oo
oo

EKSIAM & PARTNERS

UEEN LenFn waud wiiniuesa dran

Legal article Last updated 13 November 2026

Blackmailed with a Threat to Release a Video:
Extortion, Blackmail by Threat to Disclose a Secret, or
Coercion, Can You Report It, and What Should You Do

By Eksiam Chaisorn, Legal Consultant

Eksiam & Partners Co., Ltd.

This article is general legal information, not a legal opinion on any specific matter. Each matter must
be assessed on its own facts and evidence. The latest online version is at https://

eksiamdefamationlaw.com/en/articles/blackmail-threat-to-release-clip.html

Key points

Threatening to release a video, images or a secret so that the victim pays money or gives any
benefit of a property nature is

blackmail by threat to disclose a secret under Section 338 of the Criminal Code, punishable by
one to ten years’ imprisonment and a fine of twenty thousand to two hundred thousand baht, or

extortion under Section 337 where the threat is to harm reputation.

A threat used to make someone do or refrain from something that is not property, such as
resuming a relationship, resigning or withdrawing a lawsuit, is coercion under Section 309,

whose first paragraph is a compoundable offense under Section 321.

The offense exists even if nothing has been paid. The offense is complete when the person
threatened gives in; if they refuse, the blackmailer is guilty of attempted extortion or attempted

blackmail, punishable by two thirds of the penalty under Section 80.
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Extortion and blackmail by threat to disclose a secret are not compoundable. The Criminal Code
contains no provision allowing settlement in that chapter, so withdrawing the complaint does
not remove the power of the inquiry official or the public prosecutor under Section 126,

paragraph two, of the Criminal Procedure Code.

Once the video is released, the offender is additionally liable under
Section 14 (4) of the Computer Crime Act if the content is obscene, and for defamation by
publication under Section 328 if an imputation accompanies it. Supreme Court Judgment No.

4403/2566 held that these are two separate offenses.

An image edited to appear to be the injured person is an offense under Section 16 of the same
Act, and the injured person may claim civil compensation under Sections 420 and 423 of the Civil

and Commercial Code.

English, German and Japanese law punish threats for money in the same way. England uses the
offense of blackmail under section 21 of the Theft Act 1968, with a maximum of fourteen years,
and the English High Court in Reid v Price assessed civil damages for the disclosure of private

recordings.

Being blackmailed means being coerced by a threat to disclose a video, images or a secret so
that one pays money or does what the blackmailer wants. The Thai Criminal Code punishes this
as blackmail by threat to disclose a secret under Section 338 where the threat is to reveal a
secret in exchange for a benefit of a property nature, as extortion under Section 337 where the
threat is to harm reputation, and as coercion under Section 309 where what is demanded is not
property. The offense arises as soon as the threat reaches the recipient; a person who refuses to

pay can still report an attempt; and the first two offenses are not compoundable.

Which section applies to blackmail

The Thai Criminal Code has no word for blackmail, but it has three offenses that cover threats
made to obtain a benefit: extortion under Section 337, where the threat is to harm life, body,

liberty, reputation or property; blackmail by threat to disclose a secret under Section 338, where
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the threat is to reveal a secret; and coercion under Section 309, where what the victim is made
to do is not the giving of property. Which section applies turns on two things: what the

blackmailer uses as a threat, and what the blackmailer demands.

In everyday language, blackmail means using information that the other side does not want
known to force payment or compliance. Thai law divides this conduct into offenses according to
what is demanded. If money or a benefit of a property nature is demanded, Sections 337 and
338 apply; both sit in Title 12 on offenses against property. If the demand is that the victim do or

refrain from something else, Section 309 applies; it sits in Title 11 on offenses against liberty.

Section 338 is the provision that fits a threat to release a video most closely, because its text
speaks specifically of a threat to disclose a secret and sets a higher penalty than ordinary

extortion.

Criminal Code, Section 338 (unofficial translation) “Whoever coerces another person to give, or to
agree to give, to the offender or to a third person a benefit of a property nature, by threatening to
disclose a secret the disclosure of which would cause injury to the person threatened or to a third
person, so that the person coerced so submits, commits the offense of blackmail by threat to
disclose a secret and shall be punished with imprisonment of one to ten years and a fine of twenty

thousand to two hundred thousand baht.”!

Section 338 has four elements. First, coercion, meaning pressure on the will of another person.
Second, the means: a threat to disclose a secret whose disclosure would injure the person
threatened or a third person. Third, the demand: that the victim give or agree to give a benefit of
a property nature to the offender or someone else. Fourth, the result: the person coerced
submits. A private video or image that the injured person does not want others to see is a secret
within this section, and how the blackmailer obtained the video, whether recorded with consent

or secretly, is not an element.

Section 337 is broader than Section 338 in its means, because it covers threats to harm life,

body, liberty, reputation or property and the use of force, but it carries a lower penalty.
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Criminal Code, Section 337, paragraph one (unofficial translation) “Whoever coerces another
person to give, or to agree to give, to the offender or to a third person a benefit of a property nature,
by using force or by threatening to cause injury to the life, body, liberty, reputation or property of
the person threatened or of a third person, so that the person coerced so submits, commits the
offense of extortion and shall be punished with imprisonment not exceeding five years and a fine

not exceeding one hundred thousand baht.”?

Section 337, paragraph two, raises the penalty to imprisonment of six months to seven years
where the threat is to kill, to cause grievous bodily harm or to set fire to property, or where the
offender carries a weapon. A threat to release a video does not usually fall under paragraph two

unless a threat to life or body accompanies it.

Issue Extortion, Section 337 Blackmail by threat to disclose a secret, Section 338 Coercion, Section 309
Means of Injury to life, body, Disclosure of a secret that would injure the person Injury to life, body,
threat liberty, reputation or threatened or a third person liberty, reputation or
property, or use of force property, or use of force
What is A benefit of a property A benefit of a property nature To do, to refrain from
demanded nature doing, or to submit to
anything
Penalty Up to five years and a One to ten years and a fine of 20,000 to 200,000 baht Up to three years, or a
fine up to 100,000 baht fine up to 60,000 baht,
or both
Compoundable No No Paragraph one: yes

(Section 321)

Prescription Ten years Fifteen years Ten years (paragraph
(Section 95) one)
Page 4 of 25

Eksiam & Partners Co., Ltd. | Tax ID 01
300/90 Premium Place, amin Roa




oo
oo

EKSIAM & PARTNERS

UFHN 1anFuw Laud wisnuasa daia

If the threat demands nothing at all and is merely meant to frighten, for example a message
saying the video will be released without saying what is wanted, the conduct falls under Section
392, a petty offense punishing whoever “causes another person to be frightened or alarmed by a
threat”, with imprisonment not exceeding one month or a fine not exceeding ten thousand baht.
% In practice a message of this kind is usually followed by a demand in the next message, so the
injured person should keep every message in order of time: the message that names an amount

or a demand is what turns the offense from a petty offense into Section 337 or Section 338.

