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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

“Just got off [an] hour long call with [Senior Advisor to President Biden] Andy 
Slavitt. . . . [H]e was outraged – not too strong of a word to describe his reaction – 
that we did not remove this post. . . . I countered that removing content like that 
would represent a significant incursion into traditional boundaries of free 
expression in the US but he replied that the post was directly comparing Covid 
vaccines to asbestos poisoning in a way which demonstrably inhibits confidence in 
Covid vaccines amongst those the Biden Administration is trying to reach.” 
 

– Sir Nick Clegg, Meta’s President of Global Affairs, former Deputy 
Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, describing his efforts to explain 
the boundaries of the First Amendment to the Biden White House in April 
2021.1 

 
This interim report details the monthslong campaign by the Biden White House to coerce 

large companies, namely Meta (parent company of Facebook), Alphabet (parent company of 
YouTube), and Amazon, to censor books, videos, posts, and other content online. By the end of 
2021, Facebook, YouTube, and Amazon changed their content moderation policies in ways that 
were directly responsive to criticism from the Biden Administration. 

 
While the Biden White House’s pressure campaign largely succeeded, its effects were 

devastating. By suppressing free speech and intentionally distorting public debate in the modern 
town square, ideas and policies were no longer fairly tested and debated on their merits. Instead, 
policymakers implemented a series of public health measures that proved to be disastrous for the 
country. From unnecessary extended school closures to unconstitutional vaccine mandates that 
forced workers to take a newly developed vaccine or risk losing their jobs, the Biden 
Administration and other officials needlessly imposed harm and suffering on Americans across 
the country. 

 
Ongoing litigation and the publication of the Twitter Files following Elon Musk’s 

acquisition of the company began to provide some insight into the behind-the-scenes efforts of 
the Biden White House to censor political opponents and disfavored views. For example, on just 
the third day of the Biden Administration, the White House emailed Twitter (now X) personnel 
to demand that a tweet by Robert F. Kennedy, Jr. be “removed ASAP.”2 The directive was not 
limited to just Kennedy; in the same email, the Biden White House asked Twitter to also “keep 
an eye out for tweets that fall in this same genre.”3 

 
But the most important documents to understanding the Biden White House’s censorship 

efforts have proven to be internal emails from the companies on the receiving end of White 
House threats and coercion. After issuing dozens of subpoenas to Big Tech, government 
agencies, and relevant third parties, the Committee on the Judiciary and Select Subcommittee on 
the Weaponization of the Federal Government began to obtain tens of thousands of documents 

 
1 See Internal email from Nick Clegg to Facebook personnel (Apr. 18, 2021, 9:07 PM) ; see Ex. 29. 
2 Missouri v. Biden, 3:22-cv-01213, (W.D. La. Jan. 11, 2023) ECF No. 174-1 (Ex. A). 
3 Id. 
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illustrating the details of the Biden White House’s pressure campaign. Obtaining key internal 
company communications—often including the highest levels of company leadership—took 
additional escalatory measures from the Committee and Select Subcommittee, including threats 
to hold Meta CEO Mark Zuckerberg in contempt of Congress.4  

 
Now, having obtained and reviewed tens of thousands of emails and other relevant 

nonpublic documents, the Committee and Select Subcommittee can provide a more complete 
picture of how and the extent to which the Biden White House coerced companies to suppress 
free speech. 

 
• Big Tech Changed Their Content Moderation Policies Because of Biden White 

House Pressure. The Biden White House pressure campaign largely succeeded in 2021. 
In the weeks and months following the start of the White House pressure campaign, 
Facebook, YouTube, and Amazon all changed their content moderation policies. The 
White House pressured companies to censor information that did not violate their content 
moderation policies at the time. The best evidence to assess why content moderation 
policies were changed is to review relevant email correspondence and other documents at 
the time of the policy change. Indeed, both Facebook and Amazon referred to the Biden 
White House’s efforts as “pressure.”5 Here is a subset of key documents first obtained by 
the Committee and Select Subcommittee pursuant to subpoena: 

 
o In March 2021, an Amazon employee emailed others within the company about the 

reason for the Amazon bookstore’s new content moderation policy change: “[T]he 
impetus for this request is criticism from the Biden Administration about sensitive 
books we’re giving prominent placement to.”6  

 
o In March 2021, just one day prior to a scheduled call with the White House, an 

Amazon employee explained how changes to Amazon’s bookstore policies were 
being applied “due to criticism from the Biden people.”7 

 
o In July 2021, when Facebook executive Nick Clegg asked a Facebook employee why 

the company censored the man-made theory of the SARS-CoV-2 virus, the employee 
responded: “Because we were under pressure from the [Biden] administration and 
others to do more. . . . We shouldn’t have done it.”8 
 

 
4 See, e.g., Ryan Tracy, Mark Zuckerberg Could Be Held in Contempt of Congress: What to Know, WALL ST. J. 
(Apr. 27, 2023); see also STAFF OF THE H. JUDICIARY COMM. & THE SELECT SUBCOMM. ON THE WEAPONIZATION OF 
THE FED. GOV’T, THE WEAPONIZATION OF 'DISINFORMATION' PSEUDO-EXPERTS AND BUREAUCRATS: HOW THE 
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT PARTNERED WITH UNIVERSITIES TO CENSOR AMERICANS' FREE SPEECH, at 2, 86–87 (Nov. 6, 
2023) (on file with the Comm.) (the Committee threatened contempt after Stanford initially refused to provide 
critical documents and information responsive to the Committee’s subpoena). 
5 See, e.g., Internal email from Facebook personnel to Mark Zuckerberg (June 6, 2021, 2:24 PM); see Ex. 37. 
Internal email between Amazon personnel (Mar. 12, 2021, 2:47 PM); see Ex. 135. 
6 Internal email between Amazon employees (Mar. 4, 2021, 2:18 PM); see Ex. 131. 
7 Internal email between Amazon employees (Mar. 8, 2021, 8:28 AM); see Ex. 132. 
8 Internal email from Facebook personnel to Nick Clegg (July 14, 2021, 7:44 PM); see Ex. 52. 
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o In August 2021, an internal Facebook email explained why the company was 
developing, and ultimately implementing, new content moderation policies: 
“[Facebook’s] Leadership asked Misinfo Policy . . . to brainstorm some additional 
policy levers we can pull to be more aggressive against . . . misinformation. This is 
stemming from the continued criticism of our approach from the [Biden] 
administration.”9 
 

o In September 2021, after receiving months of criticism for not censoring non-
violative content, YouTube shared with the Biden White House a new “policy 
proposal” to censor more content criticizing the safety and efficacy of vaccines, 
asking for “any feedback” the White House could provide before the policy had been 
finalized.10 The White House gushed: “at first blush, seems like a great step.”11 
 

• The Biden White House’s Censorship Campaign Targeted True Information, Satire, 
and Other Content that Did Not Violate the Platforms’ Policies. Contrary to their 
claims of wanting to combat alleged so-called “misinformation” and foreign 
disinformation, the Biden Administration pressured the companies to censor true 
information, satire, memes, opinions, and Americans’ personal experiences.  

 
o For example, internal July 2021 Facebook emails obtained by the Committee and 

Select Subcommittee show that Facebook understood that the Biden White House’s 
position as wanting “negative information on or opinions about the vaccine” removed 
as well as “humorous or satirical content that suggests the vaccine isn’t safe.”12 
 

o The same set of emails also noted that “The Surgeon General wants us to remove true 
information about side effects.”13 

 
• The Biden White House’s Censorship Campaign had a Chilling Effect on Other 

Speech. In February 2021, Facebook increased its censorship of several topics—
including those related to the origin of the SARS-CoV-2 virus—as part of a general 
response to the Biden White House’s pressure to “do more.”14 After a few months it 
became clear that the Biden White House’s focus was on alleged vaccine misinformation. 
In May 2021, Facebook stopped removing content about the lab leak theory, which even 
parts of the Biden Administration consider true today.15 Zuckerberg privately told top 
Facebook officials that “[t]his seems like a good reminder that when we compromise our 

 
9 Internal email between Facebook personnel (Aug. 2, 2021, 5:39 PM); see Ex. 70. 
10 Email from Google & YouTube personnel to Rob Flaherty (Sep. 21, 2021, 1:52 PM); see Ex. 114. 
11 Email from Rob Flaherty to YouTube & Google personnel (Sep. 29, 2021, 9:23 AM); see Ex. 114. 
12 Internal email from Facebook personnel to Nick Clegg (July 21, 2021, 8:35 PM); see Ex. 63. 
13 Id. 
14 Internal email between Facebook personnel and Mark Zuckerberg (June 4, 2021, 2:24 PM); see Ex. 37; (“In 
February 2021, in response to public pressure and tense conversations with the new [Biden] Administration, we 
started removing” the “Wuhan lab leak theory.”). 
15 See, e.g., Hannah Rabinowitz, FBI Director Wray acknowledges bureau assessment that Covid-19 likely resulted 
from lab incident, CNN (Mar. 1, 2023); see also Jeremy Herb & Natasha Bertrand, US Energy Department assesses 
Covid-19 likely resulted from lab leak, furthering US intel divide over virus origin, CNN (Feb. 27, 2023). 
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standards due to pressure from an administration in either direction, we’ll often regret it 
later.”16 
 

• The White House had Leverage Because the Companies had Other Policy Concerns 
Involving the Biden Administration. 
 
o In July 2021, Clegg emailed others in the company that “[g]iven the bigger fish we 

have to fry with the [Biden] Administration,” Facebook should try to think creatively 
about “how we can be responsive to [the Administration’s] concerns.”17 
 

o In April 2021, YouTube’s Public Policy team emailed YouTube’s Product team that 
having the Product team brief the Biden White House would be “hugely beneficial” 
because the company was “seek[ing] to work closely with [the Biden] administration 
on multiple policy fronts.”18 

 
• The Biden White House Pushed Censorship of Books, Not Just Social Media. The 

Biden White House pressure campaign was not limited to just social media companies, 
but also the world’s biggest online bookstore, Amazon.19 
 
The parallels for the three companies are striking. In each case, the companies identified 

the Biden White House’s censorship requests as “pressure” or noted a fear that things could 
“spiral[] out of control.”20 And while there is a difference in how long and in what ways each 
company succumbed to the White House’s pressure, by September 2021, Facebook, YouTube, 
and Amazon had each adopted new content moderation policies that removed or reduced 
viewpoints and content disfavored by the Biden White House.21 

 
The Facebook Files. In February 2021, Facebook increased its censorship of anti-

vaccine content as well as the lab leak theory of the origin of the virus because of “tense 
conversations with the new [Biden] Administration” and as part of an effort to be responsive to 
the Biden White House’s exhortations to “do more” to combat alleged misinformation.22 After a 
few months, Facebook realized the White House cared more about censoring anti-vaccine 
content and so the company lifted its censorship of the lab-leak theory. In response, Zuckerberg 
said the mistake served as a reminder to not “compromise our standards due to pressure from an 
administration.”23 

 
 

16 Internal email from Mark Zuckerberg to Facebook personnel (June 6, 2021, 10:31 AM); see Ex. 37. 
17 Internal email from Nick Clegg to Facebook personnel (July 22, 2021, 12:20 AM); see Ex. 64. 
18 Internal email between YouTube personnel (Apr. 29, 2021, 4:38 PM); see Ex. 109. 
19 Internal email between Amazon personnel (March 9, 2021, 11:59 AM); see Ex. 134. 
20 See, e.g., Internal email from Facebook personnel to Nick Clegg (July 14, 2021, 7:44 PM) (on file with the 
Comm.); Internal email between Amazon personnel (March 12, 2021, 2:47 PM); see Ex. 135; Internal email 
between YouTube & Google personnel (Apr. 22, 2021, 7:06 PM); see Ex. 107. 
21 Internal email between Amazon personnel (March 8, 2021, 8:28 AM); see Ex. 131; Internal email between 
Facebook personnel and Mark Zuckerberg (June 4, 2021, 2:24 PM); see Ex. 37; Email from Google & YouTube 
personnel to Rob Flaherty (Sep. 21, 2021, 1:52 PM) ; see Ex. 131.  
22 Internal email from Facebook personnel to Mark Zuckerberg (June 6, 2021, 2:24 PM); see Ex. 37.; internal email 
from Facebook personnel to Nick Clegg (July 14, 2021, 7:44 PM); see Ex. 52. 
23 Internal email from Facebook personnel to Mark Zuckerberg (June 6, 2021, 2:24 PM); see Ex. 37. 
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But Facebook continued to face continued pressure from the Biden Administration to 
censor content questioning vaccines, including true information, satire, memes, and other lawful 
content that is constitutionally protected and not violative of Facebook’s content moderation 
policies. In July 2021, tensions hit a fever pitch, with President Biden publicly accusing 
Facebook of “killing people.”24 Noting that they had “bigger fish to fry” with the Biden 
Administration, such as issues related to “data flows,” senior Facebook officials decided in 
August 2021 to enact new content moderation policies that would censor more anti-vaccine 
content.25 An 
internal August 
2021 email states 
plainly that the 
decision 
“stemm[ed] from 
the continued 
criticism of our 
approach from 
the [Biden] 
administration.”26 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
24 Nandita Bose & Elizabeth Culliford, Biden says Facebook, others ‘killing people’ by carrying COVID 
misinformation,  REUTERS, (July 16, 2021). 
25 Internal email from Nick Clegg to Facebook personnel (July 22, 2021, 12:20 AM); see Ex. 64. 
26 Internal email between Facebook personnel (Aug. 2, 2021, 5:39 AM); see Ex. 70. 
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The YouTube Files. In the spring of 2021, the Biden White House increased pressure on 
YouTube to remove and reduce alleged misinformation, including “borderline content”—i.e., 
content that did not violate YouTube’s policies.27 Internally, YouTube asked its Product team to 
brief the White House directly because the company feared the situation could “potentially 
spiral[] out of control.”28 Throughout the summer, the White House continued to press YouTube 
about its policies and 
enforcement, 
sometimes asking 
why particular videos 
were not removed or 
otherwise demoted.29 
In September 2021, as 
YouTube prepared to 
finalize a new policy 
“proposal” to censor 
content that 
questioned the safety 
or efficacy of 
vaccines, YouTube 
emailed the White 
House in advance for 
its “feedback.”30 After 
the policy was 
announced, the White 
House privately 
praised the expanded 
censorship as a “great 
step.”31 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
27 See, e.g., Email from Rob Flaherty to YouTube & Google personnel (Apr. 12, 2021, 3:01 PM); see Ex. 100; 
Internal email between YouTube & Google personnel (Apr. 13, 2021, 6:08 AM); see Ex. 101; see also Reduce: How 
does YouTube reduce the spread of harmful misinformation, YouTube Content Policies & Community Guidelines, 
https://www.youtube.com/howyoutubeworks/our-commitments/managing-harmful-content/#reduce. 
28 Internal email between YouTube & Google personnel (Apr. 22, 2021, 10:38 PM); see Ex. 107. 
29 Email from Rob Flaherty to YouTube & Google personnel (July 20, 2021, 10:57 AM); see Ex. 112; see also 
Daniel Dale (@ddale8), X (July 19, 2021, 10:32 PM), https://twitter.com/ddale8/status/1417130268859772929 
30 Email from Google & YouTube personnel to Rob Flaherty (Sep. 21, 2021, 1:52 PM); see Ex. 114. 
31 Email from Rob Flaherty to YouTube & Google personnel (Sep. 29, 2021, 9:23 AM); see Ex. 114. 
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The Amazon Files. On March 2, 2021, the Biden White House emailed the Vice 
President of Public Policy at Amazon, asking to have a discussion regarding the “high levels of 
propaganda and misinformation and disinformation at Amazon.”32 To support their allegations, 
multiple members of the Biden White House ran keyword searches on Amazon for “vaccines” 
and emailed screenshots of the search results page to Amazon, noting that just adding a CDC 
warning would be insufficient to adequately censor the books.33 Immediately after the initial 
email outreach from the White House, Amazon internally accelerated its consideration of 
implementing a new policy that would disfavor anti-vaccine books.34 Internal talking points 
prepared by Amazon 
included the question: 
“Is the [Biden] Admin 
asking us to remove 
books, or are they 
more concerned about 
search results/order (or 
both)?”35 On March 9, 
just one week after the 
initial outreach from 
White House official 
Andy Slavitt and the 
same day as the 
company’s scheduled 
meeting with the White 
House, Amazon 
implemented a new 
policy that added the 
“Do Not Promote” 
label for anti-vaccine 
books.36  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
32 Jim Jordan (@Jim_Jordan), X (Feb. 5, 2024, 5:44 PM), https://x.com/Jim_Jordan/status/1754637209586606319. 
33 Email from Zach Butterworth to Amazon personnel (Mar. 2, 2021, 2:53 PM); see Ex. 125. 
34 Internal email between Amazon personnel (Mar. 4, 2021, 11:48 AM); see Ex. 131. 
35 Internal email between Amazon personnel (Mar. 9, 2021, 11:59 AM); see Ex. 134. 
36 Id.; Transcribed Interview of Amazon’s Vice President of Public Policy, H. Judiciary Comm.(Apr. 16, 2024), (on 
file with the Comm.). 
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*          *          * 
 

The First Amendment prohibits the government from “abridging the freedom of 
speech.”37 Thus, “any law or government policy that reduces that freedom on the [social media] 
platforms . . . violates the First Amendment.”38 To inform potential legislation, the Committee 
and Select Subcommittee have been investigating the Executive Branch’s collusion with third-
party intermediaries to censor speech. The Committee and Select Subcommittee have uncovered 
other serious violations of the First Amendment throughout the Executive Branch during the 
Biden Administration.39 
 

The Committee and the Select Subcommittee are responsible for investigating 
“violation[s] of the civil liberties of citizens of the United States.”40 In accordance with this 
mandate, this interim staff report on the Biden White House’s violations of the First Amendment 
and other unconstitutional activities continues to fulfill the obligation to identify and report on 
the weaponization of the federal government against American citizens. The Committee’s and 
Select Subcommittee’s investigation remains ongoing. The Biden White House still has not 
adequately complied with a request for relevant documents, and more fact-finding is necessary. 
In order to better inform the Committee’s legislative efforts, the Committee and Select 
Subcommittee will continue to investigate how the Executive Branch worked with social media 
platforms and other intermediaries to censor disfavored viewpoints in violation of the U.S. 
Constitution. 

 
  

 
37 U.S. Const. amend. I (emphasis added). 
38 Philip Hamburger, How the Government Justifies Its Social-Media Censorship, WALL ST. J. (June 9, 2023); see 
Smith v. California, 361 U.S. 147, 157 (1959) (Black, J., concurring) (“Certainly the First Amendment’s language 
leaves no room for inference that abridgments of speech and press can be made just because they are slight.”). 
39 See, e.g., Ryan Tracy, FTC Twitter Investigation Sought Elon Musk’s Internal Communications, Journalist 
Names, WALL ST. J. (Mar. 8, 2023); STAFF OF SELECT SUBCOMM. ON THE WEAPONIZATION OF THE FED. GOV’T OF 
THE H. COMM. ON THE JUDICIARY, 118TH CONG., FIGHTING THE WEAPONIZATION OF THE INTERNAL REVENUE 
SERVICE: THE END OF ABUSIVE UNANNOUNCED FIELD VISITS (Comm. Print, 2023). 
40 H. Res. 12 § 1(b)(E). 
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I. THE FACEBOOK FILES 
 

“We are facing continued pressure from external stakeholders, including the 
[Biden] White House . . . to remove more COVID-19 vaccine discouraging content. 
For example, we recently shared with the White House a list of the top 100 vaccine-
related posts on FB in the U.S. for the week of 4/5-4/11. While authoritative 
information dominated the list, the White House was concerned that the #3 post 
was a vaccine discouraging humorous meme, and they called on us to delete the 
meme.”41 

 
– Draft email for Facebook CEO Mark Zuckerberg and COO Sheryl Sandberg, “seeking 
guidance” on “whether to take more aggressive action against certain vaccine 
discouraging content” (April 27, 2021, 11:58 AM). 

 
The Facebook Files illustrate the dangers of government coercion against free expression. 

In response to “tense conversations with the new [Biden] Administration” and pressure “to do 
more,” Facebook began censoring in February 2021 not just anti-vaccine content, but also claims 
that the SARS-CoV-2 virus was manmade.42 By May 2021, Facebook understood that the Biden 
White House wanted anti-vaccine content censored and decided to lift its censorship of the lab-
leak theory. In response, CEO Mark Zuckerberg said the mistake should serve as a reminder to 
not “compromise our standards due to pressure from an administration.”43 More importantly, the 
overly expansive censorship effort shows one of the ways government coercion has a chilling 
effect: Facebook did not know exactly what to censor to appease the Biden White House and, 
consequently, censored even more. 

