Jiannan Shi and other scholars
provide knowledge on algorithmic bias and platform governance systems that control marginalized
communities.
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Case Studies of Platform Censorship: This study documents incidents of LGBTQ+ content removal and
account blocking as well as content hiding practices that occur across Meta platforms and YouTube and
TikTok.

Historical and Social Context: Content moderation issues fit into historical patterns by which LGBTQ+
communities have faced discrimination through media channels and technical platforms as well as public
dialogue.

Critical queer theory and feminist standpoint theory emphasize how content moderation
algorithmic bias reinforces systemic discrimination and erases non-conforming identities. By critiquing
normative frameworks, they demand intersectional digital policymaking and alternative governance
regimes that take into consideration multiple identities and experiences. Focusing on feminist standpoint
theory and critical queer theory, this paper critiques the development of Al moderation systems and
corporate technology policies as practices that promote digital inequality. It assesses the effect of the
present-day moderation systems on LGBTQ+ users and proposes ways to improve their online security
and visibility. Using these theories, the study attempts to unveil the systemic nature of algorithmic
discrimination and urge for a more inclusive digital space.

Results and Interpretation
Algorithmic Bias and LGBTQ+ Content Censorship

The biggest challenge that an LGBTQ+ user faces when using the platform is the usage of
algorithmic discrimination in content moderation. Research by the Electronic Frontier Foundation (EFF)
and GLAAD finds that Al-based moderation systems unfairly flag LGBTQ+ content as sexually explicit
despite no explicit material present, and the EFF has organized a petition against Instagram’s practice:
Stop FacebookFrom Filth. According to the Electronic Frontier Foundation (2021), LGBTQ+ terms such
as “transgender” and “nonbinary” attract more moderation flags than other terms. The root cause is the
repetition of common biases in how we approach knowledge. These biases exist in modern information
technology and are reinforced by both academic and industrial institutions. As a result, certain viewpoints
are ignored or undervalued, while others are upheld in a way that limits diverse perspectives.

Feminist standpoint theory provides an understanding of how these moderation patterns hold
digital inequities. According to Southerton et al. (2021), evidence shows that LGBTQ+ content is often
blocked under the pretense of “community standards,” even when non-marginalized groups’ similar
content is still accessible. As platforms often use restricted access modes that classify LGBTQ+ content
as adult matter labeling LGBTQ+ voices out of existence, so to speak, while chaining it with these
xenophobic notions of queer identity and explicit content. It is in line with queer theory’s critique on how
digital infrastructures maintain heteronormative control over discourse and shape public knowledge and
erase non-conforming identities.

It also points out that not everyone in the LGBTQ+ community is impacted by content
suppression in the same manner. Subtle biases, like downvotes or shadowbanning, might not appear
overtly offensive, but they pose a problem for trans women of color, nonbinary individuals, and disabled
queer people. Automated systems amplify existing racialized and gendered biases in disproportionate
ways. Systemic inequalities are perpetuated through these exclusions with their emphasis on privileged
groups as opposed to those most compounded with marginalizations.



The Failure of Moderation Systems to Address Hate Speech

Although hate speech against LGBTQ+ users is rampant, platform moderation continues to fail at
addressing it effectively. Reports from GLAAD and HRC document instances where moderators neglect
to remove slurs, threats, and misinformation targeting LGBTQ+ individuals, even when flagged.
Meanwhile, harmless LGBTQ+ content is often taken down due to Al misclassification (HRC, 2023).
This reveals how algorithmic systems prioritize dominant voices while ignoring the lived experiences and
needs of marginalized people.

The GNET report on content moderation further illustrates how anti-LGBTQ+ groups exploit
algorithmic loopholes by using coded language to evade detection while harming others. These systems
are rooted in mechanisms of control, reinforcing digital hierarchies that target marginalized users.
LGBTQ+ lives become further put at risk when digital infrastructures normalize these patterns of
discrimination and technological policing.

Economic incentives further shape these dynamics. Data-driven technologies operated by tech
companies and institutions are prioritized over ethical responsibility; because of that, they are increasingly
favored for profit. Platforms are hesitant to take action to speak against bad speech, particularly hate, to
monetize its spread at the expense of the voices of the LGBTQ community. These business models
marginalize those outside dominant power structures, adding further reinforcement of corporate systems
that look past or exclude LGBTQ+ cultural values.

The Role of Tech Companies in Online LGBTQ+ Safety

Tech companies have enormous power over LGBTQ+ users’ online interactions. Some have tried
to make content moderation better, but reports from EFF and Inside Edition expose the queer people,
either getting shadow banned, demonetized, or having their accounts taken down, and without a reason
(Inside Edition, 2024). These are wider patterns of practice in the digital economy where creators from
less privileged groups work to get seen and make money.

In 2024, Jiannan Shi explores how queer creators lean on China’s digital censorship to develop
creative strategies to navigate digital space. His research demonstrates that according to queer theory,
digital infrastructures are tools for norm enforcement that determine how LGBTQ+ users engage in
identity negotiation within the restrictive apparatus. Unless there is a change in the explicit policy, the
LGBTQ+ voices continue to be at risk of systemic erasure.

Additionally, this erasure of LGBTQ+ content and content about it is not an isolated phenomenon
but rooted in the history of the exclusion of content. Digital governance models rely on such models of
hetero-patriarchal and settler colonial frameworks to supplant the digital agency that is LGBTQ+, and
your agency. Queer theory supports shared decision-making models, where marginalized groups actively
participate in shaping digital policies instead of being subjected to strict, top-down moderation systems.

Conclusion

Online moderation systems continue to fail in their efforts to create safe digital settings because
LGBTQ+ users receive higher levels of harm from these insufficient moderation systems. The steady
increase of hate speech continues to occur through imperfect algorithms that suppress queer voices and
concurrently demonstrate bias which maintains unfair digital infrastructure systems. These failures
reinforce structural inequalities that uphold dominant groups and allow for already marginalized ones to
exist digitally further outside of the public eye. Such systemic issues cannot be resolved with alterations



to moderation policy on the margins. To be transparent and truly ensure that Al governance yields results,
in tech companies, one must establish processes of prioritizing transparency making sure that automated
systems don’t perpetuate biases against the LGBTQ+ population. To avoid flagging disproportionate
LGBTQ+ content, Al models need training on multiple professed identities, and human guidance is
necessary to distinguish harmful from non-harmful content.

Platforms must go beyond reactive moderation, and those must be proactive strategies that embed
the voices of LGBTQ+ people. Working with LGBTQ+ advocacy organizations can be used to create
inclusive content guidelines, and co-governance models would allow marginalized communities to have a
part in crafting digital policies that will impact their visibility and safety. For there to be true digital
equity, moderation frameworks aimed at tearing down systemic structures of inequality, rather than
reinforcing these social hierarchies that have historically excluded LGBTQ+ people. The building of a
just and inclusive digital landscape demands moving away from corporate-driven governance to a
framework wherein the ground rules of representation are driven by marginalized voices themselves.
Until these changes become reality, LGBTQ+ individuals will continue to face barriers to expressing
themselves freely and safely—even in the very spaces designed to uplift, unite, and empower their
communities.
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