Threat to release a video for money: extortion or blackmail by threat
to disclose a secret

A threat to release a private video or image in exchange for money meets the elements of
Section 338 directly, because a video the injured person does not want seen is a secret and its
disclosure would injure them. The same act also falls under Section 337 as a threat to harm
reputation. Where one act falls under both provisions, the court punishes under the provision

with the heavier penalty under Section 90, which is Section 338.

The key words in Section 338 are “disclose a secret”. A secret in its ordinary meaning is a fact its
owner wishes to keep private and which is not yet generally known. Private videos or images,
private conversations, medical history, relationships and family matters all fit. Section 337
instead uses the words “threatening to cause injury to ... reputation”, which covers a threat to

publish matters that would damage the victim’s reputation whether or not they are secret.

The practical difference lies in two things. The first is the penalty: Section 338 has a minimum of
one year and a maximum of ten, while Section 337, paragraph one, has only a maximum of five.
The second is prescription: an offense punishable by up to ten years prescribes in fifteen years
under Section 95 (2), while one punishable by up to five years prescribes in ten years under

Section 95 (3).4
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A benefit of a property nature is not limited to cash. A demand for a bank transfer, for the
purchase of goods, for the release of a debt, for the transfer of property or for unpaid work can
all be benefits of a property nature. A demand for more videos or images, common in what is
called sextortion, is not a benefit of a property nature and therefore does not fall under Section

337 or 338 but under Section 309, discussed in the next section.

The firm’s view At the complaint stage, the firm recommends stating all three parts of the facts,
namely the threat, the demand and the result (whether the victim paid or not), and leaving the
inquiry official to frame the charge. The injured person does not need to choose the section in
the complaint, because a complaint that sets out the facts fully supports every offense those

facts constitute.

Nothing paid yet: is the blackmailer liable

Yes. Sections 337 and 338 treat the offense as complete when the person coerced gives, or
agrees to give, the benefit. If the person threatened refuses, the blackmailer has begun the
commission of the offense without achieving its result, which is an attempt under Section 80,
punishable by two thirds of the penalty prescribed by law. A person who has been threatened

and has not paid can therefore report the matter immediately.

Both sections use the words “so that the person coerced so submits”, meaning that the result of
the coercion is an element of the completed offense. But the law does not let a blackmailer

whose threat fails go free, because Section 80 lays down attempt as a general rule.

Criminal Code, Section 80 (unofficial translation) “Whoever commences the commission of an
offense but does not carry it through, or carries it through but the act does not achieve its result,
attempts to commit that offense. Whoever attempts to commit an offense shall be punished with

two thirds of the penalty prescribed by law for that offense.”®

Sending a threat with a demand to the injured person is already the commencement of the
offense, because the blackmailer has done everything they need to do to make the victim

submit; what remains is the victim’s decision. When the victim refuses, the act has been carried
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through without achieving its result, which matches the words of Section 80. In figures,
attempted blackmail by threat to disclose a secret carries two thirds of one to ten years, and

attempted extortion two thirds of up to five years.

This directly affects the victim’s decision. Refusing to pay does not weaken the case. On the
contrary, paying lets the blackmailer obtain property and usually leads to the next demand,
because the video remains in the blackmailer’s hands. Refusing and reporting turns the
threatening messages into evidence of an attempt, and if the blackmailer later releases the

video, that is a further, separate offense as explained below.

Where the victim has already paid part of what was demanded, the offense was completed at the
first payment. A further demand based on the same video is a new act of coercion and a
separate offense. A victim who has already paid can therefore still report, and should do so

quickly, because every further payment increases the loss.

Demands other than money: Section 309

A threat to release a video so that the victim resumes a relationship, resigns, withdraws a lawsuit,
sends more images or submits to anything that is not the giving of property is coercion under
Section 309, paragraph one, of the Criminal Code, punishable by imprisonment not exceeding
three years, or a fine not exceeding sixty thousand baht, or both, and is a compoundable offense

under Section 321.

Criminal Code, Section 309, paragraph one (unofficial translation) “Whoever coerces another
person to do or not to do any act, or to submit to anything, by causing fear of injury to the life, body,
liberty, reputation or property of the person coerced or of another, or by using force, so that the
person coerced does or does not do that act or submits to that thing, shall be punished with

imprisonment not exceeding three years, or a fine not exceeding sixty thousand baht, or both.”®
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Section 309 differs from Sections 337 and 338 in what is demanded. Section 309 covers any act,
omission or submission that is not a benefit of a property nature. The means of threat in Section
309 are described in the same words as Section 337: causing fear of injury to life, body, liberty,
reputation or property. A threat to release a video causes fear of injury to reputation and

therefore satisfies this element.

Section 309, paragraph two, raises the penalty to up to five years where the offender carries a
weapon, where five or more persons act together, or where the coercion is intended to make the
victim execute, withdraw, damage or destroy a document of title. A threat to release a video so
that the victim signs a loan agreement, signs a transfer of rights or tears up a contract may

therefore fall under paragraph two.

Where the demand is for more videos or images, the blackmailer usually commits further
offenses. If the images demanded are obscene and are uploaded to a computer system
accessible to the general public, Section 14 (4) of the Computer Crime Act applies. Where the
person threatened is a child under eighteen, specific provisions on child sexual abuse material
apply which are outside the scope of this page; the injured person or parent should inform the

inquiry official of the victim’s age from the outset.

Because Section 309, paragraph one, is compoundable, the injured person must lodge a
complaint within three months of learning of the offense and the identity of the offender under
Section 96, failing which the case is time-barred.” This differs from Sections 337 and 338, which
have no three-month limit. A victim threatened into doing something other than paying must

therefore watch the calendar.

Video already released: additional offenses

When the blackmailer actually releases the video, they commit a further, separate offense:
Section 14 (4) of the Computer Crime Act where the content is obscene and accessible to the
public, Section 16 where the image was created, edited or altered, and Section 326 or 328 of the
Criminal Code where an imputation accompanies the release. Supreme Court Judgment No.

4403/2566 held that defamation by publication and Section 14 (4) are two separate offenses.
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The threat and the release are separate acts with separate intentions, protecting different legal
interests. The threat protects freedom of decision and property; the release protects reputation
and public order. A blackmailer who threatens and then releases the video is not relieved of the

threat offense and incurs additional liability for the release.

The first offense is Section 14 (4) of the Computer Crime Act, which punishes whoever “inputs
into a computer system any computer data of an obscene nature, where that computer data is

y

accessible to the general public”, with imprisonment not exceeding five years or a fine not
exceeding one hundred thousand baht, or both; sub-section (5) punishes whoever disseminates
or forwards such data knowing what it is.® A person who receives the video and forwards it in a

group or reposts it is therefore liable under sub-section (5).