 
The Facebook Files also show continued pressure from the Biden Administration 

eventually reached its breaking point with President Biden publicly accusing Facebook of 
“killing people.”44 Although Facebook disagreed with the Administration’s push for Facebook to 
censor “true information,” “negative information on or opinions about the vaccine,” and 
“humorous or satirical content,” the company finally relented and expanded its content 
moderation policies in August 2021.45 Internal Facebook emails show that the decision 
“stemm[ed] from the continued criticism of our [Facebook’s] approach from the [Biden] 
administration.”46 After months of pressure, top Facebook executives, including Mark 
Zuckerberg, Sheryl Sandberg, and Nick Clegg decided that Facebook had “bigger fish to fry” 
with the Biden Administration, such as issues related to “data flows,” and defending free 
expression on the companies’ platforms was not worth drawing the ire of the powerful office in 
the world.47 

 
41 Internal email from Facebook personnel to Mark Zuckerberg and Sheryl Sandberg (Apr. 27, 2021, 11:58 AM); see 
Ex. 31. 
42 Internal email from Facebook personnel to Mark Zuckerberg (June 6, 2021, 2:24 PM); see Ex. 37. 
43 Internal email between Facebook personnel (August 2, 2021, 5:39 PM); see Ex. 29.  
44 See Nandita Bose & Elizabeth Culliford, Biden says Facebook, others ‘killing people’ by carrying COVID 
misinformation, REUTERS (July 16, 2021). 
45 Internal email from Facebook personnel to Nick Clegg (July 21, 2021, 8:35 PM); see Ex. 63.  
46 Internal email between Facebook personnel (August 2, 2021, 5:39 PM); see Ex. 29.  
47 Email from Nick Clegg to Facebook personnel (July 22, 2021, 12:20 AM); see Ex. 64; House Judiciary 
Committee’s Transcribed Interview of Nick Clegg (Mar. 1, 2024), at 81 (on file with the Comm.) 
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A. February 2021: Biden White House Begins Its Pressure Campaign; Facebook 
Preemptively Increases Censorship Around the Origin of the Virus 

 
The Biden White House’s censorship efforts started in the very first days of the new 

Administration.48 The Biden campaign had previewed for months that removing content 
disfavored by the left would be a top priority.49 Social media platforms, including Facebook, 
took notice and began expanding their content moderation policies after the new Administration 
took office.  

 
In Facebook’s February 8, 2021, public statement announcing a change to its content 

moderation policies, the company noted that it would “remove” several new claims on its 
platforms, including claims that “COVID-19 is man-made.”50 That same day, Facebook emailed 
the Biden White House to alert it that Facebook would be “expanding [its] efforts to remove 
false claims on Facebook and Instagram about COVID-19, COVID-19 vaccines, and vaccines in 
general.”51  
 

Facebook ultimately expanded its censorship of the lab leak theory from February to May 
2021.52 Internal Facebook emails from late May and early June to top senior Facebook 
executives, including Facebook CEO Mark Zuckerberg, explain why Facebook changed its 
policies in the early days of the Biden Administration to remove claims supporting the lab leak 
theory. Most notably, a June 6, 2021 email to Zuckerberg explained that Facebook made these 
changes in response to “tense conversations with the new [Biden] Administration.”53  

 

 
48 Internal email between Facebook personnel (August 2, 2021, 5:39 PM); see Ex. 29.  
49 See, e.g., Transcript of Joe Biden’s Dec. 16, 2019 Interview with The New York Times editorial board, N.Y. 
TIMES, (Jan. 17, 2020), available at https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2020/01/17/opinion/joe-biden-nytimes-
interview.html; Our Open Letter to Facebook, BIDEN FOR PRESIDENT (June 11, 2020), available at 
https://joebiden.com/2020/06/11/our-open-letter-to-facebook/; see also Chandelis Duster, Kamala Harris says 
Trump’s Twitter account should be suspended, CNN (Sept. 30, 2019). 
50 An Update on Our Work to Keep People Informed and Limit Misinformation About COVID-19, META (Feb. 8, 
2021). 
51 Email from Facebook personnel to White House staff (Feb. 8, 2021, 10:37 AM); see Ex. 64.  
52 Internal email from Facebook personnel to Mark Zuckerberg (June 4, 2021, 2:24 PM); see Ex. 37.  
53 Id. 
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The June 6 email notes that Zuckerberg had asked his team “to review the decision later 

in the year to determine if we should revert to reduce & inform.”54 Ultimately, on May 26, 2021, 
Facebook announced that it would stop removing posts claiming that the virus was man-made 
“given the renewed debate on the topic” indicating that the “issue [was] no longer settled.”55 The 
June 6 email to Zuckerberg admitted that having to reverse course following months of censoring 
this claim was “ultimately a bad outcome” and that the company was working to “revert all 
repeatedly fact-checked claims from a ‘remove’ penalty to a ‘reduce & inform’ penalty.”56  

 

 
 
In response, Mark Zuckerberg replied, “This seems like a good reminder that when we 

compromise our standards due to pressure from an administration in either direction, we’ll often 
regret it later.”57 

 

 
54 Id. 
55 Id. 
56 Id. 
57 Internal email from Mark Zuckerberg to Facebook personnel (June 6, 2021, 10:31 AM); see Ex. 37.  
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One member of Facebook’s Trust & Safety team—the team responsible for content 

moderation—forwarded Zuckerberg’s response, noting that being able to reference Zuckerberg’s 
message (and that he was the one to have said it) should help the team push back against other 
Facebook teams that may try to pressure Trust & Safety going forward.58 This hope was short 
lived, however,. Within two months of this email, Facebook would again succumb to outside 
pressure, changing its content moderation policies because of “continued criticism of 
[Facebook’s] approach from the [Biden] administration.”59 

 

  
 
In Internal emails in July 2021—when Facebook was facing immense White House 

pressure to change its content moderation policies again—Clegg asked his team for a reminder of 
why Facebook removed “claims that Covid is man made”?60 

 

 
58 Internal email from Facebook personnel to Mark Zuckerberg (June 4, 2021, 2:24 PM); see Ex. 37.  
59 Internal email between Facebook personnel (August 2, 2021, 5:39 PM); see Ex. 29.  
60 Internal email from Nick Clegg to Facebook personnel (July 14, 2021, 11:41 AM); see Ex. 52.  
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His team replied, “Because we were under pressure from the administration and others to 
do more and it was part of the ‘more’ package. [] We shouldn’t have done it.”61 

 

 
 

 Despite having regrets for how they handled censorship of the lab-leak theory, Facebook 
again would relent to the Biden White House’s pressure campaign later that summer. 
  

B. February-March 2021: Biden White House Begins to Pressure Facebook to Censor 
More Anti-Vaccine Content  

 
Engagements between the White House and Facebook picked up in earnest by early 

February. After Facebook’s February 8, 2021, public announcement about censoring anti-
vaccine content and the lab-leak theory, Rob Flaherty, who then served as the White House’s 
Digital Director, emailed Facebook, questioning whether the company would actually follow 
through on its censorship promises as articulated in the announcement.62 

 

 
61 Internal email from Facebook personnel to Nick Clegg (July 14, 2021, 7:44 PM); see Ex. 52.  
62 Emails from Rob Flaherty to Facebook personnel (Feb. 8 – 9, 2021); see Ex. 4.  
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Facebook provided the White House with some initial materials and set a meeting for 

February 23, 2021.63 During the meeting, the White House provided “tough feedback,” asking 
for information on alleged misinformation trends, statistics on the removal of content, and 
information on what Facebook was not removing.64 

 
The next day, Facebook emailed the Biden White House to follow up on the White 

House’s “request for COVID-19 misinfo themes” that Facebook was seeing on its platform.65 
Facebook told the White House that it was “removing these claims from our platforms,” 
including posts comparing COVID-19 to the flu.66 

 

 
  

Flaherty replied, asking for more information about the prevalence of these claims and 
Facebook’s effectiveness in censoring them, stating, “Awesome. This is helpful. Can you give us 
a sense of volume on these, and some metrics around the scale of removal for each? Can you 

 
63 Email from Facebook personnel to Rob Flaherty (Feb. 9, 2021, 5:57 PM); see Ex. 4; Emails between White House 
staff and Facebook personnel (Feb. 18 – Mar. 1, 2021); see Ex. 5; Internal Facebook read out of a call with the 
White House and HHS (Feb. 23, 2021, 10:04 AM); see Ex. 6.  
64 Internal email between Facebook personnel (Feb. 28, 2021, 8:07 AM); see Ex. 8. 
65 Email from Facebook personnel to White House staff (Feb. 24, 2021, 7:54 PM); see Ex. 7.  
66 Id. 
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also give us a sense of misinformation that might be falling outside of your removal policies? 
Goes without saying, just because it’s on your list for removal hasn’t historically meant that it 
was removed, so I want to get a sense of the state of play here!”67 

 

 
 

In response, on February 28, 2021, Facebook’s Public Policy team circulated an internal 
memo to Facebook leadership, with the subject line, “FOR DECISION: White House Request on 
Covid Vaccine Misinfo Themes and Prevalence,” seeking “guidance” on “what information 
[they] could share in a Covid misinformation briefing with the White House scheduled” for 
March 1.68 In the memo, the Public Policy team explained how Facebook had already shared a 
list of recent themes that Facebook was removing, referenced Flaherty’s question about metrics 
around the “volume” and “scale of removal for each,” and further noted that the Biden White 
House had “a strong perception that [Facebook was] not doing enough, and we want to respond 
to their clear requests when we can.”69 The Public Policy team believed that “sharing some 
breakdown for prevalence of these four themes will help to build credibility with this hostile 
audience.”70  
 

On March 1, 2021, Facebook provided a briefing to the Biden White House on what the 
company was doing to combat COVID-related “misinformation” on its platform.71 Internal 
Facebook documents reveal that, during the briefing, Facebook “shared [its] most recent 
enforcement numbers [against misinformation] and committed to sharing this out monthly.”72 
Facebook also told Andy Slavitt, then-Senior Advisor for the White House’s COVID-19 
Response Team, that Facebook was “in a lockdown on Covid misinfo,” which is a “term that 
internal teams use to describe a defined time that they use to focus on a problem – in this case 
understanding what additional steps they would take on misinfo.”73 Apparently, when Facebook 
mentioned that it was in a “lockdown to sprint on efforts to focus on misinfo and vaccine 
hesitancy,” it “piqued” Slavitt’s “interest,” causing him to ask “follow up questions,” such as 
“how close are you to being done? 10%? 50%?” but Facebook “did not have a good answer.”74 
While two Facebook employees noted later that “it should not have been mentioned, and asked 

 
67 Email from Rob Flaherty to Facebook personnel (Feb. 24, 2021, 8:41 PM); see Ex. 7.  
68 Internal email between Facebook personnel (Feb. 28, 2021, 8:07 AM); see Ex. 8.  
69 Id. 
70 Id.; see also Email from Rob Flaherty to Facebook personnel (Feb. 24, 2021, 8:41 PM); see Ex. 7.  
71 Brief: Call with White House Senior Advisor on Covid-19, at 3; see Ex. 13.  
72  Id. at 5. 
73 Id. 
74 Id., at 1, 2, & 6. 
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[Facebook’s Public Policy team] to walk back the statement about the lockdown and not mention 
it again,” by that point, it was too late: Slavitt was already “frustrated and took this inability to 
answer as stonewalling / hiding.”75  

 
Following the meeting, Facebook circulated an internal recap of the call, stating that there 

was “clear frustration that we aren’t able to provide more data that demonstrates our work in this 
area.”76 The email then listed three “Specific Asks from the White House,” including for 
Facebook to provide details on its “lockdown” and “claim level data” on Facebook’s 
misinformation enforcement.”77 Facebook also noted that it “expect[ed] the White House [] to 
establish a cross-industry social media task force with the goal of setting a baseline on Covid 
misinformation and enforcement [] within the next two weeks.”78 

On March 2, a Facebook employee emailed internally, noting that he had received an 
email from the Head of the White House Office of Public Engagement “last night with feedback 
that the White House was frustrated by yesterday’s meeting, particularly around the information 
[Facebook was] providing on [its] enforcement efforts.”79 The employee also added, “we are 
hearing from Senior WH leadership that they are running out of patience with us on this subject, 
and it may cost us an opportunity to work with them constructively.”80 Another employee 
replied, “It looks like this is getting out of hand :/. Do you have a good sense of what the WH 
wants? Would it make sense [] to come up with some creative solutions?”81 

 
Facebook would meet again with the Biden White House on March 12, 2021, to discuss 

how it was approaching “borderline content,” that is, content that did not violate its policies.82 
 

 
 

On March 12, 2021, Facebook provided another briefing to Flaherty, explaining about 
how it was “approaching borderline COVID-related content” i.e., COVID-related content that 
did not violate its policies.83 Facebook walked through its policies and enforcement practices for 
violative and borderline content. 84 But call notes reveal that throughout the meeting, Flaherty 
continued to ask about the removal and reduction of content above all else.85 

 

 
75 Id., at 2 & 6. 
76 Internal email between Facebook personnel (Mar. 1, 2021, 6:27 PM); see Ex. 9.  
77 Id. 
78 Id. 
79 Internal email between Facebook personnel (Mar. 2, 2021, 9:18 AM); see Ex. 9.  
80 Id., at 2. 
81 Internal email between Facebook personnel (Mar. 2, 2021, 10:35 AM); see Ex. 9.  
82 Brief: Call with White House Senior Advisor on Covid-19, at 2; see Ex. 6.  
83 Brief: Call with White House Senior Advisor on Covid-19, at 2; see Ex. 6.  
84 Id.  
85 Id. (emphasis added). 
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Internal Facebook documents reveal that Facebook believed the March 12 meeting was 
“productive,” but tensions quickly escalated again just a few days later. Following a critical 
Washington Post article about vaccine misinformation, the White House started to berate 
Facebook’s Public Policy team. On March 15, the White House emailed Facebook’s Public 
Policy team a link to the Washington Post article with the subject line “You are hiding the 
ball.”86 

 

 
 

Slavitt also chimed into add that he “fe[lt] like relative to others, interactions with 
Facebook are not straightforward and the problems are worse.”87 He then added the vague threat: 
“Internally we have been considering our options on what to do about it.”88 

 

 
86 Email from Rob Flaherty to Facebook personnel (Mar. 14, 2021, 11:13 PM); see Ex. 10. See also Elizabeth 
Dwoskin, Massive Facebook study on users’ doubt in vaccines finds a small group appears to play a big role in 
pushing the skepticism, THE WASH. POST (Mar. 14, 2021). 
87 Email from Andy Slavitt to Facebook personnel (Mar. 15, 2021, 7:11 PM); see Ex. 11.  
88 Id. 
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Facebook immediately understood the seriousness of the threat. In an internal email on 
March 16, Facebook’s Public Policy team flagged for Nick Clegg, Facebook’s President of 
Global Affairs, that the Biden White House was accusing Facebook of “hiding the ball,” lacking 
an adequate “sense of urgency” and that these concerns were “being discussed within the broader 
White House.”89 

 

 
 

Also March 16, Slavitt emailed Clegg directly to let him know that Slavitt was working 
with the most senior staff in the Biden White House, including Jeff Zients, today the White 
House’s Chief and at the time serving as COVID-19 Response Coordinator.”90 

 

 
 

Following Slavitt’s outreach, Facebook drafted an internal brief for Clegg to prepare him 
for the upcoming call with Slavitt scheduled for March 19, 2021.91 The brief recommended that 
Clegg reiterate to Slavitt that “experts have told us that removal is not always the answer,” while 

 
89 Brief: Call with White House Senior Advisor on Covid-19, at 2; see Ex. 13 (emphasis added). 
90 Email from Andy Slavitt to Nick Clegg (Mar. 16, 2021, 6:41 PM); see Ex. 12.  
91 Brief: Call with White House Senior Advisor on Covid-19; see Ex. 13. 



20 
 

emphasizing that Facebook had already “made unprecedented updates to [its] policies and 
enforcement tooling and [was] removing more content that [it thought] could lead to harm” in 
addition to “reducing the spread of content” that wasn’t violating Facebook’s policies but that 
Facebook thought “could lead to hesitancy.”92 The brief added, “We have had ongoing 
conversations for the last year with the Biden campaign, transition, and now Administration 
around our approach to misinformation.”93  

 

 
 

Later, the brief made the White House’s position even more clear: “They don’t care that 
much about our approach to amplifying authoritative info. When [one Facebook employee] 
mentioned [Facebook’s] Covid Information Center, Rob [Flaherty] audibly laughed. They feel 
the growing overabundance of misinfo outweighs and outpaces passive hub type 
offerings/product offerings.”94 In other words, while Facebook tried to avoid the topic of 
censorship, focusing on ways Facebook was promoting pro-vaccine content, the Biden White 
House continually redirected its attention squarely at censoring anti-vaccine content, believing 
that was the only effective way to convince the American people to get vaccinated. 

 

 
 

 Following the March 19, call, Clegg emailed Slavitt, providing his cell phone number and 
stating, “Plse don’t hesitate to get in touch as/when needed - it was great to make initial contact, 
and I cannot stress enough the urgency and importance which we attach to this from the top of 
the company downwards.”95 On March 19, Slavitt replied, “Thanks for the call,” and provided 
his personal cell phone number as well, adding “Look forward to follow up.”96 
 

On March 21, Facebook’s Public Policy team followed up with Flaherty and Slavitt 
stating that it would work to develop and share additional data on “the most viral COVID 
vaccine-related content” on Facebook and would be implementing “additional changes that were 
approved late last week” to “reduc[e] the virality of content discouraging vaccines that does not 
contain actionable misinformation,” which, Facebook noted, “is often-true content.”97 The next 
day, the Flaherty replied, asking Facebook a barrage of questions, including, “what interventions 

 
92 Id., at 1-2. 
93 Id., at 2.  
94 Id., at 6.  
95 Email from Nick Clegg to Andy Slavitt (Mar. 19, 2021, 3:24 PM); see Ex. 12.  
96 Email from Andy Slavitt to Nick Clegg (Mar. 19, 2021, 6:28 PM); see Ex. 12.  
97 Email from Facebook personnel to White House staff (Mar. 21, 2021, 11:25 PM); see Ex. 15.  
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are being taken on ‘skepticism?’” adding that Slavitt was willing to talk to Clegg “a couple times 
per week if its [sic] necessary to get all of this.”98 

 
On March 24, 2021, the Center for Countering Digital Hate (CCDH), a United Kingdom-

based non-profit, published a “report” that claimed that Robert F. Kennedy Jr. and eleven other 
individuals were responsible for 73% of all “anti‑vaccine” content on Facebook.99 In the report, 
CCDH strongly encouraged social media companies to remove all accounts associated with these 
twelve individuals, which CCDH dubbed the “Disinformation Dozen,” and the accounts of their 
associated organizations, entirely from their platforms.100 By March 31, 2021, Facebook had 
determined that “most of the accounts” associated with the CCDH’s Disinfo Dozen did not 
violate its policies and would not come down under its content moderation policies.101 

 
Meanwhile, on March 26, 2021, Facebook had another call with Flaherty.102 According to 

internal notes taken by Facebook to memorialize the call, Facebook again walked the White 
House through data on how Facebook enforced its policies. Flaherty continued to press for more 
information regarding removal as well as “tangible examples.”103 The call notes state that 
Flaherty also asked whether Facebook was doing enough to reduce traffic from sites like the New 
York Post: “I’m curious – NY Post churning out articles every day about people dying. What is 
supposed to happen to that from Policy perspective. Does that article get a reduction, labels?”104 
Facebook reiterated its three-pronged approach: remove, reduce, inform. 

