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The Ethical Issue and the Role of Data 

Meta’s decision to use public Facebook and Instagram content to train its AI models 

raises a serious ethical issue about privacy and consent. The main concern is not simply that 

Meta is using data, but that it is using content people originally shared for social interaction and 

turning it into training material for artificial intelligence. While the company says this will help 

improve AI systems for European users, many people are concerned that this kind of data use 

goes beyond what users reasonably expected when they made public posts online. This issue 

becomes more important when looking at how the data moves through collection, analysis, and 

communication. 

The first part of the issue is data collection. Meta announced that it would begin using 

public content from adult users in the European Union, along with interactions users have with 

Meta AI, to train its models (Malik, 2025). Reuters also explained that this included public posts 

and comments, while private messages with friends and family were generally excluded unless 

users chose to engage with Meta’s AI tools (Samuel, 2025). On paper, Meta presents this as a 

limited and practical use of public information. However, the fact that data is public does not 

automatically mean people expected it to be reused in this way. Someone may post a picture, 

comment, or opinion online to communicate with other people, not to help build a large AI 

system. 

That is where the main ethical issue begins to show. The deeper problem is informed 

consent. Just because users agreed to be on the platform or made a post publicly visible does not 

mean they clearly agreed to have that information used to train AI. This creates a gap between 

what users thought they were doing and what the company is now doing with their data. Meta 
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argued that using this data would help its AI better understand European languages, cultures, and 

local expressions, which the company says is necessary for improving the product (Bettya, 

2025). Even so, that explanation does not fully address whether users meaningfully understood 

or agreed to this new purpose for their content. 

The second part of the issue is data analysis. Once the data is collected, it does not just sit 

in storage. It is used to train models to recognize patterns in language, behavior, tone, and 

communication. This matters because the way data is analyzed can affect the outputs an AI 

system produces later. IBM explains that bias in AI can come from the data itself and from the 

way it is processed, especially if the data does not fully represent all users or perspectives 

(“What Is Data Bias?,” 2025). Codecademy makes a similar point by explaining that bias can 

happen during collection, during analysis, and in the way conclusions are drawn from data (“Bias 

in Data Analysis,” n.d.). This means that even if Meta is using a large amount of public content, 

that does not automatically make the AI fair or neutral. 

The third part is data communication. After the system is trained, the AI produces 

responses, summaries, recommendations, or other outputs for users. At that point, most people 

will not know how their own content may have influenced the model. They may also have very 

little understanding of how far their data traveled or how it shaped the final system. This creates 

an ethical issue because the original communication was personal or social, but the final 

communication becomes corporate and automated. The data has moved far away from its 

original context. 

Overall, the core ethical issue in this case is not just whether Meta can legally use public 

data. It is whether people have actually given meaningful consent for their public social media 
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content to be reused in a very different way. Goodwin’s legal discussion points out that even if 

users are given a chance to object, that process may still be confusing or incomplete, especially 

once the data has already entered an AI training system (Moille, 2025). That makes this case a 

strong example of how data ethics is not only about access to information, but also about power, 

context, and control. 

Primary Actors and Their Perspectives 

Several different groups are speaking about this issue, and each one seems to be 

approaching it from a different point of view. Looking at these perspectives through descriptive 

ethics helps make the issue clearer because it focuses on what people are actually saying and 

what may be influencing their views, rather than deciding who is right. 

The first major actor is Meta itself. Meta presents this decision as a way to improve its AI 

systems and make them more useful for European users. In its official statement, the company 

says it wants its AI to better understand local cultures, languages, and everyday ways of speaking 

(Bettya, 2025). From Meta’s perspective, using public user content seems to be framed as a 

practical step toward building a better and more regionally relevant product. The company also 

appears to be motivated by competition, since AI development has become a major focus across 

the tech industry. From this perspective, the use of public data may be seen as normal, necessary, 

and part of improving services. 

Another major group is regulators and legal experts. These actors appear more focused on 

privacy, consent, and whether companies should be allowed to reuse user data this way. Reuters 

and TechCrunch both reported that Meta’s earlier plans had already faced delays because of 

privacy concerns and pressure from European regulators (Malik, 2025; Samuel, 2025). This 
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shows that regulators do not simply see this as a product update. Instead, they seem to view it as 

a question of whether user rights are being respected. Goodwin’s legal analysis also points out 

concerns about whether the legal basis for using this data is strong enough and whether users are 

truly able to object in a meaningful way (Moille, 2025). This perspective seems to be driven by 

the belief that people should have clearer control over how their personal information is reused. 