The second offense is defamation, where the release comes with a statement or context that
imputes something, for example naming the injured person together with remarks about their
conduct. That falls under Section 326, and where it is done by images, recordings or broadcast,
under Section 328, punishable by imprisonment not exceeding two years and a fine not
exceeding two hundred thousand baht.” The Supreme Court has held that these two offenses

are punished separately.

Court decision, Supreme Court Judgment No. 4403/2566'°

The defendant posted a video clip on a social network once. The Supreme Court held that
although the defendant uploaded the clip to Twitter only once, the offense of defamation by
publication under Section 328 of the Criminal Code and the offense of inputting obscene
computer data into a computer system under Section 14 (4) of the Computer Crime Act protect
different legal interests, and that “the two offenses have different elements and their
intentions can clearly be separated; the defendant’s act therefore constitutes two separate
offenses, each of which must be punished under Section 91 of the Criminal Code” (unofficial

translation).
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This judgment has two consequences for a blackmail victim. First, compounding the defamation
part, which is compoundable under Section 333, does not extinguish the Section 14 (4) charge,
because that offense is not an offense against the person. Second, one release is punished as
two counts, a fact the injured person can use in negotiating for the clip to be deleted and the

conduct to stop.

The third offense is Section 16 of the same Act, which applies where the image is not a real
image of the injured person but one “created, edited, added to or altered by electronic or any
other means” and uploaded to a publicly accessible computer system in a manner likely to
cause the person to be defamed, insulted, hated or embarrassed, punishable by imprisonment
not exceeding three years and a fine not exceeding two hundred thousand baht.'? A threat using
an edited image, including one generated by software, is therefore blackmail or extortion at the
threat stage and a Section 16 offense at the release stage. Edited images are discussed in

Editing someone’s photo and posting it: Section 16 of the Computer Crime Act (Thai).

In civil law, releasing a private video is an unlawful act causing injury to a right of another, which
is a tort under Section 420 of the Civil and Commercial Code, and where untrue statements are
spread to the injury of reputation, Section 423 applies as well.** The injured person may claim
compensation in a civil action or by filing a claim in the criminal court. How damages are

calculated is explained in How much can be claimed in a defamation suit (Thai).

Compounding, withdrawal of the complaint and prescription

Extortion under Section 337 and blackmail by threat to disclose a secret under Section 338 are
not compoundable, because the Criminal Code contains no provision making these two offenses
compoundable, unlike the chapter on fraud, which has Section 348, and the chapter on
defamation, which has Section 333. Withdrawing the complaint therefore does not end the case,
and the prescription periods are ten and fifteen years respectively. Coercion under Section 309,
paragraph one, is compoundable under Section 321 and requires a complaint within three

months.
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A compoundable offense in the Criminal Code must be designated by a specific provision. In Title
12 on offenses against property, Section 348 provides that “the offenses in this chapter, except
the offense under Section 343, are compoundable offenses”, but that section is in Chapter 3 on
fraud, while extortion and blackmail are in Chapter 2, which contains no such provision. These

two offenses are therefore public offenses.’

The consequence appears in Section 126, paragraph two, of the Criminal Procedure Code: “In a
case that is not an offense against the person, such withdrawal of the complaint does not
remove the power of the inquiry official to investigate or of the public prosecutor to prosecute
the case.”' An injured person who later settles with the blackmailer and withdraws the
complaint does not end the case, and a blackmailer who offers to delete the video in exchange

for the withdrawal of the complaint cannot obtain that result under the law.

This has two sides. For the injured person, the fact that the case proceeds regardless of any
settlement means they are not exposed to renewed threats aimed at making them drop the
case. For the accused, negotiating compensation and deleting the video still count as mitigating

circumstances the court may take into account, even though they do not end the case.

Defamation under Sections 326 and 328, which arises when the release is accompanied by an
imputation, is compoundable under Section 333 and requires a complaint within three months
under Section 96. A blackmail victim whose video has been released therefore has two clocks
running at different speeds: three months for the defamation charge, and ten or fifteen years for
extortion or blackmail. Compounding in defamation cases is discussed in Can defamation be

compounded (Thai).

Criminal Code, Section 95, paragraph one (unofficial translation) “In a criminal case, if the
prosecution is not brought and the offender is not brought before the court within the following
periods counted from the date of the offense, the case is time-barred: (1) twenty years for offenses
punishable with death, life imprisonment or twenty years’ imprisonment; (2) fifteen years for
offenses punishable with imprisonment of more than seven years but less than twenty years; (3)
ten years for offenses punishable with imprisonment of more than one year up to seven years; (4)
five years for offenses punishable with imprisonment of more than one month up to one year; (5) one

year for offenses punishable with imprisonment of one month or less, or with any other penalty.”*
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Prescription runs from the date of the offense, that is the date the threat was sent, not the date
the victim learns who the offender is. Where the blackmailer uses a fake account, the victim has
a long time to identify them, but electronic evidence has a much shorter life than the
prescription period: the traffic data that service providers must retain is kept for a period fixed by

law. Reporting quickly therefore matters more for identifying the offender than prescription does.

Steps to take when blackmailed

A person threatened with the release of a video should not pay, should not send more images,
should not delete the conversation, should preserve the threatening messages with the sender’s
account and timestamps, should report to the inquiry official for extortion or blackmail, and
should report the account to the platform. This order rests on the principle that the offense
already exists from the moment the threat is sent, and that paying does not remove the video

from the blackmailer’s hands.

Do not pay and do not negotiate the amount. Paying completes the offense and opens the
way to the next demand, while negotiating the amount shows that the victim is agreeing to
give, which may itself be read as completing the offense. If anything is sent, it should be a

short message that the matter will be dealt with under the law.

Do not delete the conversation and do not block the account immediately. The
threatening messages are the evidence of the completed or attempted offense. Blocking
prevents new messages naming an amount or a deadline, which are the messages that
make the charge clearer, from reaching the victim. Take screenshots of every message with

the account name, user ID and timestamp, and consider blocking only after reporting.

Record the payment route and account details. The bank account number, PromptPay
number or digital wallet the blackmailer names is information the inquiry official uses to
request data from financial institutions to identify the offender. Even if the victim never

transfers money, this information has investigative value.
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Report to the inquiry official at the police station in the locality where the victim received
the message, or the police unit responsible for technology crime, describing the three parts
of the facts: the threat, the demand and the result, with copies of the evidence. There is no
three-month limit for extortion or blackmail, but reporting quickly lets the inquiry official

request computer traffic data in time.

Report to the platform. Most social media services have a channel for reporting threats
and non-consensual intimate images. Reporting gets the blackmailer’s account suspended
and any clip that is posted removed faster. This step is done alongside the police report, not

instead of it.

Prepare for the possibility that the video is released. Screenshot the post, its address and
the number of views as soon as it is found, as evidence of the offenses under Section 14 (4),
Section 16 or Section 328 and for calculating civil damages. Evidence collection is

explained in Collecting evidence of online defamation.