 

 
 

In response, Flaherty stated that rather than “inform – intellectually my bias is to kick 
people off” Facebook, while recognizing “targeting” “people that engage with antivax content” 
may be the “path of most impact.”105 Ultimately, Facebook ended the meeting by agreeing to 
meet regularly with the Biden White House on these issues.106 

 
 
 

 
98 Email from Facebook personnel to White House staff (Mar. 22, 2021, 4:51 PM); see Ex. 15.  
99 The Disinformation Dozen: Why Platforms Must Act on Twelve Leading Online Anti-Vaxxers, CENTER FOR 
COUNTERING DIGITAL HATE (Mar. 24, 2021), https://counterhate.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/05/210324-The-
Disinformation-Dozen.pdf. 
100 Id. In its report, CCDH labeled the following twelve individuals as the “Disinformation Dozen”: 1. Joseph 
Mercola 2. Robert F. Kennedy, Jr. 3. Ty and Charlene Bollinger 4. Sherri Tenpenny 5. Rizza Islam 6. Rashid Buttar 
7. Erin Elizabeth 8. Sayer Ji 9. Kelly Brogan 10. Christiane Northrup 11. Ben Tapper 12. Kevin Jenkins. 
101 Internal email between Facebook personnel (Mar. 31, 2021, 7:35 PM); see Ex. 20.  
102 Facebook notes from call with White House staff (Mar. 26, 2021); see Ex. 6.  
103 Id. 
104 Id. 
105 Id. (emphasis added). 
106 Id. 
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Two days later, on March 28, Facebook emailed Flaherty, thanking him for meeting and 
following up on questions that Flaherty had about Facebook’s efforts to censor vaccine related 
content on WhatsApp.107 On March 30, Flaherty replied, questioning whether Facebook had 
censorship on WhatsApp “under control.”108 

  
Meanwhile, on March 29, 2021, Clegg emailed Slavitt directly, stating he was told the 

meeting with “Rob Flaherty on Friday [March 26] went well. Do tell me if you hear 
otherwise”109 On March 29, Slavitt replied, “I heard the same. Which is really nice given that 
things are starting to heat up on the topic. So thank you. Look forward to the follow up.”110 

 
C. April 2021: Biden White House Escalates Pressure on Facebook to Censor More 

Anti-Vaccine Content  
 

Facebook met with the Biden White House again on April 5, 2021.111 Internal Facebook 
call notes reveal that, during the meeting, President Biden’s head of strategic communications 
and public engagement for COVID-19 response, Courtney Rowe, mocked rural Americans’ 
ability to determine what is true and what is not, allegedly stating, “If someone in rural Arkansas 
sees something on FB, it’s the truth.”112 In the meeting, Facebook pointed out that it was 
“[s]eeing a trend in memes and satire making fun of individuals that don’t want to get 
vaccine.”113 Near the end of the meeting, Facebook noted that it would start providing the Biden 
White House with “the major themes that we’re seeing each week,” from “[f]lat out, adversarial 
misinfo” to “vaccine hesitant content.”114 Two days later, an internal Facebook email stated that 
the team “may be asked to do even further policy development on vaccine hesitant entities” to 
“address the perceived ‘gaps.’”115  

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
107 Email from Facebook personnel to Rob Flaherty (Mar. 28, 2021, 5:51 PM); see Ex. 16. 
108 Email from Rob Flaherty to Facebook personnel (Mar. 28, 2021, 8:51 PM); see Ex. 17.  
109 Email from Nick Clegg to Andy Slavitt (Mar, 29, 2021, 1:40 AM); see Ex. 12. 
110 Email from Andy Slavitt to Nick Clegg (Mar, 29, 2021, 4:17 AM); see Ex. 12. 
111 Facebook notes from call with White House staff (Apr.. 5, 2021) (on file with the Comm.); see Ex. 6. 
112 Id.  
113 Id. 
114 Id. 
115 Internal email between Facebook personnel (Apr. 7, 2021, 2:35 PM); see Ex. 20. 
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Accusations from the CCDH’s Disinformation Dozen report also were proving to be a 
challenge, even though some of the entities “were completely benign” according to Facebook’s 
internal assessment.116 At the time, Facebook understood that vaccine hesitancy is not the same 
as misinformation.117 

 

 
 

On April 9, 2021, Facebook emailed the Biden White House, explaining the ways in 
which it was already working to limit the virality of certain vaccine-related content on its 
WhatsApp platform.118 Facebook also emphasized that Facebook would continue “to design 
further product features that limit virality [of COVID and vaccine-related information] on 
WhatsApp.”119 Later that day, Flaherty replied, “In the electoral context, you tested and deployed 
an algorithmic shift that promoted quality news and information about the election. This was 
reported in the New York Times and also readily apparent to anyone with cursory social 
listening tools. You only did this, however, after an election that you helped increase skepticism 
in, and an insurrection which was plotted, in large part, on your platform. And then you turned it 
back off. I want some assurances, based in data, that you are not doing the same thing again 
here.”120 Facebook replied that the company understood.121 
 
 On April 13, 2021, Nick Clegg emailed Andy Slavitt following news that Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) and Food and Drug Administration (FDA) recommended 
that states pause using the Johnson & Johnson vaccine, stating, “Re the J+J news, we’re keen to 
amplify any messaging you want us to project about what this means for people –  it obviously 
has the risk of exacerbating vaccine hesitancy, so we’re keen to get ahead of the knock-on effect. 
Don’t hesitate to tell me – or via your teams – how we can help to provide clarity/reassurance via 
Facebook.”122 Facebook’s Public Policy team also forwarded Clegg’s email to Flaherty and 
Courtney Rowe, noting that Facebook wanted “to make sure we are amplifying the right 
messages.”123 In response, on April 13, Flaherty asked Facebook staff for a “commitment from 

 
116 Internal email between Facebook personnel (Apr. 7, 2021, 5:44 PM); see Ex. 20. 
117 Id.  
118 Email from Facebook personnel to Rob Flaherty (Apr. 9, 2021, 11:15 AM); see Ex. 21. 
119 Id. 
120 Email from Rob Flaherty to Facebook personnel (Apr. 9, 2021, 2:56 PM); see Ex. 22 (emphasis added). 
121 Email from Facebook personnel to Rob Flaherty (Apr. 10, 2021, 2:33 PM); see Ex. 22 (emphasis added). 
122 Email from Nick Clegg to Andy Slavitt (Apr. 13, 2021, 9:18 AM); see Ex. 12. 
123 Email from Facebook personnel to White House staff (Apr. 13, 2021, 12:21 PM); see Ex. 24. 
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[Facebook] to make sure that a favorable review reaches as many people as the pause, either 
through hard product interventions or algorithmic amplification.”124 
 
The Biden White House Pressured Facebook to Censor Critics of the Biden Administration, 
Including Tucker Carlson, Tomi Lahren, and Other Conservative Media 

 
On April 14, 2021, Facebook had a call with the Biden White House.125 Prior to the call, 

Slavitt emailed Clegg about a video that journalist Tucker Carlson had released the night before 
questioning whether COVID vaccines were safe and effective, stating, “Number one on 
Facebook. Sigh. Big reveal call with FB and WH today. No progress since we spoke. Sigh.”126  

 
Internal meeting notes reveal that Facebook understood that the White House wanted 

“empirical information regarding success of interventions”—that is, data on the effectiveness of 
Facebook’s censorship.127 Indeed, in the meeting, Flaherty explained to Facebook that, “We have 
to explain to President [Biden], Ron [Klain, White House Chief of Staff], people, why there is 
misinfo on the internet, bigger problem than FB.”128  

 

 
 

At one point in the meeting, Flaherty asked Facebook about the “material impact” of 
“chang[ing] the algorithm so that people were more likely to see NYT, WSJ, any authoritative 
news source over Daily Wire, Tomi Lahren, polarizing people.”129 

 

 
 
During the meeting, Facebook also explained how it was “actively pushing to remove” 

the Disinformation Dozen from its platform.130 But later in the meeting, Flaherty began to grow 

 
124 Email from Rob Flaherty to Facebook personnel (Apr. 14, 2021, 1:33 PM); see Ex. 24. 
125 Email from Nick Clegg to Rob Flaherty (Apr. 14, 2021, 10:52 AM); see Ex. 24. 
126 Email from Andy Slavitt to Facebook personnel (Apr. 14, 10:01 AM); see Ex. 28 (emphasis added); see Tucker 
Carlson Tonight, FACEBOOK (Apr. 13, 2021), https://www.facebook.com/watch/?v=1145773552514245. 
127 Facebook notes from call with White House staff (Apr. 14, 2021); see Ex. 6. 
128 Id. 
129 Id. 
130 Id. 
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impatient, stating, “I feel like we’re running around in circles. [] This feels like we’re chasing 
our tails. If you don’t want to give information, just say that. I don’t want to feel like I’m going 
to a dog and pony show. My dream is for FB to play ball. It’s about will we get out of this 
f***king mess.”131 

 

 
 

Following the meeting, on April 14, 2021, Flaherty, copying Slavitt, emailed Facebook 
demanding to why Facebook had allowed videos by Tomi Lahren and Tucker Carlson to become 
the top posts about vaccines on Facebook for two consecutive days, adding, “This is exactly why 
I want to know what ‘Reduction’ actually looks like – if ‘reduction’ means ‘pumping our most 
vaccine hesitant audience with tucker Carlson saying it doesn’t work’ then . . . I’m not sure it’s 
reduction!”132 

 

 
 

That evening, Nick Clegg sent a follow-up email to Andy Slavitt, stating, “Hi Andy - 
have looked into this some more. I realize it may be of limited comfort at this moment, but this 
was not the most popular post about vaccines on Facebook today. Our data is slightly lagging, 
and we’ll get back to you with more detail on this specific post tomorrow. Right now, it appears 
that it probably was among the top 100 most-viewed vaccine posts. I’m including a few 
examples of posts that were more popular today at the end of this note,” which just happened to 
be posts by CNN, ABC, NBC, the New York Times, the CDC, CBS, and Heather Cox 
Richardson, an outspoken proponent of Joe Biden.133 Clegg continued, “Regardless of 

 
131 Id. (emphasis and asterisks added). 
132 Email from Rob Flaherty to Facebook personnel (Apr. 14, 2021, 1:10 PM); see Ex. 25.  
133 Email from Nick Clegg to Andy Slavitt (Apr. 14, 2021, 10:51 PM); see Ex. 28; see David Smith, ‘An end of 
American democracy’: Heather Cox Richardson on Trump’s historic threat, THE GUARDIAN (Oct. 7, 2023). 
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popularity, the Tucker Carlson video does not qualify for removal under our policies. Following 
the government’s decision yesterday, we are allowing claims that the Johnson and Johnson 
vaccine causes blood clots, but we still do not allow categorical claims that it or other vaccines 
are unsafe or ineffective. That said, the video is being labeled with a pointer to authoritative 
COVID information, it’s not being recommended to people, and it is being demoted.”134 
Facebook staff then forwarded Clegg’s email to Flaherty.135 

 

 
 

In his reply later that evening, Flaherty stated, “I guess this is a good example of your 
rules in practice then — and a chance to dive in on questions as they’re applied. How was this 
not violative? The second half of the segment is raising conspiracy theories about the 
government hiding that all vaccines aren’t effective. It’s not about just J&J. What exactly is the 
rule for removal vs demoting? Moreover: you say reduced and demoted. What does that mean? 

 
134 Id. 
135 Email from Facebook personnel to Rob Flaherty (Apr. 14, 2021, 8:11 PM); see Ex. 26. 
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There’s 40,000 shares on the video. Who is seeing it now? How many? How effective is 
that? And we’ve gone a million rounds on this in other contexts so pardon what may seem like 
deja vu — but on what basis is ‘visit the covid-19 information center for vaccine resources’ the 
best thing to tag to a video that says the vaccine doesn’t work? Not for nothing but last time we 
did this dance, it ended in an insurrection.”136 

 

 
 

Internal Facebook documents reveal that shortly thereafter Facebook employees 
exchanged emails, stating, “I find this kind of harassment from White House staff to be terribly 
galling, but useful to understand their perspective on us clearly.”137 

 

 
Two days later, on April 16, 2021, Flaherty sent another email to Facebook staff, 

appearing to express his impatience with Facebook’s delay in response, stating, “These questions 
weren’t rhetorical.”138  
 

A few days later, on April 21, 2021, Facebook’s Public Policy team sent Flaherty a long 
email, replying to each of Flaherty’s questions, including explaining why Facebook only 
demoted Tucker Carlson’s post rather than remove it.139 In response to Flaherty’s question, 
“How was the Tucker post not violative?” Facebook staff replied, “while we remove content that 
explicitly directs people not to get the vaccine, as well as content that contains explicit 
misrepresentations about vaccines, we reviewed this content in detail and it does not violate 

 
136 Email from Rob Flaherty to Facebook personnel (Apr. 14, 2021, 11:59 PM); see Ex. 28. (emphasis added). 
137 Internal email between Facebook personnel (Apr. 15, 2021, 10:23 AM); see Ex. 74. 
138 Email from Rob Flaherty to Facebook personnel (Apr. 16, 2021, 4:37 PM); see Ex. 28. 
139 Email from Facebook personnel to Rob Flaherty (Apr. 21, 2021, 2:01 PM); see Ex.28. 
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those policies.”140 In response to Flaherty’s question about what Facebook meant by “reduced 
and demoted” and how effective those measures were given that the video had already received 
“40,000 shares,” Facebook staff replied, “The video received 50% demotion for seven days while 
in the queue to be fact checked, and will continue to be demoted even though it was not 
ultimately fact checked.”141 

 

 
 

The Biden White House Pressured Facebook to Censor A “Vaccine Discouraging” Meme 
 
Clegg testified to the Committee that sometimes the White House would request, during a 

phone call with Facebook, that the platform remove specific pieces of content: 
 
They would provide specific examples.  And as part of a back-and-forth, we 
would definitely receive questions about, why did you not remove this content, 
why did you not remove that content?  So it wasn't just a generic or general 
theoretical discussion.  It was sometimes quite a granular discussion about 
specific posts.142 
 
Once such example of the Biden White House requesting specific content be removed 

from Facebook occurred in mid-April 2021. On April 16, 2021, Clegg emailed Slavitt to provide 
nonpublic information about the vaccine-related content that Facebook was seeing on its 
platform “as well as the interventions” it was “deploying to counter misinformation,” adding that 
the company did not normally share this type of data but “took [the Biden White House’s] cue 
the other day that it was important to get this to [the Biden White House] quickly even if not 

 
140 Id. 
141 Id. 
142 House Judiciary Committee’s Transcribed Interview of Nick Clegg (Mar. 1, 2024), at 21-22 (on file with the 
Comm.). 
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polished.”143 Clegg also noted that it did not yet have “a specific answer on the [Biden White 
House’s questions about the] Tucker Carlson post.”144 

 
On April 18, 2021, Clegg informed his team at Facebook that he just “got off [an] hour 

long call with Andy Slavitt,” in which Slavitt told Clegg that he had “attended a meeting of 
misinfo researchers (didn’t provide names) organized by Rob F [Flaherty] on Friday in which the 
consensus was that FB [Facebook] is a “disinformation factory”, and that YT [YouTube] has 
made significant advances to remove content leading to vaccine hesitancy whilst we [Facebook] 
have lagged behind.”145 Clegg then informed his team that Slavitt “was outraged – not too strong 
a word to describe his reaction – that [Facebook] did not remove” a particular post—a Leonardo 
DiCaprio meme— “which was third most highly ranked post in the data set [Facebook] sent to 
him.”  

 

 
 

143 Email from Nick Clegg to Andy Slavitt (Apr. 16, 2021, 9:07 PM); see Ex. 30. 
144 Id. 
145 Email from Nick Clegg to Facebook personnel (Apr. 18, 2021, 9:07 PM); see Ex. 29. 
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Clegg “countered that removing content like that would represent a significant incursion 

into traditional boundaries of free expression in the US but he [Slavitt] replied that the post was 
directly comparing Covid vaccines to asbestos poisoning in a way which demonstrably inhibits 
confidence in Covid vaccines amongst those the Biden Administration is trying to reach.”146 In 
other words, Slavitt disregarded Clegg’s warning that removing a meme about vaccine side 
effects would likely violate the First Amendment.147 Clegg later testified to the Committee that 
about this call with Slavitt: “And it seemed to me obvious that if Big Tech platforms were to start 
acting against what was clearly satire, humor, facetiousness online, I mean, it would set a pretty 
significant precedent.”148 Clegg concluded by telling his team that, “Given what is at stake here, 
it would be a good idea if we could regroup to take stock of where we are in our relations with 
the WH [White House], and our internal methods too.”149 

 
In testimony before the Committee, Clegg testified that “[the White House] certainly 

urged us to take down content and pointed out content which they felt should have been 
removed,” and that the White House’s requests for more to be removed were “a pretty persistent 
thing” and “at the heart of” most of the calls.150 

 

 
146 Id. 
147 Id. 
148 House Judiciary Committee’s Transcribed Interview of Nick Clegg (Mar. 1, 2024), at 30 (on file with the 
Comm.). 
149 Email from Nick Clegg to Facebook personnel (Apr. 18, 2021, 9:07 PM); see Ex. 29. 
150 House Judiciary Committee’s Transcribed Interview of Nick Clegg (Mar. 1, 2024), at 34, 65-66 (on file with the 
Comm.). 
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In response, Facebook’s Public Policy team raised the concern that Slavitt’s “challenge 
[felt] very much like a crossroads for us with the [Biden] White House in these early days.”151 
Another member of Clegg’s team, added, “Clearly we have a policy viewpoint gap with [the 
White House] we need to figure out perspectives on – what we believe violates and what they 
think does,” adding that Facebook need to “get to a common ground on what [it was] doing on 
substance.”152 Clegg then replied, agreeing that Facebook needed to “identify the gaps” between 
the White House’s “views and [its] policies” and “see what further steps [it could] take.”153 

 
151 Email from Facebook personnel to Nick Clegg (Apr. 18, 2021, 7:05 PM); see Ex. 29. 
152 Email from Facebook personnel to Nick Clegg (Apr. 18, 2021, 7:30 PM); see Ex. 29. 
153 Id. 
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On April 23, 2021, Clegg followed up with Slavitt to address the Biden White House’s 
“wider questions about whether [Facebook was] drawing the lines re what is removed and/or 
demoted in the right place,” noting that it was “looking at options” and would “reach out again 
as/when” it had “worked up new proposals.”154 

 
The same day, Flaherty sent Facebook staff an email with the subject line “Research 

Suggestions” that included a document entitled “Facebook COVID-19 Vaccine Misinformation 
Brief” that Flaherty stated was “circulating around” the White House “and informing 
thinking.”155 Flaherty cautioned Facebook, “Don’t read this as White House endorsement of 

 
154 Email from Nick Clegg to Andy Slavitt (Apr. 23, 2021, 3:50 PM); see Ex. 30. 
155 Email from Rob Flaherty to Facebook personnel (Apr. 23, 2021, 2:27 PM); see Ex. 30. 
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these suggestions (or, also, as the upper bound of what our thoughts on this might be). But – 
spirit of transparency – this is circulating around the [White House] building and informing 
thinking.”156 The document had two major headings: “Facebook plays a major role in the spread 
of COVID vaccine misinformation” and “Facebook’s policy and enforcement gaps enable 
misinformation’s spread.”157 Under each heading, the document listed multiple bullet points 
detailing perceived problems with Facebook’s COVID-related censorship efforts, including 
“Non-English mis/disinformation circulating without moderation (Spanish, Arabic, Chinese, 
among others)” and how people censored on one Facebook account may still be able to speak 
freely on another account or “another Facebook owned platform like Instagram.”158 

 
On April 27, 2021, Clegg emailed Slavitt, noting that Facebook had “received the 

recommendations/observations from the research organizations you met re covid misinfo etc this 
afternoon – the teams are now looking at them carefully, and I’ll get back to you once that’s 
done.”159  

 
Following Clegg’s call with Slavitt on April 18, Facebook employees began preparing a 

draft memo to Mark Zuckerberg about the “continued pressure” from the Biden White House to 
remove “more COVID-19 vaccine discouraging content,” and to remove “entities that are seen to 
be contributing to a large amount of vaccine misinformation content,” i.e., the Disinfo Dozen, 
even though the Facebook employees did “not believe we currently have a clear path for 
removal.”160 

 
On April 28, 2021, a Facebook employee circulated the draft memo for Facebook CEO 

Mark Zuckerberg and COO Sheryl Sandberg, writing: “We are facing continued pressure from 
external stakeholders, including the [Biden] White House . . . to remove more COVID-19 
vaccine discouraging content. For example, we recently shared with the White House a list of the 
top 100 vaccine-related posts on FB [Facebook] in the U.S. for the week of 4/5-4/11. While 
authoritative information dominated the list, the White House was concerned that the #3 post 
was a vaccine discouraging humorous meme, and they called on us to delete the meme. We 
didn’t appropriately catch-and-demote this meme (and it shouldn’t be removed as it’s 
humorous/satirical and arguably true). Still, this incident prompted us to take another hard look 
at our approach and to seek your guidance on whether to take more aggressive action against 
certain vaccine discouraging content.”161 

 

 
156 Id. 
157 Id. 
158 Id. 
159 Email from Nick Clegg to Andy Slavitt (Apr. 27, 2021, 12:11 AM); see Ex. 20.  
160 Internal emails between Facebook personnel (Apr. 2021); see Ex. 31. 
161 Internal email between Facebook personnel (Apr. 28, 2021, 4:27 PM); see Ex. 31. (emphasis in original). 
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Options included: 

▪ 25% demotion (which was the current plan) 
▪ 50% or stronger demotion (they said maybe even 80%) if 50% “isn’t 

sufficient to keep such content out of top vaccine posts” 
▪ Remove the content162 

 

 
 

D. July 2021: Biden White House Pressure Campaign Reaches a Fever Pitch 
 

The pace of communications between Facebook and the White House slowed somewhat 
during May and June of 2021.163 On May 26, 2021, Facebook stopped censoring lab-leak 
theory.164 In early July, top Facebook officials, including Clegg, engaged directly with the 
Surgeon General’s Office about alleged misinformation.165 But the situation began to rapidly 
change in mid-July.  