A third group includes privacy advocates and watchdog organizations. Their perspective 

appears to be shaped by concern over power and transparency. Ars Technica reported criticism 

that some users who had already opted out of AI training were being asked to do so again, which 

raised questions about how effective or user friendly the opt out process really was (Belanger, 

2025). From this point of view, the issue is not just whether a form exists. The bigger issue is 

whether ordinary people are realistically able to understand what is happening and protect 

themselves from it. Forbes also frames the issue as part of a larger privacy concern rather than a 

one time misunderstanding (Woollacott, 2025). These perspectives seem to be driven by distrust 

toward large technology companies and concern about how little control users often have once 

data enters a platform’s system. 

The final important group is users themselves. Even though not every user is directly 

quoted in the articles, their perspective is still central to the issue. Some users may not care very 

much and may feel that better AI tools are worth the tradeoff. Others may feel uncomfortable 

knowing that their public content could be reused in a way they never intended. A person who 

posts online for community, self expression, or casual communication may not see that as the 

same thing as contributing to AI development. These reactions may be shaped by a person’s trust 

in technology, past privacy concerns, or their general understanding of how platforms use data. 
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When these perspectives are placed side by side, the issue becomes more complex. Meta 

focuses on usefulness and innovation. Regulators focus on rights and legal boundaries. Privacy 

advocates focus on power and transparency. Users may focus on trust, comfort, or convenience. 

Descriptive ethics helps show that these groups are not simply arguing over facts. They are also 

reacting from different values, expectations, and experiences. 

Reflection on Missing, Unclear, and More Credible Perspectives 

The perspective I probably understand the least is Meta’s argument that using public user 

content for AI training is just a reasonable extension of how social media platforms already 

operate. I can understand the company’s logic to a certain point. If Meta wants its AI to better 

understand real language, humor, and culture, then using real public content does make sense 

from a technical standpoint. I can also understand why a company would want to improve its 

product in a way that feels more local and relevant to users. From a business and development 

perspective, that argument is not hard to follow. 

At the same time, that perspective still feels incomplete to me. The part that makes it 

harder to fully accept is that it focuses heavily on usefulness but does not fully deal with the 

issue of expectation. People may understand that platforms collect data for ads, 

recommendations, or engagement, but AI training feels like a different category. It changes the 

role of the user from someone sharing content into someone unknowingly contributing to a 

machine learning system. That shift feels important, and I think it is one of the main reasons this 

issue has created concern. 

The perspectives that feel more credible to me are the ones focused on consent and long 

term control over data. That is probably because I tend to trust arguments more when they focus 
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on what happens after people lose control over their information. The point that stands out the 

most to me is that once data is used to train an AI model, it may not be easy or even possible to 

fully remove its influence later (Moille, 2025). That makes the idea of “opting out” feel less 

reassuring. If the process only works before the data is used, or if users do not fully understand 

what they are opting out of, then the protection feels limited. 

I also think some perspectives are missing from the conversation. One missing 

perspective is the average everyday user who does not closely follow privacy news or AI policy. 

A lot of people probably do not know that their public content may be used this way at all. 

Another missing perspective is from communities that may be more vulnerable to 

misrepresentation or bias in AI systems. If their public content is used for training, but they have 

little say in how the system is built or evaluated, then their data may be used without them 

having much power in the process. That feels like an important gap. 

My own experiences also affect which perspectives feel more believable to me. Because I 

am more aware of how data is collected and reused in technology systems, I naturally find 

privacy concerns more convincing than company messaging. Someone who is less familiar with 

these issues might feel differently and may focus more on convenience or product improvement. 

That is important to recognize because it shows that even our own reactions are shaped by 

experience. 

Overall, this case shows that data ethics is not just about whether something is technically 

allowed or useful. It is also about whether people understand what is happening, whether they 

have meaningful control, and whether the use of data stays close to the purpose people originally 
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had in mind when they shared it. That is what makes Meta’s AI training decision ethically 

significant. 
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