A victim who has already paid can and should still report. The offense was completed at the first
payment, the transfer record is the clearest evidence that the person coerced submitted, and the

victim can claim the money back as compensation in the criminal case.

The firm’s view In the matters the firm handles, the step that takes the most time is not the
report itself but arranging the evidence so that the inquiry official sees the elements of the
offense in a single reading: where the threat is, where the demand is, and how the victim replied.
The firm therefore prepares a chronology with the supporting evidence as one document before
the meeting with the inquiry official, and where the blackmailer is still sending messages, the

firm advises the victim to stop replying, not to stop receiving.
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Accused of blackmail for demanding a debt or a right

Demanding a debt or a right that genuinely exists is not, by itself, extortion or blackmail, because
the benefit demanded is one the claimant is entitled to. But the method used can still be an
offense. Threatening to shame the debtor with private images or secrets unrelated to the debt
may be coercion under Section 309, as coercing payment by a means the law does not permit,

and actually shaming them is defamation under Section 326 or 328.

This question comes from the other side of the same situation. People with real claims, such as
creditors, parties to a breached contract or persons whose rights have been infringed, often use
pressure to obtain payment. Saying that one will sue, report the matter or go to court is notice of
the exercise of a legal right, not a threat to cause injury. Saying that one will post private images,
tell the family, write to the employer or reveal matters unrelated to the debt is a threat to harm

reputation or disclose a secret, which is the means prohibited by Sections 309, 337 and 338.

The difference between Section 309 and Section 337 in a debt-collection case lies in the words
“a benefit of a property nature”, where the court must consider whether the claimant is entitled
to that benefit. The firm does not cite Supreme Court judgments on this point on this page,
because on the day it was prepared the Supreme Court judgment search system was unavailable;
a person in the position of the accused should seek advice on their specific case before giving a

statement.

As for publicly shaming a debtor online, even where the debt is real, posting about it can still be
defamation, because Section 330 exempts from punishment only where the matter is proved
true and the proof is in the public interest, which a private debt usually is not. See Is posting the

truth defamation.

The firm’s view A creditor who wants to put pressure on a debtor should keep to their legal
rights: suing, enforcing the judgment and interest. Referring to the debtor’s private matters
unrelated to the debt does not make payment any faster in law, but it can turn the creditor into

a suspect in an offense that carries a heavier penalty than the debt being collected.
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Comparative law: England, Germany and Japan

English, German and Japanese law punish threats made for money in offenses that correspond
to Thai extortion and blackmail. England has the offense of blackmail under section 21 of the
Theft Act 1968, which punishes an unwarranted demand with menaces, with a maximum of
fourteen years’ imprisonment; Germany uses Erpressung under § 253 of the Strafgesetzbuch,
with up to five years; and Japan uses #k¥g under Article 249 of the Penal Code, with up to ten

years. All three systems punish attempts.

England and Wales Section 21 of the Theft Act 1968 provides that a person is guilty of blackmail
if, “with a view to gain for himself or another or with intent to cause loss to another, he makes
any unwarranted demand with menaces”, and that a demand with menaces is unwarranted
unless the person making it believes both that they have reasonable grounds for making the
demand and that the use of the menaces is a proper means of reinforcing it. Subsection (2)
provides that the nature of the act demanded is immaterial, and that it is immaterial whether
the menaces relate to action by the person making the demand; subsection (3) sets the
maximum at fourteen years.'> The difference from Thai law is that English law gathers every form
of threat into a single offense and uses the claimant’s two beliefs to separate a lawful claim
from blackmail, an approach that answers the debt-collection question of the previous section

more clearly than the words of Section 337.

On the civil side, in Reid v Price [2020] EWHC 594 (QB) the English High Court assessed damages
where the defendant had disclosed private recordings of the claimant after giving a written
undertaking not to. Warby J held that the claim merited an award of at least £25,000 for breach
of confidence, misuse of private information, breach of contract and compensation under data
protection law.'® The case shows that in English law the disclosure of private recordings has a

civil remedy independent of the criminal case, comparable to Section 420 in Thailand.

Germany § 253 of the Strafgesetzbuch, Erpressung, punishes whoever “unlawfully, by force or by
threat of serious harm, compels another person to do, tolerate or refrain from an act, and
thereby causes a disadvantage to the assets of the person compelled or of another, in order to
enrich himself or a third person unlawfully”, with imprisonment of up to five years or a fine.

Paragraph (2) provides that the act is unlawful where the use of force or the threat of harm for
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the purpose pursued is to be regarded as reprehensible (verwerflich); paragraph (3) makes the
attempt punishable; and paragraph (4) sets a minimum of one year in especially serious cases,
such as acting commercially or as a member of a gang.!” A threat to make someone do
something that is not property is Notigung under § 240, with up to three years, comparable to
Section 309 of the Thai Code.

The words “Drohung mit einem empfindlichen Ubel”, threat of a serious harm, are broader than
the five-item list in Section 337, and a threat to disclose a private video falls within them without
any need to decide whether the video is a secret. German law therefore does not separate
extortion from blackmail by threat to disclose a secret, but uses the reprehensibility test in

paragraph (2) to separate a lawful claim from a threat for money.

Japan Article 249, paragraph one, of the Penal Code provides that “a person who extorts
another to deliver property shall be punished by imprisonment for not more than ten years”, and
paragraph two applies the same to obtaining a property benefit other than a thing. Article 250
punishes attempts in that chapter. A threat that demands nothing is 318 under Article 222,
which punishes giving notice of harm to life, body, liberty, reputation or property, with up to two
years’ imprisonment or a fine of up to 300,000 yen, and Article 223, 38, applies to forcing a
person to do something they are not obliged to do, with up to three years.'® This three-offense

structure is the closest to Sections 392, 309 and 337 of the Thai Code.
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Thailand

Extortion, s.337,
Blackmail by threat to

disclose a secret, 5.338

Five years (s.337), ten
years (s.338)

Two thirds of the
penalty (s.80)

Coercion, 5.309

The words “a benefit of
a property nature” and

the claimant’s right

UFHN 1anFuw Laud wisnuasa daia

England

Blackmail (Theft Act

1968 5.21)

Fourteen years

Punishable under

general rules

Within blackmail where
there is a view to gain or

intent to cause loss

The claimant’s two

beliefs (s.21 (1) (a) (b))

Germany

Erpressung (§ 253 StGB)

Five years; at least one
year in especially serious

cases

Punishable (§ 253 (3))

Notigung (§ 240)

Reprehensibility of the
means for the purpose

(§ 253 (2))

Japan

X8 (Article
249)

Ten years

Punishable

(Article 250)

FRE (Article
223)

Not examined

in this round

Two conclusions follow for Thai readers. First, every system punishes the threat from the attempt

stage, so refusing to pay does not relieve the blackmailer in any of them. Second, systems with a

single offense, like England and Germany, must build a test to separate lawful claims from

threats, whereas Thai law separates offenses by what is demanded and what is threatened, which

makes the choice of section at the complaint stage matter and is why the firm recommends

describing the facts fully rather than naming a section.
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Law and economics and behavioral science of blackmail

In law and economics, blackmail is a transaction to which both sides appear to consent, yet every
legal system prohibits it. Ronald Coase explained in the Virginia Law Review in 1988 that
disclosing a secret is often not unlawful on its own, and that paying money voluntarily is not
unlawful either, but combining the two into an offer is an offense, because the resources spent
on finding secrets and making threats create no value beyond transferring wealth from the
victim to the blackmailer. A survey by Patchin and Hinduja shows that threats involving intimate
images occur among young people at a measurable rate and that many perpetrators were

previously victims.