 
On July 14, 2021, the Eric Waldo of the Surgeon General’s office informed Facebook 

that Surgeon General Vivek Murthy would be releasing an “Advisory” the following day “about 

 
162 Id. 
163 See generally May and June email chains between Facebook personnel and White House staff; see Ex. 32, 37, 40, 
41, 43, 44, 45, & 46.  
164 Internal email from Facebook personnel to Mark Zuckerberg (June 6, 2021, 2:24 PM); see Ex. 37. 
165 See, e.g., Email from Surgeon General’s office personnel to Facebook personnel (July 6, 2021, 9:47 AM); see 
Ex. 50.  
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the importance of addressing health misinformation” and expected to regularly connect with 
Facebook “about this and more” in the future.166 In a follow-up email on the same day, the 
Surgeon General’s Office informed Facebook that “the Advisory notes that technology 
companies and social media organizations have a role to play in product and policy design to 
help slow the spread of health misinformation.”167 

 
July 15, 2021: Surgeon General’s Advisory released 
 
On July 15, 2021, the Surgeon General’s office emailed Facebook, highlighting the 

Advisory and Surgeon General Vivek Murthy’s statements that “American lives are at risk” 
unless social media companies “do more to address the spread [of misinformation] on their 
platforms.”168 The same day, then-White House press secretary Jen Psaki held a joint press 
briefing with Surgeon General Murthy and criticized “Facebook specifically for [its] handling of 
COVID misinformation and listed four steps” the White House believed Facebook should be 
taking, citing CCDH’s claim that “12 people”—that is, the so-called Disinformation Dozen— 
were “producing 65 percent of anti-vaccine misinformation on social media platforms” and 
noting that it was “important to take faster action against harmful posts.”169 

 
Following these statements, Facebook scrambled to determine whether the so-called 

Disinformation Dozen had been “totally removed” from its platforms, with one employee noting 
that “The White House made a statement about these accounts and now leadership is interested 
in what the status is, we’d like to do this now if at all possible.”170 (Following its review, 
Facebook “identified 39 accounts that are owned by, or appear to be linked to, the Disinfo 
Dozen,” of which 15 had been disabled, four were “experiencing feature blocks,” 10 were in 
“non-rec status,” and the remaining accounts had not posted “sufficient violating content” 
recently to be disabled or incur penalties.)171 Meanwhile, other Facebook employees emailed 
internally, noting that the Biden Administration’s definition of “misinformation” was 
“completely unclear,” and that it “seems like when the vaccination campaign isn’t going as 
hoped, it’s convenient for them to blame us.”172 Another added that the Biden White House’s 
response seemed like “a political battle . . . not fully grounded in facts, and it’s frustrating.”173  

 

 
166 Email from Eric Waldo to Nick Clegg and other Facebook personnel (July 14, 2021, 5:21 PM); see Ex. 50.  
167 Id.  
168 Email from Eric Waldo to Nick Clegg and other Facebook personnel (July 15, 2021, 9:08 AM); see Ex. 50.  
169 Internal email from Facebook personnel to Nick Clegg (July 15, 2021, 4:21 PM); see Ex. 54; Press Briefing by 
Press Secretary Jen Psaki and Surgeon General Dr. Vivek H. Murthy, July 15, 2021, THE WHITE HOUSE. 
170 Internal text thread between Facebook personnel (July 15, 2021); see Ex. 75.  
171 Id. 
172 Internal email among Facebook personnel (July 16, 2021, 7:32 PM); see Ex. 54.  
173 Internal email among Facebook personnel (July 16, 2021, 8:14 PM); see Ex. 54.  
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On July 15, 2021, the Biden White House also emailed Facebook about technical issues 
that had been affecting follower growth on President Biden’s Instagram account (@potus). When 
a Facebook employee replied that he was unable to explain the internal technical issue but noted 
that it had been “resolved and should not happen again,” Rob Flaherty replied in a tone familiar 
to Facebook personnel, “Are you guys f***ing serious? I want an answer on what happened here 
and I want it today.”174 

 

 
 

July 16, 2021: President Biden says that Facebook is “killing people” 
 
On July 16, 2021, Facebook met with the Surgeon General’s office to discuss the 

advisory the Surgeon General had announced publicly the day before.175 Prior to the meeting, 
Facebook emailed internally about how CCDH’s Disinformation Dozen report was both flawed 
and yet still being repeatedly cited by those who were alleging that Facebook was “contributing 
significantly to vaccine hesitancy.”176 One Facebook employee lamented that CCDH’s data was 
“now being used to guide major governmental policy decisions” and expressed concern that the 
Biden White House may not be making decisions “based on grounded data.”177 He added, “it 
seems like the WH thinks that if we just removed these 12 accounts, this would cause 65 percent 
of anti-vax misinformation to go away.”178 

 
Internal Facebook notes from the July 16 meeting reveal that the Surgeon General’s 

office stated that “the [Biden] Administration is concerned about misinformation generally” and 

 
174 Email from Rob Flaherty to Facebook personnel (July 15, 2021, 3:29 PM); see Ex. 51; see also House Judiciary 
Committee’s Transcribed Interview of Nick Clegg (Mar. 1, 2024), at 29 (on file with the Comm.). 
175 Internal email between Facebook personnel (July 16, 2021); see Ex. 55.  
176 Internal email between Facebook personnel (July 16, 2021, 10:21 AM); see Ex. 57. 
177 Internal email between Facebook personnel (July 16, 2021, 11:58 AM); see Ex. 57. 
178 Id. 
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“made it clear that the [Biden] Administration is indeed concerned that misinformation” on 
Facebook was “jeopardizing proactive COVID vaccination efforts.”179 The Surgeon General’s 
office also told Facebook that while it had made “some progress” to curtail misinformation, its 
work had “fallen short” and the company could “do more,” such as by taking “quicker actions on 
harmful content.”180 In response, Facebook stated that it had “invested considerable resources to 
improve [its] misinformation policies and enforcement actions” and “substantially demoted 
borderline COVID information, even if it is not false.”181 But that was not enough. Ultimately, 
internal documents reveal that Facebook “left the meeting with the impression that” although the 
Surgeon General’s office wanted Facebook “to do more,” it was not “sure how to encourage [the 
company] to take down more problematic content.”182 

 
On the same day, White House press secretary Jen Psaki again called out Facebook, 

citing CCDH’s claim that 12 people were responsible for most of the problematic content online, 
noting that there were “additional steps” that platforms could take to censor such content, and 
adding that the Biden Administration had been flagging general “trends” or “narratives,” but “not 
specific posts,” for Facebook’s attention.183 Shortly after Psaki’s statements, President Biden told 
a reporter that social media companies like Facebook were “killing people” by allowing Covid 
misinformation to spread on their platforms.184 

 
Following Biden’s statements, Facebook leadership (CEO Mark Zuckerberg, COO 

Sheryl Sandberg, Nick Clegg, VP of Global Affairs, and Joel Kaplan, VP for Public Policy) 
texted noting that “The behavior of the WH over the last 24 hours has been highly cynical and 
dishonest,” especially given that the Surgeon General’s office had “privately” been telling 
Facebook that it had been doing a “decent job.”185  

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
179 Internal email between Facebook personnel (July 16, 2021); see Ex. 55. 
180 Id. 
181 Id. 
182 Id. 
183 Id; Press Briefing by Press Secretary Jen Psaki, July 16, 2021, THE WHITE HOUSE. 
184 See Nandita Bose and Elizabeth Culliford, Biden says Facebook, others 'killing people' by carrying COVID 
misinformation, REUTERS (July 16, 2021). 
185 Message thread between Facebook senior leadership (July 16, 2021); see Ex. 56.  
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Zuckerberg asked if they considered including that “the WH put pressure on us to censor 
the lab leak theory” as part of its “generic pressure” for the company to “do more.”186 
 

Sheryl Sandberg texted that the White House was “scapegoating” Facebook to “cover 
their own missed vaccination rates and a virus they can’t get control of through public policy.”187  

 

 
 
The text thread also reveals that Facebook leadership believed it was in a “knife fight” 

with the Biden White House that may warrant reaching out to Steve Ricchetti, a counselor to 
President Biden.188 Zuckerberg thought that the President’s statement was coordinated with Jen 
Psaki’s statement and the Surgeon General.189 

 

 
 
The text thread mentioned how the Biden White House was telling reporters that “they 

have long demanded more action from” Facebook, which was “true,” but Facebook had already 
“done so much to promote authoritative information” and had been “more effective than other 
platforms at combating misinformation.”190 Consequently, Facebook leadership considered 
whether it should “change [its] model” of how it worked “with the WH on this,” noting, “If 

 
186 Id. 
187 Id. 
188 Id. 
189 Id. 
190 Id. 
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they’re more interested in criticizing us than actually solving the problems, then I’m not sure 
how it’s helping the cause to engage with them further.”191  

 

 
 

Clegg added that “whether the WH want[ed] to deescalate” the situation – “tho[ugh] 
much damage ha[d] already been done,” and Facebook “need[ed] to reset” its “working 
relationship with them.”192 Facebook leadership also noted the double standard between the 
media coverage of statements by President Biden versus President Trump, stating, “Did Trump 
say things this irresponsible? If Trump blamed a private company not himself and his govt, 
everyone would have gone nuts.”193 

 

 
 

On July 16, 2021, Clegg emailed Surgeon General Murthy about “what has transpired 
over the past few days following the publication of the misinformation advisory, and culminating 
today in the President’s remarks about” Facebook.194 Clegg explained to Murthy that teams from 
Facebook and the Surgeon General’s office met to “better understand the scope of what the 
White House expect[ed] from [Facebook] on misinformation going forward.”195 Facebook noted 
that while it certainly had understood “for some time” that there was “disagreement on some of 
the policies governing [its] approach and how they are being enforced,” it felt unfairly singled 
out and wanted “the opportunity to speak directly to discuss a path forward.”196 On July 19, 
2021, Surgeon General Murthy replied, stating, “I know the last few days have been challenging. 
I’d be happy to speak directly about how we move forward.”197 

 
July 17-21: Facebook in Damage Control 

 
On July 17, a Vice President at Facebook, emailed Anita Dunn, a senior advisor to 

President Biden, seeking “to connect with [Dunn] on the President’s comments on Covid misinfo 

 
191 Id. 
192 Id. 
193 Id. 
194 Email from Nick Clegg to Surgeon Gen. Vivek Murthy (July 16, 2021, 5:43 PM); see Ex. 58.  
195 Id. 
196 Id. 
197 Email from Surgeon Gen. Vivek Murthy to Nick Clegg (July 19, 2021, 3:29 PM); see Ex. 58.  
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and [Facebook’s] work there. Really could use your advice and counsel on how we get back to a 
good place here.”198 The Facebook employee added:  

 
While there’s always been a disagreement on where the lines should be on misinfo 
generally, we have genuinely tried to work with the administration in good faith to 
address the gaps and solve the problems. As I hope you know, we’ve been doing a 
significant amount of work to both fight the misinfo and fight the pandemic through 
authoritative information. Obviously, yesterday things were pretty heated, and I’d 
love to find a way to get back to pushing together on this – we are 100% on the 
same team here in fighting this and I could really use your advice.199  
 
In response, on July 17, Dunn added Flaherty to the email chain because, in Dunn’s 

words, “he has been following your platform (and others) closely when it comes to flow of 
information and misinformation.”200 Flaherty chimed in, stating that he was “[h]appy to 
connect.”201 And Ginsburg replied back, “We’d love to find a way to get things back to a 
productive conversation,” adding other Facebook personnel to the email chain and noting that 
Rob and the employee “have a tight working relationship already.”202 The employee then chimed 
in, noting that Facebook “had a conversation with the Surgeon General’s office yesterday to 
discuss the advisory In [sic] more detail and hope to continue to work to address concerns.”203 
The Facebook employee concluded his email, noting “Along with David [Ginsburg]—I am 
really hoping to close the gap in terms of what’s playing out publicly and what we might be able 
to accomplish working together,” adding “Rob—I’m around anytime for a conversation.”204 

 
Meanwhile, on July 17, 2021, Facebook circulated an email internally about running an 

exercise to “determine the content that the White House would want us to remove vs what we are 
currently removing,” so that it could demonstrate that it was “in fact removing a sizable 
proportion of content and that the remaining delta is not content that the general public would be 
comfortable with [it] removing.”205 In its discussion, Facebook pointed out that the Surgeon 
General’s advisory defined misinformation “to include people posting truthfully about 
experiencing rare side effects,” which it “obviously strongly disagree[d] with.”206 

 
On July 17, 2021, Facebook also published a statement entitled, “Moving Past the Finger 

Pointing,” in which it noted that, while the “Biden administration has chosen to blame” 
companies like Facebook for failing to meet its vaccination goals, Facebook had been taking 
action against vaccine misinformation, including “on all eight of the Surgeon General’s 
recommendations.”207 Clegg privately texted this statement to the Slavitt, stating that Facebook 
was hoping to avoid “further public broadsides,” and would reach out to Surgeon General 

 
198 Email from Facebook personnel to White House staff (July 17, 2021, 5:52 PM); see Ex. 60 (emphasis added).  
199 Id. (emphasis added). 
200 Email from White House staff to Facebook personnel (July 17, 2021, 5:56 PM); see Ex. 60. 
201 Email from Rob Flaherty to Facebook personnel (July 17, 2021, 3:06 PM); see Ex. 60. 
202 Email from Facebook personnel to Rob Flaherty (July 17, 2021, 6:14 PM); see Ex. 60. 
203 Email from Facebook personnel to Rob Flaherty and Facebook personnel (July 17, 2021, 3:23 PM); see Ex. 60. 
204 Id. (emphasis added). 
205 Internal email between Facebook personnel (July 17, 2021, 7:57 AM); see Ex. 59. 
206 Internal email between Facebook personnel (July 17, 2021, 11:08 AM); see Ex. 59. 
207 Guy Rosen, Moving Past the Finger Pointing, FACEBOOK (July 17, 2021). 
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Murthy in the hopes that it could “resume a sensible conversation, notwithstanding the 
differences,” “reset and move on.”208 Slavitt replied, noting that the Biden White House did not 
think Facebook’s statement was “very productive,” and that the company was “talking around 
the problem” instead of focusing on “what more could [it] do,” the latter of which, the Biden 
White House stated, “is how [it could] move past finger pointing.”209 Clegg stated that while 
Facebook understood the White House’s position, it was a “big deal when POTUS accuses a 
major US Corp of killing people.”210 Slavitt countered that the Biden White House was right to 
be “troubled” that “7 of the top 10 vaccine posts on FB are anti-vaxx,” such as a post by Candace 
Owens that stated “the government is hiding vaccine deaths.”211 He added that the Biden White 
House wanted Facebook “to come clean with how many people see these posts and what [the 
company was] doing about them,” adding that it has “asked and asked” for this information.212 In 
response, Clegg told Slavitt that Facebook was “now doing a full refreshed analysis of the delta 
between FB’s misinfo coverage/definition and what [it thought] the WH would want [it] to 
do.”213 

 
On July 19, as Facebook worked to identify the “delta [] for what the WH would want 

removed (vs what [Facebook did] remove),” senior Facebook employees texted back and forth 
about the pressure the company was under from the Biden White House.214 Clegg wrote that the 
“WH advisor” he had “been dealing with [was] totally focused on [the] top 10 Crowdtangle 
Covid posts.”215 He added that, “The Biden walkback of his earlier comments is significant – and 
v deliberate – I think the way he hit back this weekend had a real effect.”216 Clegg noted that he 
had been communicating with Facebook CEO Mark Zuckerberg “re the significance of the WH 
olive branch.”217 Clegg also informed his team that over the last several days he had had phone 
“calls with Andy Slavitt et al till 3 am on several occasions” and “many calls” with Zuckerberg 
and Sandberg, adding that the White House and wanted Facebook to “take down content is 
which by most measures annoying/alarming but not necessarily harm inducing misinfo.”218 In 
response, Clegg’s team brainstormed ways Facebook could “repair the relationship with the 
WH,” while Clegg noted that repairing the relationship would be difficult because “there simply 
isn’t consensus on what misinfo is” and so Facebook needed to know what its “coverage of 
misinfo” was versus what it thought “the WH would like to see.”219 

 
July 21, 2021: Facebook’s internal memo on the gap between what the Biden White 

House wanted removed and what Facebook felt comfortable removing 
 

 
208 Text messages between Nick Clegg and Andy Slavitt; see Ex. 53. 
209 Id. 
210 Id. 
211 Id. 
212 Id. 
213 Id. 
214 Internal email between Facebook personnel (July 19, 2021, 8:05 AM); see Ex. 59.; Message thread between Nick 
Clegg and Facebook personnel (July 19, 2021); see Ex. 62. 
215 Message thread between Nick Clegg and Facebook personnel (July 19, 2021); see Ex. 62. 
216 Id. 
217 Id. 
218 Message from Nick Clegg to FB personnel (July 19, 2021, 5:42 PM); see Ex. 62. 
219 Message from Nick Clegg to FB personnel (July 19, 2021, 10:01 PM); see Ex. 62. 
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On July 21, a Facebook employee circulated an internal memo for Nick Clegg, stating, 
“There is likely a significant gap between what the WH would like us to remove and what we are 
comfortable removing. There are some policy mitigations that could get the two parties closer, 
but Content Policy does not recommend pursuing them.”220 

 

 
 

The memo outlined the “delta” between the content that Facebook was removing and the 
content that the Biden White House wanted Facebook to remove as well as “mitigation 
options.”221 For example, the Biden White House expressed its desire for Facebook to disable 
accounts across its platforms and remove “all links to the Disinfo Dozen’s off-platform 
domains,” both of which Facebook had previously reserved only “for child safety and dangerous 
organization violations.”222 
 

 
 

 
 

The memo stated that the Biden Administration wanted Facebook “to remove true 
information” about vaccine side effects.223 
 

 
220 Internal email from Facebook personnel to Nick Clegg (July 21, 2021, 8:35 PM); see Ex. 63. 
221 Id. 
222 Id. 
223 Id. 
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Additionally, the memo noted that the Biden White House would like Facebook to 
“remove content that provides any negative information on or opinions about the vaccine without 
concluding that the benefits of the vaccine outweigh that information or opinion” as well as 
“humorous or satirical content that suggests the vaccine isn’t safe.”224 
 

 
 
The memo also indicated that it was likely that the Biden White House wanted Facebook 

to remove “true content and criticism of the government, both of which,” the company felt the 
need to add, “are appropriate to allow on platform.”225 

 

 
 

 
224 Id. 
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The internal Facebook memo further explained that the Biden White House had 
“previously indicated that it thinks humor should be removed if it is premised on the vaccine 
having side effects,” so Facebook “expect[ed] it would similarly want to see humor about 
vaccine hesitancy removed.”226 The memo noted that it did not have “insight” into whether the 
Biden White House wanted Facebook to remove “personal opinions about government mandates 
or explanations of personal choices not to get the vaccine,” again feeling the need to add, “We 
believe there is a strong interest in protecting the expression of personal opinion and personal 
choice.”227 
 

 
 

Finally, the memo outlined the “aggressive actions” that Facebook had taken to censor 
the Disinfo Dozen since March 2021, including by “expanding the amount” of misinformation it 
removed and “by giving the ‘Worst of the Worst’ Entities 48 hours to remove all violating 
misinformation or otherwise [] be removed” from the platform.228 The memo boasted that, 
consequently, Facebook removed “known anti-vaxxers” such as Robert F. Kennedy Jr.’s 
Instagram account, chilling the speech of many of these individuals.229 The memo concluded by 
noting that Facebook had removed at least one account associated with 11 of the 12 Disinfo 
Dozen individuals, adding that when it came to the 12th individual, who posted “mainly about 
internet censorship now,” Facebook was “watching his profile closely.”230 
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In response to this memo, Facebook COO Sheryl Sandberg asked Clegg if Facebook 
should “do more” to appease the Biden Administration.231 In his reply, Clegg noted that 
Facebook was also considering “what more data we can share with them which is a big ask from 
the WH,” adding that “what the WH appears to want us to remove ranges from humor to totally 
non violating chatter about vaccines. I can’t see Mark [Zuckerberg] in a million years being 
comfortable with removing that – and I wouldn’t recommend it.”232 Ultimately, Clegg noted that 
Facebook should “wait to see what Surgeon Gen tells me on Fri before deciding how/whether we 
need to make any bigger moves.”233 

 
On July 22, 2021, Clegg emailed internally to discuss how Facebook would handle its 

meeting with the Surgeon General the following day.234 Emails show that Facebook planned to 
ask Surgeon General Murthy about “what specific types of misinfo” it was missing so it could 
“move forward productively.”235 Clegg also included “Andy Slavitt’s overnight advice on how to 
understand where the WH is coming from,” which was that the Biden White House would be 
“frustrated” until Facebook could tell them “how much misinfo [was] being seen by people” and 
made “a pledge to reduce the amount of misinfo,” the latter of which was “all they care[d] 
about.”236 Clegg also mentioned that Facebook COO Sheryl Sandberg was “keen that we 
continue to explore some moves that we can make to show that we are trying to be responsive to 
the WH,” while noting that that the “blackholing idea,” which Facebook had initially considered, 
would not “work after all” given that it would eliminate a lot of benign content.237 Clegg 
concluded his email by noting that he believed Facebook’s “current course – in effect explaining 
ourselves more fully, but not shifting on where we draw the lines or on the data we provide” was 
“a recipe for protracted and increasing acrimony with the WH.”238 Clegg then added, “Given the 
bigger fish we have to fry with the [Biden] Administration,” that “doesn’t seem a great place for 
us to be, so grateful for any further creative thinking on how we can be responsive to their 
concerns.”239 

 
On July 23, 2021, Facebook met with Surgeon General Murthy.240 During the meeting, 

Clegg explained to the Surgeon General that, “NOT ONE SINGLE post in the top FB 100 posts 
listed in the reports [Facebook had] to submit to the [Biden] Administration over the last several 
weeks [was] in any way associated with the ‘disinfo dozen.’”241  But Murthy pushed back. As 
one Facebook employee who attended the meeting recalled, “One thing from Dr. Murthy 
mentioned at the end [of the meeting] – perhaps worth including as a signal of things to come? – 
is a broader concern from a well being perspective. He talked about how he travels the country 

 
231 Internal email from Sheryl Sandberg to Nick Clegg (July 21, 2021, 11:01 PM); see Ex. 63.  
232 Internal email from Nick Clegg to Sheryl Sandberg (July 21, 2021, 2:13 PM); see Ex. 63.  
233 Id. 
234 Internal email from Nick Clegg to Facebook personnel (July 22, 2021, 12:20 AM); see Ex. 64.  
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238 Id. 
239 Id. 
240 Emails between HHS staff and Facebook personnel (July 23, 2021, 5:34 AM); see Ex. 50.  
241 Internal email from Nick Clegg to Facebook personnel (July 24, 2021, 9:40 AM); see Ex. 66.  
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and hears concerns from people and questions about whether social media is bad for kids, and 
how this current health misinfo issue is the first one to figure out for the industry.”242 

 
Ultimately, following the July 23, 2021 meeting, Clegg emailed the Surgeon General to 

inform him about the steps Facebook had taken “just this past week to adjust policies” to 
“remove” more “misinformation” and further censor the Disinfo Dozen.243 Clegg added that it 
heard the Surgeon General’s “call for [Facebook] to do more” and would keep him informed on 
the “4 specific recommendations for improvement” he identified.244 

 
Internally, Facebook continued to struggle with how to respond to respond to the Biden 

White House’s unreasonable demands about the Disinformation Dozen, noting in one July 24, 
2021 email, for example, that it was “in a tough spot as the WH’s case – while wrong – is very 
simple: 12 people are responsible for the vast majority of the anti-vaccine content on Facebook 
and they’re (almost) all still active on the platform.”245 The email noted that “treating some of 
these people” as it treated “Dangerous Orgs and Individuals” may be the “only approach” that 
would bring Facebook “closer in line with the media/WH/policy elites view that [Facebook] 
should be banning people who repeatedly break [its] rules from all [its] apps.”246 

 
Meanwhile, the Biden White House’s pressure campaign, grounded on the CCDH’s false 

claims, continued. On July 26, 2021, Facebook internally noted that given the “unrelenting 
staying power of the misleading stat that 12 people are responsible for 65% of COVID/vaccine 
misinformation,” featured twice “in comments last week from President Biden,” it felt the need 
to draft a post about the action it had already taken against the Disinfo Dozen and how their posts 
represented just a fraction of a percent of Facebook’s total vaccine related content, and that, over 
the past two months, not a single post in Facebook’s most-viewed vaccine content was from a 
Disinfo Dozen-associated account.247 

 
E. August 2021: Facebook Relents to the White House Pressure and Changes Its 

Content Moderation Policies 
 

The preceding few weeks proved too much pressure for Facebook’s leadership to handle 
and the order was given from the top: change the company’s content moderation policies as 
quickly as possible. 