The problem economists call the paradox of blackmail is that threatening to reveal a true fact is
not an offense in itself, and asking for money is not an offense, yet when the blackmailer offers
silence for money, every system cited on this page punishes it. Coase analyzed a series of English
cases and offered an economic reason: allowing blackmail would create an incentive to invest
resources in discovering other people’s secrets in order to sell them back to their owners, an
activity that consumes resources without adding any output to society.'? The firm has verified
the bibliographic data of this article with Crossref but has not read the full text in this round, and

summarizes its thesis at the level at which the general literature cites it.

This view explains the structure of Section 338 well. The text does not ask whether the secret is
true, and does not ask whether the victim paid voluntarily; it punishes the use of a secret as an
instrument for obtaining property, and sets a higher penalty than ordinary extortion, which
matches the observation that the search for secrets is an investment the law wants to

discourage from the outset.

From a behavioral science perspective, the survey by Patchin and Hinduja in Sexual Abuse, using
a sample of 5,568 middle and high school students in the United States, defines sextortion as
“the threatened dissemination of explicit, intimate, or embarrassing images of a sexual nature
without consent, usually for the purpose of procuring additional images, sexual acts, money, or
something else”, and reports that about 5% of the sample had been victims, about 3% admitted

threatening others who had shared an image with them in confidence, and those who had
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threatened others were more likely to have been victims themselves.?’ The study concerns young
people in the United States, not adults in Thailand, and is used here as a comparative

observation, not as evidence that the same proportions occur in Thailand.

The firm’s view The definition in that study matches the three-offense structure of Thai law:
what is demanded may be more images, sexual acts, money or something else, of which the first
two and the last fall under Section 309 while money falls under Section 337 or 338. What the
firm observes in practice is that victims who pay the first time do so because they judge the
harm of disclosure to be greater than the sum demanded, a judgment that is correct only if the
blackmailer stops after being paid. But the blackmailer has no incentive to stop, because the
video remains in their hands and the cost of the next threat is close to zero. Refusing to pay and

reporting is therefore the option with the lower total cost in almost every case.

Frequently asked questions

Frequently asked questions about being blackmailed: the offenses, reporting before any
payment, compounding, prescription, the additional offenses once the video is released, threats
demanding something other than money, recovering money paid, and debt collection. Each
answer refers to the Criminal Code, the Criminal Procedure Code, the Computer Crime Act and

Supreme Court judgments verified against official databases.

Which section of Thai law applies when someone is blackmailed?

If the threat is to disclose a video, images or a secret in exchange for money or any benefit of a
property nature, the offense is blackmail by threat to disclose a secret under Section 338 of the
Criminal Code, punishable by one to ten years’ imprisonment. If the threat is to harm life, body,
liberty, reputation or property in exchange for money, it is extortion under Section 337,
punishable by up to five years. If the demand is for something other than property, it is coercion

under Section 309, punishable by up to three years.
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The blackmailer threatened to release a video but | have not paid. Can | report it?

Yes. Sending a threat together with a demand is already the commission of the act. When the
person threatened refuses, the blackmailer is guilty of attempted extortion or attempted
blackmail under Section 80, punishable by two thirds of the penalty for the completed offense.

The injured person does not need to pay for a case to exist, and should not pay.

Can blackmail be settled? Does withdrawing the complaint end the case?

No. Extortion under Section 337 and blackmail by threat to disclose a secret under Section 338
are not compoundable offenses, because the Criminal Code contains no provision making the
offenses in that chapter compoundable. Withdrawing the complaint does not remove the power
of the inquiry official or the public prosecutor under Section 126, paragraph two, of the Criminal
Procedure Code. Coercion under Section 309, paragraph one, is compoundable under Section

321, and defamation is compoundable under Section 333.

What is the prescription period for a blackmail case?

Blackmail by threat to disclose a secret under Section 338 carries a maximum of ten years’
imprisonment, so the prescription period is fifteen years under Section 95 (2) of the Criminal
Code. Extortion under Section 337, paragraph one, and coercion under Section 309, paragraph
one, carry maximums of five and three years, so the period is ten years under Section 95 (3),
counted from the date of the offense. Coercion under Section 309, paragraph one, is

compoundable, so the complaint must be lodged within three months of learning of the offense

and the offender, under Section 96.

The video has already been released. What additional offenses apply?

If the video is obscene and accessible to the general public, the offense under Section 14 (4) of
the Computer Crime Act applies, with up to five years’ imprisonment. If the image was edited or
fabricated, Section 16 applies, with up to three years. If the release is accompanied by an
imputation, it is defamation by publication under Section 328 of the Criminal Code. Supreme
Court Judgment No. 4403/2566 held that Section 328 and Section 14 (4) are two separate

offenses, each punished.
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Someone threatened to release a video unless | got back together with them or sent more

images. Which section applies?

That is coercion under Section 309, paragraph one, of the Criminal Code, because what is
demanded is not a benefit of a property nature. The penalty is up to three years’ imprisonment,
or a fine of up to sixty thousand baht, or both. It is compoundable under Section 321, so the
complaint must be lodged within three months. If the images demanded are obscene and are
uploaded to a publicly accessible computer system, Section 14 (4) of the Computer Crime Act

applies as well.

| already paid. Can I still report it, and can | get the money back?

Yes. The offense was completed when the person threatened gave in and paid. The transfer
record is the clearest evidence, and any further demand based on the same video is a separate
offense. The injured person can claim the money back by filing a claim for compensation in the

criminal case, or by suing in tort under Section 420 of the Civil and Commercial Code.

Is demanding payment of a debt by threatening to shame the debtor blackmail?

Demanding a debt that genuinely exists is not, by itself, extortion or blackmail. But threatening
to disclose private images or matters unrelated to the debt in order to force payment may be
coercion under Section 309, and actually shaming the debtor is defamation under Section 326
or 328 even if the debt is real. A creditor should confine the demand to lawful rights: suing and

enforcing the judgment.

Footnotes

Criminal Code, Section 338 (blackmail by threat to disclose a secret). Unofficial translation by the author; penalty as
amended by Section 4 of the Act Amending the Criminal Code (No. 26), B.E. 2560 (2017). Verified word for word
against the Office of the Council of State database, 13 November 2026, together with Section 90 (one act constituting
several offenses: the provision with the heaviest penalty applies).

Thai original: Uszanangyugoin 11991338 “Hla dudula fou v veul vie vou 9 19 e vide fou ldussTowm Tu
Snwaie i Bunindaulae g 1198 Uameaudy fanisdame Suas ilidgngdy o yaraitanuidene auggn
dudulasomguinu giunsevhanufinguiaeming desserdnusianfusdviadfadu uasusudaus aoaniiy
umdaasauauum’ @ lny uilyifandulagng 4 uwisnsesvdyalf udlufuduussnangmneengn (@tuf
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26) W.A. 2560), 11951 90 “idlansnszvinladudunssuienduanuiinsengruunevansun Ihldnguuneundinemin
Ngnaalnuuignszinnuin” (nafsermiugiudeyangnunevesdinnuanznssunsnguni atuusulnaidgn
13 WeAIN18U 2569)

Criminal Code, Section 337 (extortion), paragraphs one and two. Unofficial translation by the author; penalty as
amended by the Act Amending the Criminal Code (No. 26), B.E. 2560 (2017). Verified 13 November 2026.

Thai original: Uszsnanguaneena wes 337 “dla dudula fou 1y seuli wie vou az W s vide fou léussloni Tu
Snueiilunindaulaglimisenuienielasyidyhagidunmededin s1ne @inw Jedeaniensndauues

v '

Hantdnvidovasyanatian sudgnaudulaseuduint diunsevhanufingiunsslen desserulnudignluduid
waztuliiAuniauauum” 23saaes “danuiagrunssianldnsevinlae (1) 9i1azeh giasvinhesemeliggnduiu
Tavidegaulilésusunsoania wieyhagvliAnmaduiiuinindvesgniuiulavieddu vie (2) fioysfndiang
iy gnssidessenalnedandausvnidiouiaded uasuudasvianivumadaauiniuum’ @nalng ufly
Wi leune 4 wisesesydf udlyiuduussnangmngein @Uuil 26) wa. 2560) (a9 fsiod fugiu

JayangunevesdIinuANEnIIUNNINguinT atuUTuUTIE1gn 13 waAiniuu 2569)

Criminal Code, Section 392 (causing fear or alarm by a threat), a petty offense; penalty as amended by the Act
Amending the Criminal Code (No. 22), B.E. 2558 (2015). Verified 13 November 2026.

Thai original: Usgsnangysneeiay wesn 392 “glaviliguinamundiviomiuanta lnenisgida dosseanddned
anliiuniadiou vdeusuliRuniaviiuum viesdiausu” sy uflufudulaeinns 6 uiwseswdyad
uiluisfisyszananguneeian @UUTl 22) wa. 2558) (a9 fdeffugiudeyanguinevesditinnuanznssunis
nnufn atuuiuuseanan 13 woadniew 2569)

Criminal Code, Section 95, paragraph one (prescription of criminal cases), sub-sections (1) to (5). Verified against the
Office of the Council of State database, 9 November 2026.
Thai original: Uszananguuneeiay) 11031 95 233anils “lupfiongy) dilildfleuazlddgnszianuiaundimanielu

U
° v

nun fseluil duusiunszrimnuie Wuduneeganu (1) 83ul dmsuanuiinfesszanainyussmstin Sian

o o o

paeatin viedandaud (2) Aurd dmsuanufindosszadnedannindatuddshifadaut (3) Aul dmsueudio
fosszndlnudmnnimisdaadnd (@) iU dwmsumnuindessnanediannimidadouonidd (5) ikl dwmdu
aufinfesszandlnydan saus nilaiftouaan wiedessendlnyededu’ hunsuiidiineussiadded fug
Sﬁa‘gaﬂgwmsﬁuaaﬁnﬁﬂmuﬂmzﬂﬁumsmqwﬁmL‘ﬁ"e) 9 W AINILY 2569)

Criminal Code, Section 80 (attempt). Verified 13 November 2026.

Thai original: Uszananguungaigyl 1a51 80 “Klaasfienszyianuiiausinsgyinllinaen viensziilunasnudius
nsnsgyiiulivssgua dunereunssiauiio dlaneeunssyhanuin fudesserinsasdumudiuvedng
i nguane fasua 15 dwsu arwfia th (@599 Aded fu grudeya ngrine ves dninanuanenssumsnguin et
USuueangn 13 waednieu 2569)

Criminal Code, Section 309 (coercion), paragraphs one to three; penalty as amended by the Act Amending the
Criminal Code (No. 26), B.E. 2560 (2017). Verified 13 November 2026.

Thai original: Uszanangvingenay 1ns1 309 253ausn “gladudulagbulinszyinsle linsevinnsla wiesiwouse
adla Tevilind s findusmesedin 919010 w@nm Jeidssdonindduvesdgninduladuieanieveardu vde
Tagldmdsenuieaugdgniuiladosnssininiu linsevhmstuniedieusedsiu fessednudanliiuaud
o usuliiiAunnviuumydeadniauiu” assnaes “dauinmuassnusnldnssihlae fions wielassaunsei
Auifin ey daus i autuly wdeld nsgvinuiteli g gntadulash e vilideme vieviaeenasavsedile &
nszhdasszdlnudianlidui® vieusulifuniuauum vievesniausu” assaau “dnseilasdegiunased
viogodlas li18e8 vidededlasthuasiioguielul fnseridioasendlnydiandaud niadfadnd uaz Usudusaoaniiy

Page 22 of 25

Eksiam & Partners Co., Ltd. | Tax ID 0105569142001
300/90 Premium Place, Nawamin Road, Nawamin, Bueng Kum, Bangkok 10240, Thailand
Tel. +66 81 654 5922 | contact@eksiamlegal.com | eksiamlegal.com

Online version https://eksiamdefamationlaw.com/en/articles/blackmail-threat-to-release-clip.html



~l

oo
oo

EKSIAM & PARTNERS

UFEN LanayIy waud wisniuasa diie

| J4_ 4 . . . o em S
U B risuaudniuum” @01y uilyiudnlaeung 4 wiswsessdyai uily iududssaanguneeig)
(aduf 26) w.a. 2560) (A5IaAwRANIUFIUTRLANMUNBYRIAINIUAMENTIUNING RN aduUTUUTE R

13 WeAIN18U 2569)

Criminal Code, Section 321 (offenses under Sections 309 paragraph one, 310 paragraph one and 311 paragraph one
are compoundable); Section 348 (offenses in the chapter on fraud, except Section 343, are compoundable; this
section is in Chapter 3 of Title 12, while Sections 337 and 338 are in Chapter 2, which the firm has checked and found
to contain no provision making its offenses compoundable); Section 96 (three-month complaint period for
compoundable offenses). Verified 13 November 2026.