 
On August 2, 2021, a Facebook employee circulated an internal email with the subject 

line “Urgent help assessing misinfo/misinfo adjacent Policy options.”248 In the email, the 
Facebook employee noted that, “Leadership asked Misinfo Policy and a couple of teams on 
Product Policy to brainstorm some additional policy levers we can pull to be more aggressive 

 
242 Internal email from Nick Clegg to Facebook personnel (July 26, 2021, 11:50 AM); see Ex. 67. 
243 Email from Nick Clegg to Surgeon Gen. Vivek Murthy (July 23, 2021, 7:29 PM); see Ex. 69. 
244 Id. 
245 Internal email from Facebook personnel to Nick Clegg (July 24, 2021, 2:44 PM); see Ex. 60. 
246 Id. 
247 Internal email from Facebook personnel to Nick Clegg and other Facebook personnel (July 26, 2021, 11:34 AM); 
see Ex. 70. 
248 Internal email between Facebook personnel (Aug. 2, 2021, 5:39 PM); see Ex. 29. 
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against Covid and vaccine misinformation. This is stemming from the continued criticism of our 
approach from the US administration.”249  

 

 
 

Given the intense pressure Facebook was under to move quickly, the employee noted that 
Facebook’s Product team had “not had time to fully vet most of these ideas” and Facebook’s 
Data Science team had not “analyze[d] these options” to “fully understand their ultimate on-
platform impact.”250 The employee also noted that the “recommendations [were] specifically 
targeted at addressing the problem posed by the disinformation dozen accounts continuing to 
have presences on Facebook/Instagram,” adding that, “Most of the problematic content critics 
such as the Center for Countering Digital Hate (CCDH) associate with the disinfo dozen are 
URLs to off-platform content [Facebook didn’t] enforce on as a matter of principle.”251 As a 
result, the Facebook employee noted that Facebook “could change [its] policy approach and start 
enforcing off platform, but [her team didn’t] support that from a principled perspective,” adding 
that it also “would be resource intensive to implement.” 252 Given that “blackholing their 
domains is too blunt, since lots of the content they post on- and off-platform is not even about 
Covid or vaccines,” the Facebook employee “recommend[ed] steps to give less distribution to 
disinfo dozen URLs so they have less reach and visibility.”253 

 

 
249 Id. 
250 Id. 
251 Id. 
252 Id. 
253 Id. 
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The next day, Facebook discussed internally its “touchy relationship with [the Biden 
White House], which specifically want[ed] [it] to demonstrate additional steps on four issues 
they’ve raised, including doing more to address the disinfo dozen actors.”254 As a result, 
Facebook admitted that its “solutions” were “mostly tailored around addressing [the Disinfo 
Dozen].”255 On August 5, 2021, Clegg’s team provided him with an update on Facebook’s 
response “to the four asks from the White House” that were “named in the Surgeon General’s 
Advisory,” outlining four actions Facebook could take to further censor COVID and vaccine 
related content.256 

 

 
254 Internal message between Facebook personnel (Aug. 3, 2021, 9:46 AM); see Ex. 71. 
255 Id. 
256 Internal email from Facebook personnel to Nick Clegg (Aug. 5, 2021, 9:54 PM); see Ex. 72. 
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On August 6, 2021, Facebook met with Surgeon General Murthy.257 Following the 
meeting, the Surgeon General’s office followed up with Facebook, asking if the company could 
send “an update of any new/additional steps” that it would be “taking with respect to health 
misinformation in light of the advisory” “within two weeks.”258 Facebook replied, stating that it 
would provide a response within two weeks “outlining [its] approach.”259 

 
Internal Facebook documents indicate that following its meeting with the Surgeon 

General, Facebook met internally and agreed to “further explore four discreet policy options.”260 
For example, the following day, August 10, Facebook emailed internally, noting the Surgeon 
General office’s request for an update within two weeks, and stating that it would “scope product 
work” for four changes to further censor vaccine related content and “execute ones that are easy 
to do.”261 

 
Over the next two weeks, Facebook internally “scoped the requirements for executing 

those options.”262 On August 19, Facebook leadership circulated an internal memo about how the 
company would respond “to the Surgeon General on COVID-19 misinformation,” which 
included rolling out the four new measures Facebook had prepared following “the continued 
criticism of [its] approach from the [Biden] administration” to more aggressively censor vaccine 
hesitancy and alleged misinformation.”263 

 
Notably, the day before, on August 18, Facebook shared with the Biden White House and 

Surgeon General’s office a statement it had issued regarding how Facebook was handling the 

 
257 Internal email from Facebook staff to Nick Clegg (Aug. 19, 2021, 4:24 PM); see Ex. 29.  
258 Email from HHS staff to Facebook personnel and Nick Clegg (Aug. 6, 2021, 4:07 PM) see Ex. 69.  
259 Email from Facebook personnel to HHS staff (Aug. 6, 2021, 9:02 PM); see Ex. 69. 
260 Internal email from Facebook staff to Nick Clegg (Aug. 19, 2021, 4:24 PM); see Ex. 39. 
261 Internal email from Facebook personnel to Nick Clegg (Aug. 10, 2021, 10:08 PM); see Ex. 72. 
262 Internal email from Facebook staff to Nick Clegg (Aug. 19, 2021, 7:24 PM); see Ex. 77; see also Internal email 
from Facebook staff to Nick Clegg (Aug. 13, 2021, 6:21 PM); see Ex. 73. 
263 Internal email from Facebook staff to Nick Clegg (Aug. 19, 2021, 4:24 PM); see Ex. 77.  
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Disinfo Dozen as outlined in CCDH’s report.264 In the statement, Facebook declared that “there 
isn’t any evidence” to support CCDH’s claim that “12 people are responsible for 73% of online 
vaccine misinformation on Facebook,” noting that “these 12 people are responsible for about just 
0.05% of all views of vaccine-related content on Facebook.”265 Facebook then added that 
CCDH’s report, contrary to its claims, did not analyze, or provide evidence that it analyzed, 
representative samples of Facebook posts about COVID-19 vaccines nor did CCDH provide an 
explanation for how it defined or identified content it considered to be “anti-vax” or how it chose 
the 30 groups included in its analysis.266 

 
Nevertheless, on August 20, Facebook emailed Surgeon General Murthy to him update 

him on the new policy changes it was making and “stronger action” it was taking to censor 
vaccine related content, including the Disinfo Dozen, following pressure from the Biden 
Administration.267 The next day, Facebook internally noted that “everyone is neck deep right 
now in WH [White House] response.”268  

 

 
 

On August 23, Facebook began putting together “the actions that [it] took against the DD 
[Disinfo Dozen]” to add to its email report back to Surgeon General Murthy, although one 
Facebook employee noted that “nothing we say will be persuasive to that crew.”269 The same 
day, the Surgeon General’s office sent a follow-up email, thanking Facebook for capitulating to 
its demands and noting that it looked forward to “continuing to move forward together with 
urgency and solutions.”270 And with that, the Biden Administration’s censorship campaign had 
completed its mission: one of the world’s largest social media platforms again succumbed to 
pressure and violated its own principles to appease a powerful government office. 

 

 
264 Email from Facebook personnel to White house and HHS staff (August 18, 2021, 2:16 PM); see Ex. 74. ; see also 
Monika Bickert, How We’re Taking Action Against Vaccine Misinformation Superspreaders, FACEBOOK (Aug. 18, 
2021), https://about.fb.com/news/2021/08/taking-action-against-vaccine-misinformation-superspreaders/. 
265 Monika Bickert, How We’re Taking Action Against Vaccine Misinformation Superspreaders, FACEBOOK (Aug. 
18, 2021). 
266 Id. 
267 Email from Nick Clegg to Surgeon Gen. Vivek Murthy (Aug. 20, 2021, 3:08 PM); see Ex. 78. 
268 Internal messages between Facebook personnel (July 21, 2021, 9:28 AM); see Ex. 79. 
269 Internal messages between Facebook personnel (July 23, 2021, 12:28 PM); see Ex. 65. 
270 Email from HHS staff to Nick Clegg and Surgeon Gen. Vivek Murthy (Aug. 23, 2021, 7:43 AM); see Ex. 78. 
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F. 2022: Facebook Continues to Censor Vaccine Hesitancy and the Lab-Leak Theory, 
and Provide Updates to the Biden White House 
 
The Biden White House continued to pressure Facebook for more information on what 

the company was doing to censor vaccine-related content in September and October 2021, but 
the necessity for the White House’s pressure campaign lessened now that Facebook had new 
content moderation policies in place.271 Facebook continued to send COVID Insights reports 
through at least July 2022 and continued to inform the Biden White House as it made additional 
changes to its COVID-related policies through at least June 2022.272 Although it no longer 
removed posts related to the lab-leak theory, Facebook also continued to demote the man-made 
theory as well as “vaccine [discouraging] humor posts” until at least January 2022.273  
  

 
271 October 2021 email exchanges between Facebook personnel and White House staff (Oct. 28-31, 2021); Ex. 85; 
September 2021 email exchanges between Facebook personnel and White House staff (Sept. 7-18, 2021); see Ex. 
82. 
272 See, e.g., Email from Facebook personnel to White House staff (July 17, 2022, 8:16 PM); see Ex. 93; Email from 
Facebook personnel to White House staff (June 22, 2022, 7:56 AM); see Ex. 88. 
273 Email from Facebook personnel to White House staff (Jan. 24, 2022, 1:28 PM); see Ex. 114. 
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II.  THE YOUTUBE FILES  
 

“Hi Rob – Our YouTube Trust and Safety team is working to finalize a new 
policy to remove content that could mislead people on the safety and efficacy of 
vaccines. We would like to preview our policy proposal for you and get any 
feedback you may have.”274 

 
- Email between YouTube & Google personnel to Rob Flaherty, Biden White 
House’s Digital Director (Sept. 21, 2021, 1:52 PM) (on file with the Comm.) 
asking for the White House’s feedback on a new policy proposal that would 
expand the type of content removed by YouTube. 
 
The Biden Administration’s interactions with Big Tech regarding content moderation 

were not just limited to Facebook. The White House’s efforts to remove so-called 
“misinformation” extended also to the videos and content Americans had access to on 
YouTube.275 The White House repeatedly expressed particular concern about YouTube’s failures 
to not censor “borderline content”—i.e., content that does not violate YouTube’s content 
moderation policies.276 Like Facebook, YouTube ultimately capitulated and changed its content 
moderation policies after months of pressure from the White House. In September 2021, after 
continued criticism for not censoring “borderline” or non-violative content, YouTube shared a 
new “policy proposal” to censor more content criticizing the safety and efficacy of vaccines with 
the White House and asked for “any feedback” they could provide before the policy had been 
finalized.277 The White House praised YouTube for expanding the scope of its censorship, saying 
that the update “at first blush, seems like a great step.” 

 
A. April-May 2021: White House Increases Its Pressure Campaign on YouTube to 

Censor Non-Violative Content 
 

In the early months of the Biden presidency, the White House was in contact with 
YouTube several times on topics ranging from maximizing their content’s reach on the platforms 
to collaborations with content creators.278 But these communications turned from promoting 
White House content, to content moderation on April 12, 2021, when Rob Flaherty emailed 
Google, the parent company of YouTube, questioning how the company could better “crack 

 
274 Email from YouTube & Google personnel to Rob Flaherty (Sept. 21, 2021, 1:52 PM); see Ex. 114. 
275 See Chase Williams, White House worked with YouTube to censor COVID-19 & vaccine 'misinformation': House 
Judiciary Committee, FOX BUSINESS (Nov. 30, 2023); Jim Jordan (@Jim_Jordan), X (Nov. 30, 2023, 8:44 PM), 
https://twitter.com/Jim_Jordan/status/1730221179632226337; Jim Jordan (@Jim_Jordan), X (Dec. 1, 2023, 2:26 
PM), https://twitter.com/Jim_Jordan/status/1730669728002142706. 
276 See Reduce: How does YouTube reduce the spread of harmful misinformation, YOUTUBE CONTENT POLICIES & 
COMMUNITY GUIDELINES, https://www.youtube.com/howyoutubeworks/our-commitments/managing-harmful-
content/#reduce. 
277 Email from YouTube & Google personnel to Rob Flaherty (Sept. 21, 2021, 1:52 PM); see Ex. 114. 
278 See Draft Event Memo from Biden Transition Team to YouTube personnel (Dec. 10, 2020); Ex. 95; Email 
exchange between YouTube personnel and White House staff (Jan. 28 – 29, 2021); Ex. 96; Zoom invitation for 
meeting between YouTube and the White House (Feb. 4, 2021, 3:00 PM); Ex. 97; Email exchange between 
YouTube personnel and White House staff (Feb. 24 – Mar. 9, 2021); Ex. 98; Email exchange between YouTube 
personnel and White House staff (Mar. 11 – 12, 2021); Ex. 99. 
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down on vaccine misinformation” on YouTube, and to discuss “ways the White House (and our 
COVID experts) can partner in your product work.”279 

 

 
 

Internal Google emails show that, privately, YouTube understood the true intention 
behind this specific request: “Rob’s questions were very YT focused” and “dug in on our 
decision making for borderline content.”280 Borderline content, according to YouTube, is content 
“that brushes up against our policies, but doesn’t quite cross the line.”281 
 

 
279 Email from Rob Flaherty to YouTube & Google personnel (Apr. 12, 2021, 3:01 PM); see Ex. 100. 
280 Internal email between YouTube & Google personnel (Apr. 13, 2021, 6:08 AM); see Ex. 101. 
281 Reduce: How does YouTube reduce the spread of harmful misinformation, YOUTUBE CONTENT POLICIES & 
COMMUNITY GUIDELINES, https://www.youtube.com/howyoutubeworks/our-commitments/managing-harmful-
content/#reduce. 
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 The meeting between YouTube’s Government Affairs & Public Policy team and the 
White House occurred on April 21, 2021.282 Later that day, after the meeting, Flaherty sent a 
lengthy follow-up email to YouTube, thanking them for the meeting before making several 
requests for information about various data points of interest to the Administration. Flaherty’s 
email was particularly focused on how YouTube handled non-violative “borderline” content.283 
These requests were prefaced by stating the Biden White House wanted “to be sure that you have 
a handle on vaccine hesitancy generally and are working toward making the problem better” and 
that this “is a concern that is shared at the highest (and I mean highest) levels of the [White 
House].”284  
 

 
282 Zoom invitation for Apr. 21, 2021, meeting between White House and Google & YouTube personnel (Apr. 16, 
2021, 5:10 PM); see Ex. 102. 
283 Email from Rob Flaherty to YouTube & Google personnel (Apr. 21, 2021, 8:05 PM); see Ex. 105. 
284 Id. 
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The YouTube Public Policy team responded to the email with several data points and 

links to resources responding to Flaherty’s many questions, offering to schedule a “follow up 
briefing” for Flaherty on issues of interest to the White House, such as borderline content.285  

 
Immediately following the meeting with the White House on April 21, a Google 

Government Affairs team members asked for more information about vaccine hesitancy on 
YouTube to be shared with the Biden White House. The internal company discussion that 
followed explained plainly what Flaherty wanted: “Really he’s interested in what we’re seeing 
that is NOT coming down.”286 

 

 
285 Email from YouTube & Google personnel to Rob Flaherty (Apr. 22, 2021, 3:48 PM); see Ex. 105. 
286 Internal email between YouTube & Google personnel (Apr. 21, 2021, 2:31 PM); see Ex. 103. 



56 
 

 
 
The day after the meeting with the White House, the YouTube Public Policy team 

emailed the YouTube Product team warning them that the Biden “White House is very interested 
in our work on borderline content,” and that the Product team had to brief the White House “to 
prevent anything from potentially spiraling out of control.”287 
 

 
287 Internal email between YouTube & Google personnel (Apr. 22, 2021, 10:38 PM); Ex. 107; see also Internal 
email between YouTube & Google personnel (May 24, 2021, 1:39 AM); Ex. 111 (Flaherty “has been tough on us at 
times.”). 
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On April 29, 2021, about one week after YouTube’s meeting with the White House, the 
YouTube Public Policy team emailed Flaherty to see if they could establish a time for the White 
House to meet with YouTube’s “Director of Global Healthcare Partnerships” and the “program 
manager responsible for leading our efforts to reduce borderline content” who were working to 
“raise authoritative content related to COVID-19 vaccines as well as combat harmful 
misinformation.”288 The YouTube Public Policy team emphasized that these individuals would 
be “happy to dive as deep as needed to ensure you get any questions you may have answered.”289 

 

 
 

 
288 Email from YouTube personnel to Rob Flaherty (Apr. 29, 2021, 7:25 PM); Ex. 108. 
289 Id. 
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Two hours later, the YouTube Public Policy team emailed the YouTube Product team to 
update them on the situation. The Google and YouTube Government Affairs teams were having 
“conversations with the White House staff on YouTube’s policies.”290 Google wanted the 
YouTube Product Team to meet directly with the White House staff, who were “familiar with 
many of [YouTube’s] policies and efforts” regarding removing content, because the White 
House continued to have questions about YouTube’s “raise/reduce efforts.”291 The YouTube 
Public Policy team highlighted the urgency and gravity of the situation by noting the “significant 
attention coming from the [White House] staff on this issue.”292 More critically, YouTube 
needed a positive outcome because the company was seeking “to work closely with [the Biden] 
administration on multiple policy fronts” and therefore needed to appease the White House’s 
censorship demands.293 
 

 

 
 

 
290 Internal email between YouTube personnel (Apr. 29, 2021, 4:38 PM); Ex. 109. 
291 Id. 
292 Id. 
293 Id. 
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On May 4, 2021, the YouTube Public Policy team followed up with Flaherty about 
scheduling the meeting, and Flaherty responded saying he “[w]ould love to chat this week.”294 
After some back and forth on scheduling, the meeting was eventually set for May 10.295  

 
During the early months of the Administration, the Biden White House appeared to view 

YouTube as more willing to remove content than Facebook. Indeed, YouTube’s apparent 
willingness to censor Americans was used by the Biden White House to criticize Facebook for 
resisting the pressure to censor more content. For example, in April 2021 Slavitt told senior 
Facebook officials that Facebook “lagged behind” in their content removal efforts compared to 
YouTube, and that YouTube would “never have accepted something like this” when Facebook 
refused to remove a vaccination-related meme.296 
 

B. July 2021: White House Continues Pressure and Flags Examples that Do Not 
Violate YouTube’s Policies at the Time 

 
The pace of communications between Google/YouTube and the Biden White House 

slowed before picking up again later in the summer of 2021. On July 19, 2021, a few months 
following the meeting between the YouTube Product team and White House officials regarding 
“borderline content,” the YouTube Public Policy team once again contacted Flaherty to highlight 
updates YouTube had made, making “it easier for people to find authoritative information on 
health topics.”297 Flaherty responded the next day saying he was “interested to see it in 
action,”298 but also flagged a tweet from a CNN journalist claiming that after he watched “a few 
videos on the Arizona election ‘audit’” his YouTube algorithm was “feeding” him “anti-vaccine 
content.”299 The flagged videos included questioning from Senator Rand Paul (R-KY) at a 
congressional hearing and a debate between Robert F. Kennedy, Jr. and Alan Dershowitz.300 

 

 
294 Email from Rob Flaherty to YouTube & Google personnel (May 4, 2021, 1:38 PM); Ex. 108. 
295 Email from White House staff to YouTube & Google personnel (May 5, 2021, 3:28 PM); Ex. 108.; Zoom 
invitation for May 10, 2021, meeting between White House and Google & YouTube personnel (May 5, 2021); Ex. 
110. 
296 Internal emails between Facebook personnel (Apr. 18, 2021, 9:34 PM); see Ex. 29.__ 
297 Email from YouTube personnel to Rob Flaherty (July 19, 2021, 1:27 PM); Ex. 112. 
298 Email from Rob Flaherty to YouTube & Google personnel (July 20, 2021, 10:57 AM); Ex. 112. 
299 Id.; Daniel Dale (@ddale8), X (July 19, 2021, 10:32 PM), 
https://twitter.com/ddale8/status/1417130268859772929. 
300 Id. 



60 
 

 
 
Flaherty said “we had a pretty extensive back and forth about the degree to which you all 

are recommending anti-vaccination content. You were pretty emphatic that you are not. This 
seems to indicate that you are. What is going on here?”301 The YouTube Public Policy team 
responded, saying that “it is important to keep in mind that borderline content accounts for a 
fraction of 1% of what is watched on YouTube in the United States” and that YouTube uses 
“machine learning to reduce the recommendations of this type of content” with the goal of 
keeping “recommended borderline content below 0.5%.”302 
 

 
301 Email from Rob Flaherty to YouTube & Google personnel (July 20, 2021, 10:57 AM); see Ex. 112. 
302 Email from YouTube personnel to Rob Flaherty (July 20, 2021, 2:36 PM); see Ex. 112. 
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Flaherty challenged this assertion, saying “I see that’s your goal – what is the actual 
number right now?”303 Inquiring further, Flaherty questioned whether the content mentioned in 
the tweet counted as “violative content that has slipped through” or if the posts were “in-
bounds.”304 The YouTube Public Policy team responded by stating that the videos Flaherty 
referenced were “not in violation of our community guidelines.”305 

 

 
 
A month later, on August 23, 2021, Flaherty reached out to YouTube’s Public Policy 

team to discuss vaccine information.306 He flagged the FDA’s approval of the Pfizer vaccine, and 
asked how YouTube was planning to promote it.307 Flaherty added that the White House would 
“appreciate a push here” and provided “suggested language” about how to amplify the Biden 
Administration’s message.308 A member of the Google Public Policy team responded, saying that 
“a number of product teams across Google/YouTube” were planning updates based on FDA’s 
announcement and that she would “follow up in the coming days with more details.”309 She 
further included that she had shared the suggested language from Flaherty “across the internal 
teams.”310 
 

 
303 Email from Rob Flaherty to YouTube & Google personnel (July 20, 2021, 3:58 PM); see Ex. 112. 
304 Id. 
305 Email from YouTube personnel to Rob Flaherty (July 20, 2021, 2:36 PM); see Ex. 112. 
306 Email from Rob Flaherty to YouTube & Google personnel (Aug. 23, 2021, 9:50 AM); see Ex. 113. 
307 Id. 
308 Id. 
309 Email from Google & YouTube personnel to Rob Flaherty (Aug. 23, 2021, 11:29 PM); see Ex. 113. 
310 Id. 
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On August 25, 2021, just two days later, YouTube’s Chief Product Officer, Neal Mohan, 

posted a blog discussing the company’s approach to misinformation.311 Mohan included in this 
blog that “today, we remove nearly 10 million videos a quarter,” and that “since February of 
2020 we’ve removed over 1M videos related to dangerous coronavirus information.”312 Mohan 
also stated that “[s]peedy removals will always be important but we know they’re not nearly 

 
311 Neal Mohan, Perspective: Tackling Misinformation on YouTube, YOUTUBE OFFICIAL BLOG (Aug. 25, 2021). 
312 Id. 
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enough,” and that “the single most important thing we can do” is “increase the good and 
decrease the bad.”313 Not mentioned in the blog post was the Biden White House’s continued 
pressure campaign happening behind the scenes. The following month, YouTube enacted new 
policies that mirrored the Biden White House’s understanding of what constituted “good” and 
“bad” information. 

 
C. September 2021: YouTube Changes Its Content Moderation Policies, Seeking 

Feedback from the Biden White House on Proposed Changes 
 

Following months of extensive pressure from the Biden White House, YouTube finally 
acquiesced in September 2021 when the company instituted a new content moderation policy to 
remove content that questioned the safety or efficacy of the COVID-19 vaccines. On September 
21, 2021, the YouTube Public Policy Team again reached out to Rob Flaherty with a meeting 
request. The YouTube Public Policy Team asked for a meeting because the YouTube Trust & 
Safety team was “working to finalize a new policy to remove content that could mislead people 
on the safety and efficacy of vaccines” and the company wanted to “preview our policy proposal 
for you and get any feedback you may have.”314 A few days later, on September 29, 2021, 
Flaherty responded saying that he would “welcome the meeting” and that the proposal “at first 
blush, seems like a great step.”315 In subsequent emails, YouTube sent links for Flaherty to 
review the announcement and policy, and they set the meeting for October 1, 2021.316 
 

 
 

313 Id. 
314 Email from Google & YouTube personnel to Rob Flaherty (Sept. 21, 2021, 1:52 PM); see Ex. 114. 
315 Email from Rob Flaherty to YouTube & Google personnel (Sept. 29, 2021, 9:23 AM); see Ex. 114. 
316 Email from White House staff to YouTube & Google personnel (Sept. 29, 2021, 11:04 AM); see Ex. 114. 
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After the policy change, the company continued to work with White House and CDC 

staff on the rollout of vaccines for children from five to eleven years old.317 Flaherty reached out 
initially expressing interest in discussing the White House’s strategy for this rollout and “the 
headwinds we think we’re going to be facing.”318 Flaherty further sought to understand Google’s 
strategy regarding the rollout, and requested a one hour call to find “areas of collaboration.”319 
The call occurred on October 22, 2021.320 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
317 Emails between Rob Flaherty and YouTube & Google personnel (Oct. 19 to Oct. 20, 2021); see Ex. 116. 
318 Email from Rob Flaherty to YouTube & Google personnel (Oct. 19, 2021, 5:36 PM); see Ex. 116. 
319 Id.; see also Email exchange between YouTube personnel and White House staff (June 14 – 16, 2022); see Ex. 
120. 
320 Emails between White House staff and YouTube & Google personnel (Oct. 20, 2021); see Ex. 116; Zoom 
invitation for October 22, 2021 meeting between White House and Google & YouTube personnel (Oct. 20, 2021); 
see Ex. 117. 
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D. 2022: YouTube Continues to Engage with the White House on Misinformation 
Policies Not Related to COVID-19 

 
Google and YouTube’s collaboration with the White House regarding misinformation 

continued past 2021 and expanded to issues beyond COVID-19 and vaccines.321 For example, on 
March 17, 2022, Tim Wu, the Special Assistant to the President for Technology and 
Competition, reached out to Google asking for a meeting to discuss “Russian misinformation / 
disinformation” as well as “airline competition.”322 On June 16, 2022, Google Public Policy team 
sent an email to White House staff briefing them on “YouTube’s climate misinformation 
efforts.”323 On July 14, 2022, YouTube Government Affairs staff contacted White House 
personnel offering to brief them on “updates related to addressing reproductive health 
misinformation on YouTube,”324 to which White House staff responded, saying that they were 
“specifically interested in abortion.”325 And on August 3, 2022, a Google Public Policy staffer 
responded to an email from Rob Flaherty, thanking Flaherty for his ideas pertaining to how 
“Google platforms can help inform and educate voters” and recommended that Flaherty meet 
with the company’s “Left-of-Center elections team” so that he could “dive deeper” into the topic 
of educating voters.326  

 
Once the White House, or any government office, has proven to be able to censor 

information—even if under the purported guise of supporting public health or the integrity of 
elections—it is inevitable that the government will seek to expand its censorship efforts to cover 
an ever-growing list of topics. The Committee and the Select Subcommittee are continuing to 
investigate the extent to which the Biden Administration may have attempted to censor speech of 
other topics, such as climate, abortion, and inflation.327 
 
  

 
321 See also Email exchange between YouTube personnel and White House staff (Nov. 1-2, 2021); see Ex. 118. 
322 Email from Tim Wu to YouTube & Google personnel (Mar. 17, 2022, 4:14 PM); see Ex. 119. 
323 Email from Google & YouTube personnel to White House staff (June 16, 2022, 4:16 PM); see Ex. 121. 
324 Email from Google & YouTube personnel to White House staff (July 14, 2022, 1:16 PM); see Ex. 122. 
325 Email from White House staff to Google & YouTube personnel (July 26, 2022, 10:02 PM); see Ex. 122. 
326 Email from Google & YouTube personnel to Rob Flaherty (Aug. 3, 2022, 1:05 PM); Ex. 123. 
327 See, e.g., Jeff Stein & Taylor Lorenz, The viral $16 McDonald’s meal that may explain voter anger at Biden, 
WASHINGTON POST (Nov. 24, 2023) (“The White House official said the administration is working with TikTok 
creators to tell positive stories of Biden’s economic stewardship, while also working with social media platforms to 
counter misinformation.”). 
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III. THE AMAZON FILES 
 

“Is the [Biden] Admin asking us to remove books, or are they more concerned 
about search results/order (or both)?”328 

 
- Email between Amazon employees (March 9, 2021, 11:59 AM) (on file with the 
Comm.) ahead of Amazon’s meeting with the Biden White House later that day. 
 
The Biden White House also waged its pressure campaign against online bookstores. In 

March 2021, Biden White House officials criticized Amazon, the world’s largest online 
bookstore, for carrying books that questioned the safety or efficacy of vaccines, including the 
newly developed COVID-19 vaccines. Facing pressure from the White House, Amazon reacted 
quickly, implementing a new policy within a week that would add restrictions to anti-vaccine 
books. 

 
The Biden White House’s pressure on Amazon shows that despite the purported claims 

of trying to combat viral alleged misinformation on social media, the true purpose of the White 
House’s censorship campaign was to censor disfavored speech, no matter the form it took. To be 
sure, First Amendment protections extend to Americans’ speech on every form of media, but 
navigating how these protections apply to the relatively new forum of social media will require 
time and good-faith debate. But as documents obtained by the Committee and Select 
Subcommittee show, the Biden White House sought to censor speech in one of the oldest forms 
of communications: books. 

 
A. March 2, 2021: Biden White House Criticizes Amazon For Not Censoring Books 

 
On March 2, 2021, Slavitt emailed Amazon’s Vice President of Public Policy, asking 

who the White House could talk to about the “high levels of propaganda and misinformation and 
disinformation” on the Amazon’s online bookstore.329 

 

 
 

 
328 Internal email between Amazon personnel (Mar. 9, 2021, 11:59 AM); see Ex. 134. 
329 Email from Andy Slavitt to Amazon personnel (Mar. 2, 2021, 7:33 AM); see Ex. 126. 
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The Amazon Public Policy Vice President responded just an hour later to Slavitt and 
offered to provide a “more fulsome briefing with [Amazon’s] content teams” and assured Slavitt 
that Amazon had taken “a number of actions” to avoid showcasing misleading content.330 Slavitt 
responded just minutes later, noting that he personally ran searches on Amazon and found the list 
of book results as “concerning.”331 Slavitt also added Flaherty to the email chain.332 

 

 
 
 
An hour later, Amazon’s  Public Policy Vice President responded to Slavitt’s email, 

reiterating that current policies governing the book’s presence on Amazon’s marketplace were 
being consistently applied across the bookstore, and that such policies were the result of 
extensive research and development.333 The presence of a book whose subject matter involves 
the questioning of vaccine efficacy on Amazon’s bookstore did not currently violate Amazon’s 
policies.334 

 
330 Email from Amazon personnel to White House personnel (Mar. 2, 2021, 8:36 AM); see Ex. 125. 
331 Email from Andrew Slavitt to Amazon personnel (Mar. 2, 2021, 8:48 AM); see Ex. 125. 
332 Id. 
333 Email from Amazon personnel to White House personnel (Mar. 2, 2021, 2:44 PM); see Ex. 124. 
334 Id.  
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Amazon’s Public Policy Vice President forwarded Amazon’s latest message from the 

White House to the Amazon Public Policy team, advising that they should “alert the business 
that we have WH attention on this issue” and to further “escalate that I’m being questioned about 
this.”335 The email would inform the CEO of the Retail division, Dave Clark; the Senior Vice 
President overseeing the Books team, Russell Grandinetti; the Senior Vice President of 
Corporate Affairs, Jay Carney; the Vice President of Global Communications, Drew Herdener; 
Senior Vice President, General Counsel, David Zapolsky; and Vice President of Kindle content 
and the main point of contact for the Books team of the developing situation.336 

 

 
335 Internal email between Amazon personnel (Mar. 2, 2021, 11:46 AM); see Ex. 126. 
336 Id. 
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Later that morning, another Biden White House official, Zach Butterworth, followed up 

with an email containing a screenshot taken from a subsequent search and noting he did not “see 
any CDC warning.”337 
 

 

 
337  Email from Zach Butterworth to Amazon personnel (Mar. 2, 2021, 2:53 PM); see Ex. 125. 
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Slavitt added in a subsequent email that afternoon that Amazon “caters to people who are 
anti-vax.”338 Slavitt added that the Biden White House would be interested in discussing with 
Amazon further, not just about Amazon policies, but also specific “examples like this that are of 
concern.”339 Slavitt concluded the email by stating that only attaching a CDC information panel 
next to books regarding vaccine related matters, “wouldn’t be a great solution,” suggesting that 
more severe steps, such as the removal or demotion of books, may be necessary.340 
 

 
338 Email from Andy Slavitt to Amazon personnel (Mar. 2, 2021, 3:14 PM); see Ex. 125. 
339 Id. 
340 Id. 
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Amazon’s Public Policy Vice President, having already communicated Amazon’s 

policies on the matter with Biden White House officials, accepted the request for a follow-up 
meeting.341  

 

 
 
 Flaherty reinforced Slavitt’s inquiry, emphasizing the White House’s desire to talk about 

Amazon’s content moderation policies related to its bookstore.342 

 
341 Email from Amazon personnel to White House personnel (Mar. 2, 2021, 3:21 PM); see Ex. 124. 
342 Email from Robert Flaherty to Amazon personnel (Mar. 2, 2021, 6:16 PM); see Ex. 124. 
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Amazon worked to get a meeting on the books with the White House as quickly as 

possible.343 The meeting was scheduled for March 9, 2021, exactly one week after Slavitt’s 
initial outreach.344 

 
B. March 2-8, 2021: Amazon Internally Debates How to Handle Biden White House 

“Pressure” 
 

The Biden White House inquiry on March 2, 2021, set off alarms within Amazon. The 
same morning that Slavitt emailed about alleged propaganda and misinformation, Amazon’s 
Public Policy team reached out to the Books team, the Public Relations team, and others. Within 
hours of the White House’s first outreach on book censorship, Amazon decided, as an initial 
response, to (1) not do a “manual intervention” that day because it would be “too visible”; (2) 
expand the number of search terms that trigger a label redirecting customers to the CDC website; 
and (3) begin developing talking points because Amazon expected the Biden White House to be 
unsatisfied with these initial steps.345 Besides the technical difficulties with implementing a 
manual intervention, Amazon also was mindful of the critical coverage from other media outlets 
that the company had received for censoring Ryan Anderson’s book, When Harry Became 
Sally.346 

 
 

 
343 Email from a White House personnel to Amazon personnel (Mar. 4, 2021, 12:00 PM); see Ex. 131. 
344 Internal email between Amazon personnel (Mar. 5, 2021, 10:56 AM); see Ex. 132. 
345 Internal email between Amazon personnel (Mar. 2, 2021, 9:42 AM); see Ex. 127. 
346 Id. 
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Amazon employees had begun preparing responses for Amazon’s Public Policy Vice President 
to have on hand if pressed by the White House on specific aspects of the company’s policies.347  

 

 
 

Amazon’s prepared talking points demonstrate the company’s application of its policies 
and the intentions behind their development. 348 In contrast to the other Big Tech companies 
receiving censorship requests from the White House, Amazon aimed to clearly distinguish itself 

 
347 Internal email between Amazon personnel (Mar. 2, 2021, 10:20 AM); see Ex. 128. 
348 Internal email between Amazon personnel (Mar. 2, 2021, 1:54 PM); see Ex. 128. 
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as a retailer, and not a social media company.349 Internal documents show that when preparing 
for the upcoming meeting with the Biden White House, Amazon felt it was necessary to defend 
its bookstore policy of allowing a variety of viewpoints. 
 

 
 

On March 3, Amazon began taking measures to address White House scrutiny with hopes 
of “earning us goodwill at the White House.”350 The pressure from the previous day’s 
interactions with the Biden White House were the reason for the new changes. One employee 
emailed: “as part of our ongoing conversations with the White House COVID task force, staff 
alerted us to their serious concerns with the misinformation or anti-vaccination books sold in the 
store.”351  
 

 
349 Id.  
350 Internal email between Amazon personnel (Mar. 3, 2021, 1:33 PM); see Ex. 129. 
351 Id. 
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The same day, as pressures from the White House reverberated up the corporate ladder, 
senior leadership at Amazon remained undecided on how to move forward.352 The head of the 
Books team approved the adoption of a new policy to apply a “Do Not Promote” label to anti-
vaccination books.353 
 

 
352 Internal email between Amazon personnel (Mar. 3, 2021, 7:02 PM); see Ex. 130. 
353 Id. 
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At the same time, on March 4, the Books team at Amazon began the process for 

establishing a “Do Not Promote” tag for anti-vaccination-related books.354 Amazon employees 
emphasized the “high priority” nature of the request, and that it stemmed from a need to address 
the “negative feedback” from the Biden White House’s Coronavirus Taskforce.355 
 

 
 
An email later that same day put the reason for the new policy change in even plainer 

terms: “the impetus for this request is criticism from the Biden Administration about sensitive 

 
354 Internal email between Amazon personnel (Mar. 4, 2021, 11:48 AM); see Ex. 131. 
355 Id. 
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books we’re giving prominent placement to.”356 The email concluded by noting that the request 
“should be handled urgently.”357 
 

 
 

Later that same day, an Amazon employee, appearing to understand the urgency of the 
situation, suggested adding vaccination content from the bookstore to the “Do Not Promote” 
class designated for “extremist” content.358 By doing so, Amazon could more quickly mitigate 
the prevalence of disfavored vaccine-related books while the team finished creating a new class 
for anti-vaccine books. The same employee also requested that forty-three ASINs—Amazon 
Standard Identification Numbers, used to identify specific products on the Amazon 
marketplace—be added to an internal “Master Tracker Misinformation” list of titles.359 

 

 
356 Internal email between Amazon personnel (Mar. 4, 2021, 2:18 PM); see Ex. 131. 
357 Id. 
358 Internal email between Amazon personnel (Mar. 4, 2021, 3:32 PM); see Ex. 131. 
359 Id. 
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On March 5, three days after the initial interaction with the White House and just four 
days prior to the follow-up meeting, the Books team met so that they could “review [the] policy 
proposal to handle anti-vax content in Books.”360 In a transcribed interview before the 
Committee, Amazon’s Vice President of Public Policy testified that his Public Policy team had 
conveyed requests to the Books team to “accelerate” its discussions so that a final decision could 
be made prior to Amazon’s call with the White House on March 9.361 He also noted that the 
policy had been under consideration for about a month at that point and it was his understanding 
that the Books team was in favor of the policy change.362 Amazon’s consideration of 
implementing more censorious content moderation policies in February 2021 aligns with 
Facebook, which began to increase its censorship of the manmade theory of the origination of the 
SARS‑CoV‑2 virus in hopes of appeasing the new Biden Administration.363 

 

 
360 Internal email between Amazon personnel (Mar. 5, 2021, 10:56 AM); see Ex. 132. 
361 Transcribed Interview of Amazon’s Vice President of Public Policy, H. Comm. on the Judic. (Apr. 16, 2024), at 
99 (on file with the Comm.). 
362 Id. at 28. 
363 Cf. id.; Sections I.A and I.B (describing new content moderation policies implemented by Facebook in February 
2021 in the early days of the Biden Administration). 
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On March 8, just one day prior to the call with the White House, an Amazon employee 
explained how changes to Amazon’s bookstore policies were being applied “due to criticism 
from the Biden people.”364 

 
364 Internal email between Amazon personnel (Mar. 8, 2021, 8:28 AM); see Ex. 132. 
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At the same time, the Amazon employees who previously sought senior leadership 

approval to lump vaccination related content into the “extremist” Do Not Promote class, received 
the go ahead to do so.365 

 

 
365 Internal email between Amazon personnel (Mar. 8, 2021, 10:52 AM); see Ex. 131. 
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The same Amazon employee who was briefed on the policy changes and how they were 

initiated because of “the Biden people” provided context surrounding the extremist DNP 
classification.366 The employee explained that it was “intended only for [Amazon Standard 
Identification Numbers] identified by NSOC to contain extremist content, and/or for ASINs from 
extremist publishers.”367 While it was not standard policy to do so, the employee explained that 
“given the urgency of the request, I’m ok with using this class for this purpose once . . ..”368 In 
other words, Amazon, at least temporarily, treated books related to vaccine efficacy in a similar 
manner to extremist content just to appease the White House’s demands.  

 
366 Internal email between Amazon personnel (March 8, 2021, 1:59 PM); see Ex. 131. 
367 Id. 
368 Id. 
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The email concluded by asking: “Is the expectation the same for anti-vax content, or is 

the request to develop a keyword-based approach to proactively classify new ASINs?”369 The 
answer provided by another Amazon employee suggested that all new books with a subject 
matter related to vaccinations would be identified by NSOC as violating the new policy and 
added to a DNP class.370  

 

 
 

 
369 Id. 
370 Internal email between Amazon personnel (Mar. 8, 2021, 2:05 PM); see Ex. 131. 
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In the afternoon of March 8, Amazon began building its “Do Not Promote” flag for 
vaccination related content,371 just six days after White House officials questioned the books 
available on Amazon’s marketplace. 
 