Thai original: Usg11an)vingaisyl 4Ins1 321 “ANUEAMINLINGY 309 155A|IN UINT1 310 I55AUIN WALLIAT 311
A7IA LN Lﬂu ﬂ'J’]iJEJCﬂéJ‘LJEJBNWJ’vaﬁ", 11M57 348 “AMuin Tu vuan ﬁ UBNANN AUAA AIULIATT 343 L‘ﬁ]u ANMURADUY
gouaula” (1n31 348 egludnuway 12 vune 3 AuRagIudelng @HuuIns 337 uazuing 338 aglunuan 2 Aw
R 5IUN3IlUn IAMSNEG FanTng uag Uduning Fedrtinnuasoudrld nuundyadd idumuRasuseuauls),
195196 “melé Taduune 95 Tunsdlarufinduseuanuld 1gideme Tl fomnd meluaudou tuus Yuil 53eq
AU uas § 5 nszvhenuiin Juduwie ogau” (1318 Ased fu giudeya ngvivne ves dinnuamgnsIung
nnufin1 aduuSuuseanan 13 wardniew 2569)

Computer Crime Act B.E. 2550 (2007), Section 14, paragraph one, as amended by the Computer Crime Act (No. 2) B.E.
2560 (2017), sub-sections (4) and (5). Text taken from footnotes the firm has verified word for word against the Office
of the Council of State database.

Thai original: Wsesvtiayali916ne N3 nszvhanuiiaiestupoufanes . 2550 11ms1 14 2ssanis GAliuda
TawszsmdyrfAidenisnsshanufiadefuasufinmes @iuil 2) wa. 2560) “glansevhanufiaiiszylissioly
il Fossrralnydgnlaiifui duie UsuldAunieuauum wiedsifauiur . «@) thidgssuunouiimesdedoya
aounmeila q 7 dnvue Suanunuas doyareuiames iuszvvuilu o dhisld (5) weuniniedwiodadoya
roufmeslasieguinindudeyaneuiimedniu (1) (2) (3) vie (4)” Ghundnanideessafidinanumsiadsediy

FIuToyaN) MUNEYBIATINIUANNITUNITNG B NILAD)

Criminal Code, Section 326 (defamation), Section 328 (defamation by publication) and Section 330 (proof of truth,
excluding private matters whose proof is not in the public interest). Verified 13 November 2026.

o

Thai original: Uszananguuneaigy 11ms1 326 “Hla ldanu fou sie uaaafiany Ine Usenis 91 inae villii fau du 1@

Yoides gneniu Miegnindenta fuunseiauRagIuniiuUseim fessgadinedianliiiuning visusuliifuaes

MUUM 301991 USU”, 1as1 328 “dauiin pruniiuuszum e nszvinlas n1s lavan Me 1enans AIme A
L=

= s EAY A o g o LY aa A N o = o = AN S
FeUYE NTWEURAT ﬂTW‘VﬁaG]’Jaﬂ‘t'ﬁ‘vlWqIWUiqﬂﬁlﬂJ’]qﬂ]S’]ﬁI@ 6 LNULAYS BID AN UUNALAYY UUNNATN AIDUUNABAYT

'
aca v o v

nsevilaenisnszatedes vion13nszanenIn viaslaensinn1sunnuseniamedsou inseridessenalnydnanlifu
ane¥ uarUsuliAuassuauum’, 1ns 330 “lunsdinfiudszam ggnurinssvianuin fgudléihdedinrindy
wiluuszanmiuduanueie fiiulidessulny usdaliliigad drdefiminduniuvssnmiudumsldaamnlubes
daws uaz nsigand 9z Ll uussTemd ud Ussanaw” (1978 dstern fu giudeya ngrune ves dinauaaenssunis
nnufn atuusuuseanan 13 woadnieu 2569)

Supreme Court Judgment No. 4403/2566 (Criminal Code Sections 91 and 328; Computer Crime Act Section 14 (4)):
posting a video clip on Twitter once constitutes two separate offenses, defamation by publication and inputting
obscene data into a publicly accessible computer system, each punished under Section 91. Verified on the Supreme
Court judgment search system (deka.supremecourt.or.th) on 4 October 2026 as recorded in the firm’s register of
verified judgments. On the day this page was prepared the search system returned 502 Bad Gateway throughout the
session, so the firm has not yet cited judgments directly on extortion and blackmail and will add them once the
system can be consulted.

Thai original: FAnNWIANAFAT 4403/2566 (U0, 11051 91, 328; W.5.U e M3nsevhAuiafefunosiines
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W.A. 2550 11AT7 14 (4) serimnny; “wisnasazasiiomsunsaduiale. lunieteninmesaiaden uianuiagiu
wiluuszanm o s lavan e Ue. 1e1 328 fuanua giuthdngssuu aeufiumes dedoya reufiumesle o i
Snungduanun.. sy w.uhdennssianuiaifsatuaouiames wa. 2550 e 14 (4) nguszasdiinguang
JadunToaunnsafis.” uay “.AmnuAni 2 giudingn fesdusenouvesauiafiuandieiu aunsnuonianunves
msnsgvihauRaeenanduld e nisnszvivesdias Juduamuiindesnssusieiu fesadlneynnssudu
N3EvNATURRFN 1.0, 11991 917 (ATIAAUTEUUAUAURRNINYIAATNT deka.supremecourt.orth Lile 4 ganAw 2569
munzoufinnmfidtinanuiusuud, lufuitdavihwihissuududuneudefianann 502 Bad Gateway nasnsau
dthanfadidliondifinnnuiFeansslunuagiaemindlaensa uazazfiuiodagwlé)

Criminal Code, Section 333, paragraph one (offenses in the chapter on defamation are compoundable). Verified 13
November 2026.

Thai original: Uszananguaneengy inas 333 assauils “erufialumnadiduauiiasuseuauld” (e 3 A
Anguniiulszanm) (Anadiedfupudeyangmnevesdiinnuanznssinsnauin atuuiuueagn

13 NeAINEU 2569)

Computer Crime Act B.E. 2550 (2007), Section 16, paragraph one, as amended by the Computer Crime Act (No. 2) B.E.
2560 (2017). Text taken from footnotes the firm has verified word for word for the page on edited images under
Section 16.