 
C. March 9, 2021: Amazon Changes Books Policy Because of White House Pressure 

 
By the following morning, the “Anti-vax [Do Not Promote] shell class” had been 

created.372 Forty-three Amazon products, presumably vaccination related books, were 
immediately flagged and assigned for “Do Not Promote” designation.373 

 

 
 

 
371 Internal email between Amazon personnel (Mar. 8, 2021, 2:38 PM); see Ex. 131. 
372 Internal email between Amazon personnel (Mar. 9, 2021, 11:00 AM); see Ex. 131. 
373 Id. 
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On March 9, less than an hour after the “AntiVax” DNP was initiated, Amazon’s Public 
Policy team circulated talking points ahead of the impending meeting with the White House.374 
In an interesting insight into what Amazon employees anticipated from the White House, the top 
talking points included the question: “Is the Admin asking us to remove books, or are they more 
concerned about search results/order (or both)?”375 

 

 
 

 In the same email, the internal Amazon correspondence speaks to the pressure the 
company anticipated due to the pointed and critical nature of its earlier interactions with the 
Biden White House.376 
 

 
374 Internal email between Amazon personnel (Mar. 9, 2021, 11:59 AM); see Ex. 134. 
375 Id. 
376 Internal email between Amazon personnel (Mar. 9, 2021, 10:05 AM); see Ex. 134. 
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The talking points then turned to the anticipated need to defend Amazon’s COVID-19 
related policies from White House scrutiny. The company included additional talking points “IF 
PRESSED IN CONVERSATION” and welcomed more discussions to appease the Biden 
Administration while also attempting to retain a shred of autonomy in the situation.377 
 

 
 
 In order to appeal to the Biden administration officials, Amazon included talking points 
that were informed by the tallying of vaccination-related content Amazon removed, including 
10,000-20,000 books.378 
 

 
377 Id. 
378 Id. 
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In the talking points, Amazon also claimed to have a “high bar for removing book[s],” 
despite applying broad “Do Not Promote” tags and removing tens of thousands of vaccine 
related books from its market.379 

 

 
 
 Finally, the internal Amazon talking points for the Biden White House meeting 
concluded with responses to specific questions that Amazon expected to be raised in the March 9 
meeting.380 
  

 
379 Id. 
380 Id. 
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 By the start of the March 9 meeting with the White House, Amazon’s new book policy 
was in place.  
 

Emails subsequent to the meeting demonstrate that Amazon continued to further consider 
ways to reduce visibility of books disfavored by the Biden Administration. For example, on 
March 12, 2021, an internal Amazon email discussed an upcoming meeting to “take a closer look 
at books related to vaccine misinformation and debat[e] additional steps Amazon might want to 
take to reduce the visibility of these titles.”381 The email concluded by noting that Amazon’s 
Public Policy team was “feeling pressure from the White House Taskforce on this issue.”382 

 

 
 

 
381 Internal email between Amazon personnel (Mar. 12, 2021, 2:47 PM); see Ex. 135. 
382 Id. 
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IV.  EPILOGUE: THE DEVASTATING CONSEQUENCES AFTER SUPPRESSING FREE SPEECH 
 

Flaherty, Slavitt, and other key members of the Biden White House censorship regime 
ultimately moved on and left their roles in the White House.383 About a week after leaving the 
White House, Slavitt published a book, Preventable: The Inside Story of How Leadership 
Failures, Politics, and Selfishness Doomed the U.S. Coronavirus Response.384 In Preventable, 
Slavitt appeared to criticize Americans who spoke out, at times passionately, against the 
constitutional violations committed during the pandemic: “But, even accounting for [President] 
Trump, other deep-seated issues that are part of our culture and national identity emerged to 
haunt us: Our obsession with individual liberties, even at the expense of others’ lives and 
health.”385  

 
Slavitt’s candid statement underscores the Biden White House’s arrogance and its 

contempt for fundamental civil liberties. The Constitution is not suspended in times of crisis. The 
First Amendment did not hurt Americans’ “lives and health”; to the contrary, if the Biden White 
House and the Biden Administration had abided by the First Amendment, so much needless pain 
and suffering could have been avoided. Because public health measures could not be fairly 
debated by the public and assessed on their merits, the Biden Administration and other 
policymakers imposed public health measures that were devasting to schoolchildren, workers, 
and other Americans around the country. Today, it is widely accepted how foolish these 
measures were.386 Statements accepted as gospel under a mantra of “Trust the Science” have 
now been revealed to have had no scientific basis whatsoever.387 And yet, for a time, the truth 
was censored and the misinformation was spread by the “experts,” including the Biden 
Administration.388 America needs to have free and open debate on the pressing issues of the day, 
and the Biden Administration should have trusted the intelligence of the American people to 
make up their own minds.  

 
Investigating constitutional violations by the Executive Branch is not enough; legislative 

reforms are needed. House Republicans are working to enact new legislation that would further 
strengthen Americans’ right to free expression. Members of the Select Subcommittee have 
introduced the Free Speech Protection Act and the Censorship Accountability Act, which will 
hold federal employees accountable for violating Americans’ First Amendment rights. 

 
383 Nick Stoico, North Reading native Rob Flaherty to serve as deputy manager of Biden reelection campaign, BOS. 
GLOBE (Aug. 8, 2023); Maeve Sheehy, Andy Slavitt stepping down from White House Covid-19 response role, 
POLITICO (June 9, 2021). 
384 Andy Slavitt, PREVENTABLE: THE INSIDE STORY OF HOW LEADERSHIP FAILURES, POLITICS, AND SELFISHNESS 
DOOMED THE U.S. CORONAVIRUS RESPONSE (St. Martin’s Press, 2021). 
385 Id. (emphasis added). 
386 See, e.g., Sarah Mervosh, Claire Cain Miller & Francesca Paris, What the Data Says About Pandemic School 
Closures, Four Years Later, N.Y. TIMES (Mar. 18, 2024) (“The more time students spent in remote instruction, the 
further they fell behind. And, experts say, extended closures did little to stop the spread of Covid.”). 
387 See, e.g., The Editorial Board, Anthony Fauci Fesses Up, WALL ST. J. (Jan. 11, 2024) (“Officials nonetheless 
promoted the arbitrary rule because they didn’t trust Americans to understand scientific nuance or, for that matter, 
anything. Businesses, churches and schools that weren’t forced to close had to spend money reconfiguring their 
operations to comply with these government guidelines. It’s nice of Dr. Fauci to acknowledge now that the rule 
lacked a scientific basis.”). 
388 See, e.g., Calvin Woodward & Hope Yen, Biden goes too far in assurances on vaccines, ASSOCIATED PRESS 
(July 22, 2021). 
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Legislative reforms like these will help ensure that the First Amendment and America’s tradition 
of free expression meaningfully endures. As the legislative process continues, the Committee and 
the Select Subcommittee will continue their oversight efforts to inform these necessary and 
important legislative reforms. 
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3/26 White House Call Notes 

Attendees: Roby Flaherty 
Attendees (FB): , ,  

•  – wanted to make sure we had time, we have a few things coming to you.  We
have an update to the symptom survey in a week.  We could set up time to walk
through the one you have, the new info.  It’s a different look, but useful, want to talk
through

• Rob – useful, especially from comms folks
•  – will have more detail on demographics, should be improved.  We also have data

stuff from last week, want to center our work on universe of content.  Nick told Andy
that it will take some time to build, will have that ASAP.  Today, wanted you to meet

 our Product lead across all COVID defensive work.  When Nick was talking to
Andy about areas where we were unable to provide answers,  should be able to
provide more information. She’ll do an overview.  We’ll make sure to follow up on any
questions.

•  – Hopeful for open confirmation, my job is focus on responding to immediate
issues. I report to   I’m jumping in midstream, may have some questions, I want to
understand where we’ve been missing the mark, addressing gaps, see areas where we
may not have direct answers but could look at proxies, other solutions.  Want to
understand problems, priorities going forward.

• Rob – sounds great.  Maybe helpful to hear where we’re coming from – we’re
concerned about FB impact on vaccine hesitancy, we see so often in data that people
who are vaccine hesitant see on FB.  Our theory is that content is harder to remove is
doing the most harm, people are setting on the fence.  We understand taking down
that content is not best solution, for us, we want to understand if our theory is right,
where you see what s driving vaccine hesitancy, what you are doingm how we can plug
in and get you things.  If you find things that are working, want to hear that.  That’s
what we care about.  We’re not trying to screw you guys, we want to solve this
problem.  In 3 months, when there’s a demand problem, we’ll be in the barrel

•  – similar strategies –
o Inform
o Remove what’s actually harmful
o Reduce where there is hesitancy

•  – I know you want numbers, I don’t have numbers yet on how interventions are
working on, looking at proxies.  Today – can sepak to levers, where are we reducing
content, introducing reshare friction, have some things we can dig into.  Nick
mentioned we’re looking at viral content, that’s a metric we want to get you, but
centralizing work – also looking at large entities, big groups, pages, big IG accounts.
Last one is comments.  One thing that’s difficult – good post, bad comments, we see
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that quite often.  We see authoritative info from WHO having a lot of hesitancy 
comments.  Top skepticism comments on those posts, don’t 

• Rob – so you’re focused on virality, big entities like pages/groups, less on
comments/posts between friends

•  – for the most part, right – the way we think about – head problem – where do
we see hot spots – minority individuals/entities producing content that then gets
resdistributed.  From prioritization perspective, that’s how we know content will be
redistributed/upranked/reshared.  This is for hesitancy (not misinfo, which gets
different treatment).  We want to know overall hesitancy content, what are
interventions.  Detection methodology is dependent on topical conversations – that will
take weeks, if not months.  So in the interim, focused on the hot spots.  Does that make
sense?

• Rob – yes, makes sense.  Do you have a tangible example? Done or seen is helpful.
•  – I asked the teams this morning – overall viral pieces of content – anecdotally,

they’ve shared
o Topics trending towards uncertainty – FDA approval v authorization – general

confusion about that
o Another one – concerns about vaccinated people shedding the virus to non-

vaccinated people nearby – indirect
o Have seen a lot of groups sharing individual stories about side effects or death

after vaccination
o If we’re taking authoritative information – we could detect outright

discouragement based on a reliable link, but it’s harder to detect skeptical
comments like “Oh, isn’t that interesting.” – we are working to be able to detect
that, but we can’t yet

• Rob – that makes sense.  Fascinating.  I’m curious – NY Post churning out articles every
day about people dying.  What is supposed to happen to that from Policy perspective.
Does that article get a reduction, labels?

•  – Let’s go back to remove (outright misinfo), reduce (not benign, more
sensationalism, eg claim vaccines create miscarriages, indirect discouragement), inform
– levers are contingent on content type, who posted it.  We look at removing from
recommendations, explorer, we want to take all this content out of that.  E.g. Health
Groups are non-recommendable, want to get them out of areas where we recommend
or amplification systems.  What we’re prioritizing in feed – want to make sure that
anything we suspect is hitting skepticism, harmful topically but we can’t remove, we
reduce.  I don’t have those numbers today.

•  – a lot of things get viral copy-pasted.  We have a concept of introducing an
inform interstitial – if I go to reshare post like that, have an interstitial noting that a post
has been rated false by 3PFC.  We can also do fwd limits.  These are are all methods
we’ve used where there’s not super clear lines in the sand.  That’s a suite of tools we’re
trying to apply right now.

• Rob – The question I have, if you’re applying these methodologies, where is it still
breaking through?  And to whom?  If it’s still there, where is next whack a mole?
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•  – big whackamole is that this all depends on our ability to detect.  We’re getting
better at detecting things like the microchip thing and delete that.  We’re getting better
at detecting (human, natural language processing) discouragement.  We find COVID
posts, then we identify posts that are explicit discouragement, or this is bullying for
choosing to get vaccinated.  What’s hard right now, we haven’t completed full
detection path.  We need to close gaps, that’s what we’re doing.  The comments thing
isn’t solved, that’s the big thing keeping me up at night, that I’m most worried about
from an implementation perspective.

• Rob – so substantive problem is not that there are holes in the policy, it’s more that the
detection of things that needs more work

•  – the hard part is that what could be applicable to policy is moving, the timeline
takes some time.  Things are evolving on a discussion basis.  This also gets harder as
events evolve.  For example, recent charges in Italy against two doctors and a nurse for
administering Astra Zeneca vaccine.  That creates a net new topic for our systems to
need to be able to identify and get to intervention.  That’s why inform – driving to
authoritative sources, CIC – that’s why it’s so important.  Best way to resolve/educate
individuals who aren’t adversarially minded – compared to every real world event.
Trying to get to fastest real solution v managing symptoms of having right information.
I want to get a few minutes at the end to talk about next touch point.  A lot of what I
just said – there are also individuals that are adversarial, very good at following rules,
know where the lines are, driving things off platform.

• Rob – I can go over 12:30 if you can.  My question on inform – intellectually my bias is
to kick people off.  Inform, intellectually, maybe path of most impact.  How are you
measuring impact when you do inform?  Is there secret sauce targeting that we can
use? Stanford has suggested building targeting tools of people that engage with antivax
content.

•  – This is where it gets into Offense side, this is what  was talking about.
How do we measure success – are we getting people vaccinated.  We have metrics
around how many people we’re informing, how quickly, how thorough.  Are we
identifying right content.  Best directional metric is that symptom survey.  We don’t
have a strong causative way of saying because integrity did X, we now see preventing
growth – we don’t see that.  That’s why we end up in education.  If we’re getting at do
people have more information, are they better educated, that symptom survey is best
we have right now.

• Rob – that survey, you are doing treatment survey
•  – real measure of success – did people go to center, did they read content, did

that change perspective – broader integrity – unless someone tells us, hard to measure
if we’re changing hearts and minds, unless we do survey

• Rob – what are most successful inform interventions?
•  – only a few that are very topical based right now, don’t have metrics now.

People have concers about methodology or safety on vaccines.  We’re in a test phase
on broad COVID inform treatment that drives to FB/IG.  There’s a post, we put inform
treatment driving directly to CIC.  Not even about violating content – just broad swath.
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That’s the next big push of what we think might be a good inform treatment.  In an 
ideal state, we want to get as precise as possible.  The north star would be addressing 
each topic, but that degree of specificity might not be something we can ever get to.  So 
trying to go broad and wide, with a big focus on the US.  Trying to push out much more 
information given trends we’re seeing.  

• Rob – our public campaign, largely grants, fed govt not most trustworthy actor on
vaccines – how can community organizations plug into FB in a way that will be
maximally effective.  Is there tooling that’s coming online?

•  – I’d love to continue this conversation – I’m not a lawyer, know we have to be
sensitive to personal information, targeting.  In terms of targeting, one of the
interesting trends we’ve seen in my own experience – local FB Groups – city, council,
regional groups giving info about when new appts are available.  I’m personally seeing
local group community organizing.  Might be an interesting thing to look at – how are
communities having those conversations – something to explore further.

• Rob – to  point, that’s the next question – how can we plug in, how can we help.
W e’re going to be a clearinghouse for ad campaigns, what can we bring to bear.

•  – Action items:
o Chat more about how to do more targeted/communication to vulnerable

communities
o Symptom survey

•  – we’ll put a briefing on with Curtiss, our research director.
•  – we owe you a WA follow up
•  – we’ll send that over – we’ll take your queues – weekly, biweekly checkin makes

sense, if you want to communicate on the fly with me and  we’re open
• Rob – probably both – let’s put check in on calendar
•  – ok great, we’ll put on the calendar
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4-5 Notes on Call with White House re Symptom Survey  
 
WH attendees: Rob Flaherty, Courtney Rowe, Clark  
FB attendees: , , ,  
 
 

•  Want to introduce  he leads our work on the COVID survey that we’re 
sending regularly to you.  Want to walk through how we use it, how we approach it, 
how we think it will be useful in the work you’re doing to identify pockets of the country 
where vaccine hesitancy is more of a problem.   will give an update at the end.  
Will turn it over to  let us know if you have questions.  

•  Hi Rob and Courtney, nice to meet you.  Please interrupt with any questions, see 
this as a conversation.  I lead a special methodology team – Demography and Survey 
Science.  I’m a sociologist by training.  The survey that we’re running with CMU and 
UMD – using FB’s superpower in combination with superpower of public health 
community to understand at a granular level issues.  We rely on public health experts to 
help with what goes into survey, we aren’t public health experts.  In the US alone, we 
collect about 40,000 responses per day.  Next largest – 75,000 responses every two 
weeks – the Household Pulse Data.  Temporal and granularity make valuable 
instrument.  We don’t have access to individual responses, but we use data internally to 
help inform messaging campaigns, understand in the US, the world, where different 
messages might resonate.  I can go into high level insights by race/ethnicity/age etc., 
real time info on preventative health behavior.  But want to address what you want to 
hear about.  High level things most pertinent:  

o We’ve all heard in the media and other data sources about disparities among 
people of color versus whites with respect to hesitancy.  This survey points out 
that vaccine accepting black and LatinX adults are less likely to have attempted 
to make an appointment.  In LatinX community, highest gap in MD, NY, VA.  MD 
– disparity between LatinX and white adults is largest – interesting because MD 
is one of the least hesitant states.  State like NM, much older Latino population, 
actual parity between white population and Latino population there.  

o States where most hesitant – MI, Indiana, Ohio – reasons people are giving – side 
effects, waiting to see what happens, lack of trust.  In other states, a lot of 
diversity across the US.  Nice thing about this data is you can dive in at a county 
level to see how the numbers are changing over time so you can think about 
potential interventions.  

o Another highlight – looking at real time preventative health behaviors.  E.g., 
Texas with no mask mandate – we can look before and after lifting mask 
mandate on March 10.  3% decrease in people reporting wearing masks.  We see 
heterogeneity across counties.  Travis county kept mask mandate, saw very little 
change.  Harris county, saw a 5-point change.  We can understand 
microinterventions, how they are affecting behaviors.  Can also look at interest 
in vaccine, what concerns people are having.  
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o This is just some of the ability that we have.  The results are usually available 
about a day after collected.  If we collect today, can see estimates tomorrow.  
That allows us to be able to understand the changes occurring as pandemic is 
unfolding.  

o Change instrument frequently, in 7 languages.  
o Would love to answer questions, what you’d like to see.  

•  Rob, you heard from  that we’re using survey to get feedback and see in 
the real world how people are responding.  View it as a valuable tool.  Would love 
feedback on how could use it. We have a new version coming to you next week.  

•  Have collaborated with CDC, gotten a lot of good feedback, a lot of interest from 
academic community.  Zeke Emmanuel just co-published an article looking at self-
modulated behaviors in response to rising case rates.  

• Rob: In terms of the survey, when gleaning things from it, how do you compare 
population on FB against general population?  

•  About 93% of adults in the US use the internet, about 83-84% on FB.  We have 
more data about people on FB than people on survey panels.  People don’t join FB to 
take surveys, orthogonal w/r/t bias.  Some slight skews, but we think we do pretty well.  
The value of the data isn’t that there isn’t bias, it’s that the bias is consistent over time.  
If you want to understand over time across geographies, we can offer that better than 
anyone else.  

• Rob: First packet I got in mid-March, was results from February, was useful.  I’m curious, 
what are messaging things that are most useful.  What are you finding that has worked?  

•  We haven’t engaged with our own interventions, we’re rolling that out, it’s early 
to say.  

•  You’ll recall, we’re doing a lot of broad inform, we felt we didn’t have the right 
targeting in place to go deep.  One thing I want to make sure we’re not losing, any 
subtext – how do we enable you to find the communities that need the more targeted 
messaging?  

• Rob: we want to find where is the biggest problem, what has been materially useful.  
•  Survey itself can tell you the reasons that hesitant but persuadable are being 

influenced by norms and expectations of people around them in their lives.  You can see 
at a geographic level the differences.  But you can also see who they trust.  Those also 
vary by geography and population.  If you take that – can explore local messengers in 
one community, friends and family in another, more elite spokesperson is another.  It 
can help you with the messaging, but you have to try it to see if works.  

•  It’s hard for us to prove out that an informative piece of content changes hearts 
and minds outside of survey.  Social norms, like profile frames, seeing friends and family 
and public figures, could help.  

•  So when 28% people of NH saying they are waiting because other people need it 
more, then maybe you need to match message to not to wait.  Almost like political 
microtargeting.  

• Rob: How do we make that operationally useful for us and track it?  
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•  Because of privacy reasons, we work through academic partners.  You could
work through academic partners, or there is a public API.  We can talk about the
cadence you might want to receive the information.

o For example, prime minister’s office in UK want to access data to build out a
dashboard.

o We can help get in format that’s the easiest way for you to consume.
• Rob: Format like the document you sent, the high-level takeaways, that’s helpful.  With

API, might need  or HHS.  I probably won’t be using the API.
•  Would be great to follow up with   Love that broken down by region

and demographics.  But equally important, how do we work with you all to push back on
it.  If someone in rural Arkansas sees something on FB, it’s the truth.

•  OK – so in terms of action items
o Find ways to reduce delay
o Maybe there is a future opportunity to bring in my counterpa t  who is

working on roll out of info on state sides
•  That would be great. But we want to understand how to counter and correct

myths.  That piece of it is equally important.  Seeing counternarrative on FB will be much
more effective.

•  We will push to get more frequent versions of this, can also look for red alert,
COVID survey concierge service, will look at what we can provide.   want to see
what survey can tell WH about where people are hesitant and how we get messages to
them.  Then also on FB to counter misinfo through labeling, pushing authoritative info to
people.  That’s something we’re making a priority.

•  Super helpful to get this information, this is what we need.  What we need is
help pushing back on the myths.

•  Doesn’t just help us understand how and where to intervene, but it also tells us
if the interventions are working.  We can see overtime if hesitancy is decreasing where
we are doing interventions.

• Rob: Rather than chasing individual narratives/demographics, know you’ve said that
broad access is more of philosophical approach.

•  Don’t think that targeting is the wrong way to do it, it’s a sequencing thing.
Remove harm, reduce hesitant, inform good.  In an ideal state, we inform, but we can
also identify and reduce hesitant.  But since the detection still isn’t quite there for
hesitancy, we are starting with inform.  Maturity of our detection is the core of
challenge for identifying and removing and also means harder to do more targeted
interventions.