Thai original: wsgsuUyalf 1198 n1g ﬂi“ﬁﬂmmﬁﬂ RenfiupouRames w.e. 2550 11m91 16 2153Anils wily Lﬁmau
Tng Wiz s1uUeyals 11618 A5 ASERIANURR ety peufinmes (atudi 2) wa. 2560) ) “tla v dngsyuu AouRIAeS 7
Use ﬂnsuumvl,ﬂmaLsmmlmwauaﬂammmawUsmgmumwmamau wag mwumﬂumwmﬂmmﬂmszﬁwwu ARG
Wiy viedauUasiedansnedidnnsedndnioianssula Imaﬂszmswm%m‘LmauuuLawaLam Qﬂ@mugﬂmaaﬂ
#1 vidoldSuaruduens Fessereinusianliiifuaul was UuldAuaosuauum” Fundaanideessn fidninau
AsfseuEvemi srentwaAuSUInas fin w.5.u.AeuRABS 1M1 16)

Civil and Commercial Code, Section 420 (tort) and Section 423, paragraph one (injury to reputation by untrue
statements). Verified 13 November 2026.

Thai original: Uszananguneurisiazidad 1ns 420 “Glaadlavioussumiauide vvoyanadulas ianguangli
W Ame faundinAf wituneff eundfoAf @3 mAR nindaunieansethanilsedidlafin viwudgiurhasdiad
Fodldaaulmmaunuiionisiu’, uine 423 assanis “glandnvidolornunsnatsdadonnududtusoauai
Duilidemeuddedesniefesinnuetyanaduia wioduildomeudmavhumldvdemaaiyueanlausenis
dufd v fdues desldadulnumaunuliun v e erandeme egida o SuiRaud sy uifaieaudldsh
Foanuiulivde uimnasasSlé sadsedfuguteyangmnevesdninnuanznssunsnguin atuuiulge
a1 13 weAInneu 2569)

Criminal Procedure Code, Section 126, paragraphs one and two (withdrawal of a complaint; in a case that is not an
offense against the person, withdrawal does not remove the power of the inquiry official or the public prosecutor) and
Section 39 (2) (extinction of the right to prosecute in offenses against the person on withdrawal of the complaint or
settlement). Text taken from footnotes the firm has verified word for word for the page on police complaints for online
defamation.

Thai original: Usgsnanging3sfansananuenny 11ss1 126 253anil “giomndasuidfemndsvesln vioasnou
f¥owmnd dediola Alé” 15snaes “luaf Seiild eufiasiodiush nsneudifemmnd Wty dewls da s1una winau
gouauiadouamutontinnusunsiazflesaditu’, 1ns 39 “ﬁw%ﬁmaawﬂmﬁmsiamsi’uiﬂﬁwialﬂfj 2T
afeufiasedush isldneudifemnd neufleanieseunnuiulasgniesmungmng” (snanedeiiaos
191991 39, frundnanidessniidinanunaddedudveanth gnviuussmesulay udsanuegils)
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Theft Act 1968 (c. 60), section 21 Blackmail, legislation.gov.uk, version shown by the database on 13 November 2026:
“(1) A person is guilty of blackmail if, with a view to gain for himself or another or with intent to cause loss to another,
he makes any unwarranted demand with menaces; and for this purpose a demand with menaces is unwarranted
unless the person making it does so in the belief, (a) that he has reasonable grounds for making the demand; and (b)
that the use of the menaces is a proper means of reinforcing the demand. (2) The nature of the act or omission
demanded is immaterial, and it is also immaterial whether the menaces relate to action to be taken by the person
making the demand. (3) A person guilty of blackmail shall on conviction on indictment be liable to imprisonment for a

term not exceeding fourteen years.”

Reid v Price [2020] EWHC 594 (QB), judgment of 13 March 2020, Warby J, caselaw.nationalarchives.gov.uk (Find Case
Law, The National Archives), read 13 November 2026. Paragraph 1: “This is an assessment of damages for breach of
confidence, misuse of private information and breach of contract, and compensation under the Data Protection Act
1998”. Paragraph 54: “I am satisfied that this claim merits an award of at least £25,000, and that is the sum that |
award.” Limitation: the firm read the facts and the assessment of damages and did not check whether an appeal was

brought.

Strafgesetzbuch (StGB) § 253 Erpressung, gesetze-im-internet.de, checked 13 November 2026: “(1) Wer einen
Menschen rechtswidrig mit Gewalt oder durch Drohung mit einem empfindlichen Ubel zu einer Handlung, Duldung
oder Unterlassung notigt und dadurch dem Vermogen des Gendtigten oder eines anderen Nachteil zufugt, um sich
oder einen Dritten zu Unrecht zu bereichern, wird mit Freiheitsstrafe bis zu finf Jahren oder mit Geldstrafe bestraft. (2)
Rechtswidrig ist die Tat, wenn die Anwendung der Gewalt oder die Androhung des Ubels zu dem angestrebten Zweck
als verwerflich anzusehen ist. (3) Der Versuch ist strafbar. (4) In besonders schweren Féllen ist die Strafe Freiheitsstrafe
nicht unter einem Jahr. ...”, § 240 Notigung (1): “Wer einen Menschen rechtswidrig mit Gewalt oder durch Drohung
mit einem empfindlichen Ubel zu einer Handlung, Duldung oder Unterlassung nétigt, wird mit Freiheitsstrafe bis zu

drei Jahren oder mit Geldstrafe bestraft.” English renderings in the text are the author’s.

Rii% (BN SEAEBN+TAS ) F-FHUT N5, e-Gov iESHRE laws.e-gov.gojp, checked 13 November 2026:
(B ZFAN+TAE AEERBUTHYER I EZEL. TEUTORERICLT B, 2 FIIEOHIEIC
K1), MELERZORZES, XIfAICThESSEE®, RIEEAEET S, + , F2BRATE " (X

ER) COEOROKREIL, 92, 1, BB_TF " (BiB) £, Bk, B, BEXIIHEICHU

EEMAZEESHMUTAEZBELEEL. ZEUNTOHZAXII=TAAUANTOSAEICNT S, +, F_EH=
T=% T (BE) &6, 8K BH. BEELCIMECHKULEEZEMAZEEZEMULTEEL, XIIR1TER
VT, ACEFEORNC LEETHE, XIMEFOITEEHE LULEIL. ZFUTOWERICNT 3, |

(paragraph one only; %5 per the amended text in force). English renderings in the text are the author’s.

Ronald H. Coase, “The 1987 McCorkle Lecture: Blackmail” (1988) 74(4) Virginia Law Review 655, DOI
10.2307/1073121, bibliographic data verified with Crossref (api.crossref.org) on 13 November 2026. The firm has not
read the full text in this round; the thesis summarized in the text is the article’s main proposition as generally cited,

without figures or quotations from the article.

Justin W. Patchin and Sameer Hinduja, “Sextortion Among Adolescents: Results From a National Survey of U.S.
Youth” (2020) 32(1) Sexual Abuse 30-54, DOI 10.1177/1079063218800469 (published online 2018), bibliography and
abstract verified with Crossref on 13 November 2026. Abstract: “Approximately 5% of students reported that they had
been the victim of sextortion, while about 3% admitted to threatening others who had shared an image with them in
confidence. Males and nonheterosexual youth were more likely to be targeted, and males were more likely to have

been victims themselves.” The firm summarizes from the abstract and has not read the full article.
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