• Rob: Question I have – if we focus on broad stuff next – if we are to take things from
more targeted info, we run targeted ads and local media.  You can look at what’s
showing promise, what’s in the lab.

•  Yes – right now, it’s all broad.  Wondering if there is a way to combine vast
majority of fastest groups about how to find appointments, discussing side effects.  Do
we leverage this kind of activity – we know from human patterns of behavior that
people are trying to do X, can we build a better data set.
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•  That’s where a lot of our efforts are trying to go.  We are looking at using CDC
SVI to see if we’re having a more or less positive effects on those counties that are
considered as vulnerable by CDC.  Can we bring together behavioral aspects of what we
see.  Not building two different tools, building one, market the same one to different
people.

•  Can we bring  next time,   This is at the heart of biggest opportunity
to work together.

•  Yes.
• Rob: Is the problem that there isn’t a tool? Or the more someone uses FB, the more

likely to be vaccine hesitant?
•  Don’t think we have data that suggests that.  Literature on vaccine hesitancy –

people bring hesitancy to the groups that they are in.  They aren’t more hesitant as a
result of social media campaigns.  Do think that for some populations – not knowing
how to get an appointment is actually a barrier.  FB can help meet that need.  For other
populations, might have a more effective message.  Vaccine hesitant, anti-vaxxers.  We
can address concerns of vaccine hesitant by understanding concerns and address.

•  Remove harm – about trying to actively do harm – that’s the vast minority but
we want to remove.  Hesitancy – want to keep getting as much information as I can to
you.  Vast majority of overall widely distributed content, authoritative and good – from
CDC, etc.  Hesitancy themes around side effects – is vaccine causing nose bleeds,
enlarged lymph nodes.  We still have a gap in understanding or managing expectations
as to what experience could be like.  Another thing – lots of questions over finding
appointment.  Seeing a trend in memes and satire making fun of individuals that don’t
want to get vaccine.  Political themes: video of Biden speaking, reactions.  Still small
group of adversarial people, large group who are hesitant and have concerns about side
effects, finding appointments.

• Rob: Are you able to provide resources?
•  This is why on broad inform – we tag anything with COVID-19 vaccine, it directs

you to the COVID information center. Ideal state – I have a concern about a nosebleed,
here’s a resource exactly about that.  That from a technical perspective is really hard,
which is why it’s broader.

•  It’s hard, and it may not be effective.  Some research shows that allowing
people to express experience and concerns might be a more effective path to having a
conversation with them.  Have to be careful in how we approach.

• Rob: If people are having the conversation, is the presumption that we let people have
it.  Direct them to CDC.  What then?

•  I think it’s an and. We all know people that have had the experience that think
that FB is listening to them.  The more general stuff, connection to CDC, pops up as very
predictable, that’s fine, people don’t have issues with that.  You have the opportunity to
go back later, to surface information.  At the immediate moment, have the big brother
feel. We should pay attention to those conversations, make sure that people see
information, even if it’s not right then. Have easy access to information.
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•  Also need to be honest here, deficit of trust in the government, deficit of trust
in FB.  Figuring out the right interventions that doesn’t reinforce some of those concerns
around trust is really critical.  Who are your trusted sources?  Friends and family?
Community figure?  In areas where we or you aren’t the right voice, where we can find
the right voice to address concerns>

• Rob: how do we get that stuff to people?
•  there are a number of public health agencies we’re working with to do

campaigns on FB – make use of ability to understand population and target messages
appropriately.

•  Some of this is actually targeting.   and our ads team know more – a lot can
be accomplished through targeting, third parties can definitely target – there will be
demographic information that will be able to be used as well.

• Rob: There are ways we can target around it.  Since it’s a global pandemic, can we give
agencies access to targeting parameters that they normally wouldn’t be able to?

… (missed 1 Q) 
•  Have other issues – for example, women of childbearing age worried about

fertility.  Can we adjust survey on a dime? Pregnancy is another one but I’m less worried
about it.  Conservative circles.  Can we send stuff your way to look at?

•  Yes you can definitely share information with us, we can look at what we’re
seeing, look at modifications to survey.  CDC weighs in on questions.  We do have
questions, for example on pregnancy, we can look at whether it corroborates what
you’re seeing.  We have other things like job occupations that we’re looking at.

•  Want to be mindful of time,
o In March took down 700,000 pieces of content globally, 150,000 in the US – this

is a drop because we took down a lot and then were cleaning up
o For full transparency and honesty, have moved out of a sprint that the teams

have been in for the last 8 weeks, achieved goals, made progress – closed out
foundationa  understanding work, early virality detection.  Now focus for teams
will be expediting execution.

o Don’t want to seem like we’ve changed teams or priority, we’re just shifting
focus.

• Rob: Team that had been focused on vaccine hesitancy is moving to execution phase,
figured out what you need to do

•  That’s right, but just within moving target, we’ve now identified the head of the
problem, know what we’re doing, overall priority, teams, resources, hasn’t changed.

•  We described this as a lockdown earlier.  Wanted to hear from us, as things pop
out of Facebook and into the Washington Post.  Want to communicate clearly with you.

• Rob: I appreciate that, am not 100% understanding it but probably more me than you.
What are the things that you found?

•  What I don’t want you to think is that we’ve declared victory and on vacation.
What we found – had some improvements on misinfo accuracy, adjusting policies (e.g.,
removing 2 million pieces of content).  Vaccine hesitancy – what we talked about last
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time – it’s around topics – symptoms/appointments/memes/political themes, less about 
small group of adversaries.  Now we’re focused on executing.  

• Rob: Execute is trying out new interventions?  
•  Great question – when I say execute – we’ve already been deploying 

interventions in a first version way.  Now we’re expanding and improving the quality of 
those.   

•  What are you qualifying as misinformation versus politically charged?  What 
does that universe of stuff look like overall?  

•  The way that you describe it probably isn’t the way we think about it – misinfo v. 
politically charged.  We have a policy definition of misinformation, then we have 
gradations of what we take down, versus reduce/inform.  Might be easier to send some 
examples.  

•  What are all the narratives that are out there?  Would be interesting to see 
what’s misinformation versus something we’d flag.   

•  That’s what  getting into with respect to the themes.  We’ll update you 
on the major themes that we’re seeing each week.  Flat out, adversarial misinfo versus 
vaccine hesitancy content.  

•  E.g., in last seven days, have seen claims about people playing God, etc. Is 
that misinformation?  

•  Maybe we can get some visual examples and send over.  We’ll pull  in 
around messaging channels.  What am I missing ?  

•  Going to look at different ways to share survey information with Rob.  Don’t want 
to just link API to you, want to be topline   We’ll take that back with  team too.   

•  super helpful.  
• Rob: We can offline about specific format.  We’re most interested in what’s keeping you 

up at night.  
•  We can do that, raise up to you quite frequently.  Have a number of 

epidemiologists looking at this internally and externally.  
•  I pinged the team about vaccine passports, can get you some examples.   
•  Religious thing – survey lets us know if concerns are religious.  
•  OK great.  
•  we’ll meet again in a week?  Can move to Mondays going forward.   
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•  No, because the privacy rules in place, communicated to govt regulators, is that
FB can’t have the identifiable data to tie it back.

• Rob: If concern is measurable attitudinal effect, there’s nothing to test persuasive
material on FB.  Brand Lift surveys are what you sell people.

•  We have the ability to do that for what FB or partners are communicating.
Those are interventions that we can roll out, randomize through.  When you’re talking
about content issues, there isn’t independence of observation, material spreading
through the network.  SUTFA (?) violations there.  Difficult to estimate causal effect.
Ranking changes, given the small set of the population that we don’t know ahead of
time, means there is a lot of dilution, takes a lot of time to pick up that effect.  Attitudes
don’t change immediately because of a ranking change.  Have to allow time to take
effect.  If we made a change today, even with perfect experiment, would take a long
time.  And in pandemic time, we don’t have that time.

•  That’s why from product perspective, it’s so important to look at mechanisms –
if we can’t remove it, at least we need to contain it.

•  one piece of circumstantial evidence – we’re seeing declines in vaccine
hesitancy in the US similar to the decline that Census/Pulsar data is seeing.  Trying to
serve best data possible with others making decisions based on it.  The problem is not
stagnant as far as hesitancy among US FB population.  It’s going down.  Is it going down
as fast as it could?  I don’t have an answer.

• Rob: Is it going down universally?
•  we have seen it go down among subpopulations.  Are seeing a
• [Andy Slavitt is on the call at this point – 11:30 AM]
•  In Georgia, started talking about J&J halting earlier, we picked up an angle

change there.  Even across subpopulations, we aren’t seeing it.  We aren’t measuring
conservatives.  We do look at counties and states, that are good proxies.  We’ve been
seeing things go down until recently.

• Andy: Apologize I m ssed some of the beginning.  A few questions on the pieces I’ve
seen so far- is there any spillover effect on attitudes from Pfizer or Moderna vaccines?
What can you tell us about what people are saying about J&J?  If people are spooked by
the fact that there is a pause, I don’t consider that misinfo, disinfo, or problematic.  The
vaccines are working on 9 figures of Americans.  What bothers us is when data is
obscured by people that mispresent it, knowingly or unknowingly.  If people have
legitimate concerns and questions, we want to be able to answer them.  People are
within their rights to react to news.  We want to know the most effective way to
respond to that.  More broadly, feels like we’re having a surprisingly tough time pinning
down a plan of action of limiting the effects of people spreading misinfo on FB or WA.
Question I asked 6 or 8 weeks ago – do we have or are we measuring the top, most
shared negative sentiments?  Are we measuring those over time?  Are we taking the
time to measure the impact of them?  We’ve heard lots of conversation about other
initiatives, a little bit of we can’t do this, we can’t do that.  I just want to make sure that
when we’re frustrated, we’re frustrated because we can’t seem to get a straight answer
to what feels like a very simple question.
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•  Andy, nice to meet you, I’m the product lead.  Going to try and work through
your questions.   could you speak to J&J effects?  I don’t know that we have
spillover measurements on Moderna and Pfizer?

• Andy: Perfectly reasonable you wouldn’t have, if you could monitor over next few days,
would be great.

•  On Moderna and Pfizer, based on guidance from Rob, trying to promote as
much good as we can in CIC.   can speak to J&J.

•  Just quickly, because I think more important piece Andy is asking about is info
diffusion on the platform.  We are seeing an increase in vaccine hesitancy early states
where media had more attention, e.g., Georgia shutting down J&J earlier, so far increase
in hesitancy only in Georgia.  People are giving more reasons about why they are
hesitant – lack of trust in govt, not sure vaccine will work, people more interested in
waiting to see if vaccine is safe.  We’re looking to see if we can match messaging to
users to some of these concerns.  For example, decline in trust in government –
opportunity to push more local, authoritative people as spokespeople for information.
Encouraging people not to wait and see.  That doesn’t answer spillover question, we’ll
get back to you if we have something reasonable to share that’s good information.

• Andy: Don’t wait to report to us to address spillover issues.  Thank you for focusing on
that.  You can go onto the larger question.

•  Want to reanchor on where we seem three biggest forms of problems:
o Minority - disinfo dozen – actively pushing to remove – their patterns of

behaviors have started to shift to avoid policies – for example, they are using
bitly links off platform.  We’re looking at all their identities and removing.  Are
they going to make mistakes so we can take them down?  Vast minority of
entities are actually maliciously intended.

• Andy: Clarifying q on that group.  Have you limited ability to share?
•  Yes – we haven’t explained that they are feature limited to them.  Hard to

detect content if no  outright misinfo.  We’ve taken other steps – removing
amplification for Health Pages and Groups, but we don’t want to remove good content
or downrank re-education opportunities.  Push and pull to calibrate.

• Andy: You don’t have algorithms that can tell the difference?
•  Our detection classifiers can find outright misinformation
• Andy: Those are not shareable?
•  if we are able to identify and remove misinformation, if we can’t remove, we

reduce wherever we can.
• Andy: middle ground – how do you put caps on it.
•  three mechanisms

o Where to put hard product features in place – e.g., mandatory post approval by
admins – slows down

• Andy: Has that been done?
•  yes.  Another example, want to slow down the rate at which content can be

produced.  Good posts have bad comments.  We’ve rate limited the amount of
comments to slow that down.  Goes back to containing when we can’t remove.
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• Rob: This is a place where it’s worth zooming in, where the rubber is meeting the road.
What are you trying?  How is it working?

• Andy: If you’ve done those things, can you measure the amount of shares of negative
dis- or misinformation?  Can you show us what those are?  Last week it was 4%, this
week it’s 2%?  That gives us a baseline.  We recognize this is an ongoing battle.  We
don’t know right now how big the battle is, whether we’re winning or losing.  Then
we’re able to not flail around and begin to focus with you on how to make it better. Is
that possible to produce some kind of report?

•  Before you got here – we can pull raw numbers.  Those will not necessarily
correlate with attitudinal changes.  Because this is real world, we will see the numbers
fluctuate.  For example, with J&J, may see spikes.

• Andy: So if you told me, we’ve gone from 3% to 2% but it hasn’t changed attitudes.
That’s all we want; you control what you can control.  Someday, there could be bad info
about Pfizer, we have to answer honestly. FB isn’t accountable for that. FB is
accountable for people getting truthful, reliable information, not content that subtly
changes.  I just want to reinforce a lot of what Rob has been saying.

•  It would make a lot of our lives easier if when we delete content, we change
minds.  When we talk about constraint, that’s the best thing we can measure.  We’ve
had a lot of policy conversations, don’t want to go back to that.  This is hard from
technical and policy perspective.  How to get the right information to the right people to
get people vaccinated.

• Andy: Happy to think through challenges with you.  Depends on who is sending message
– in mainstream newspaper that’s reliable, one thing, if comments that aren’t, someone
with a misleading story.  Drudge report had a headline yesterday – 6/7 million cases of
J&J have problem- total disaster.  Together, someone coming on that news for the first
time gets the intended effect.

•  In terms of scale, that would make me nervous too.  The technical challenge,
building

• Andy: We care about posts shared the most.
•  Can ask one question – what I’m hearing is – give us a better sense of raw

numbers – those might flip and won’t show sentiment.  We want to hear what we can
do better – for J&J – communities in rural areas, MI, potentially more likely to take J&J.
I don’t know the best way to go about reaching them.  Would love to hear from your
side how your campaign is reaching people so we can build into product.

• Andy: over long term, if you believe govt/expert agencies put transparency and safety
first, will pay off. If people get accurate information, feel comfortable that someone
watching backs.  Worries about being rushed are not as true.  Black community – got
very good feedback from black physicians, black activists.  At the same time, people in
conservative community, just as we were getting people off the edge, now people more
likely to say right all along.  If people do their own homework, we ought to trust them.
Not everyone will choose to get a vaccine.  If people can make own decisions, we’ll get
over 80%.  But worried about people being unduly influenced.

•  I just want to be clear that attitudinal shift data on misinfo doesn’t exist.
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•  With inform strategy, on J&J side, we tried to put risks in context.  If there are
other things you want to get out, we’d love to see that to help inform people.

• Rob: I obviously care about attitudinal shifts, matters to me.  I still feel like I don’t know
what you are doing, what the metrics of success are.  What are the 10 things you’ve
tried?

•  to be fair, we are tracking that.  Reduced VPVs, reduced ranking.  What I can’t
give is attitudinal shift.  That’s the first time I’m hearing in those terms.  That would be
great for us to provide.  We have hard policy constraints – things like Tomi Lahren’s
post.  Just want to be clear we haven’t declared victory.

• Andy: If you added to that policy changes you are considering, that would be helpful as
well. I will tell you this just to have Rob’s back, he gets asked this, it’s becoming the
number one question.  I would just ask you not to put him in a position where he says
he doesn’t know.  Better if he can say here’s what the data says, here’s what they’re
doing, this is what they are working on.

•  Completely hear that.  If I’m frustrated, it’s because we want to achieve the
same things.  What we can give you is data.

• Andy:  I appreciate you being honest.  I think it will be challenging for Rob to say
that FB team is frustrated too.  That kind of reaction would not go over well.  We have
to get past that.

•  To be extremely clear, reason I’m frustrated is not because it’s a big problem,
it’s because it’s moving so fast.  The 40% Marines – that’s coming from a community
already hesitant.  Comes from care.

• Rob: Maybe I haven’t been able to articulate – what do you need from me to get the
information you need?

•  We’ll develop a report, get you data.  We don’t want to send something that will
be frustrating.  We’ve got a good sense, from what Andy has told us on this call would
be most helpful – data picture.  We will and can get you a report, Andy.  We’ve been
struggling to get you a usable dataset.

• Rob: Can we drill down on that. I don’t need we saw 5% lift over X.  I need – we tried
XYZ, this is what seems to be working.  What did you try?  What is scaling?  What was
ineffective or political bullshit.  Then a sense of what now.

• Andy: What Rob just asked for, complements the data.  Do get the sense that this isn’t a
social media wide problem, it’s unique to FB and WA.  Conversations are not as
challenging – we have much more straightforward conversations with others.  I think
people believe you can solve it.  Simplify to here’s what’s going on, here’s what’s
working.

•  this is my third meeting – Rob, we can pull that on the interventions.  A lot of it
will look like what we discussed two meetings ago.  Product measures will look like what
we’ve talked about. Haven’t thrown away a lot.  Just want to manage expectations.
Want to understand how we’re working with you in a different way than others.

• Rob: I feel like we’re running around in circles.  Some partners give us lots of
information, some partners tell us to fuck right off.  This feels like we’re chasing our
tails.  If you don’t want to give information, just say that.  I don’t want to feel like I’m
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going to a dog and pony show.  My dream for FB to play ball.  It’s about will we get out 
of this fucking mess. I’m not doubting that you are sincerely trying to solve this problem 
in good faith.  I’m doubting that you are telling us everything or that you  aren’t 
getting the resources you need to tackle this.  Of 1% of vaccine info, this is what’s 
concerning, this is who is seeing it, this is what we’re doing.  

•  Super helpful, appreciate the feedback.  When I say want things from you all,
just to improve our process.  One example – we can’t do race targeting.  Using SVI.

• Andy: I’ve jumped into 3 or 4 FB conversations; each one has been almost exactly the
same.  I’ve asked the same questions with Rob.  They all finish the same way.  Good
promise at the end.  This is a new set of people; you’re hearing the questions for the
first time.  I can’t call Nick back and say that something is different now.  Feels like we’re
in the same place.

•  It’s been 2-3 weeks, know Nick told you we’d be working on reporting. We’ll get
that to you ASAP.  I think Nick said at the time it would take some time to figure out.

•  What helps me is understanding is it doesn’t have to be qualitative.  On the
metrics – the most viral content is the authoritative content – I thought that wouldn’t be
useful.  We’ll look for faster qualitative bunch along with product info.

• Rob: Two reasons why not useful – we see it in CrowdTangle.  I don’t know if widest
reach stuff is the problem, or stuff that’s in groups, private.

•  Answer hasn’t changed
o Disinfo dozen style people staying under policy limits
o Authoritative posts with comments and dialogues

• Rob: What that implies to me that you think there’s not a problem.  So, tell me what is.
If it’s far reaching authoritative but bad news.

•  That’s why we didn’t send it.  I don’t have the numbers on comments but
pulling.  The last thing that’s evolving – public figures

• Rob: concept of disinfo dozen is concerning – is it impact or subjective?
•  subjective – reason it makes me nervous – how do we stay below these lines.

Maybe misspoke when I said frustration – relates to nuance and extent of the problem.
I want to work with you on these things – scrappier faster data

•  Thanks Rob.  We don’t want to be running in circles.  We’ll get you something to
react to. That will inform next steps.
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6/15 Meeting with White House

FB Attendees:
WH Attendees: Rob Flaherty

– Rob, I know we have a lot to cover. Want to respond to conversation from a little while
back. Start off with the Policy changes we made on May 26. Then we’ll walk through content
demotion where we hopefully explain in a way where you’re comfortable with it. And hopefully
our colleague will join to provide more context around the statistics we sent over on vaccine
sentiment. Wanted to make sure we gave you clarity there.
Rob – sounds great.

– I’m – I lead the product teams working on integrity within FB App.
Around the distribution of reducing problematic content, inform treatments I’ll touch on 3 new
misinfo experiences related to reducing distro of misinfo, touch briefly on how ranking works, I
know we’ve discussed in the past, demotions are anchored in ranking, so will gloss over that,
then go to details of demotions.
Rob – great

– 3 new misinfo tools announced at end of May. Leveraged a few of them in election
period.
New approach – give people more info about Pages that have shared misinformation or have
content that has been repeatedly fact checked. So now where there’s the case, you can get
more information about what fact checkers said about content on that page. Part of overall
inform strategy to give people more information.
More aggressive approach to entities that have repeatedly shared misinfo – Pages or Groups –
it’s typically the same sets of Pages/Groups. We’ve introduced logic so that we increase
demotion strength/amount of demotion that we apply to those entities. This is one I was
especially excited about. We know it’s the same set of entities that are repeatedly sharing. This
one is key.
Last one- improvement in way we notify people that they’ve shared content that fact-checkers
later rate. We’ve redesigned notifications that the person gets to make it easier to understand.
Additional info we’re adding in – fact checker’s article debunking the claim, prompt to share
additional context with other people.

– those are the three main new misinfo levers we’ve introduced. Any questions.
Rob – biggest question is related to how demotion works. But to make sure I have it right – first
one is a pop up when you go to like a page that tells you it’s repeatedly shared misinfo?

– yes. And includes substantive information about the fact checker. We can send you an
example of what it looks like.
Rob – how many times does the Page have to share to trigger treatment?

– It varies across experiences. In this case, I think it’s 5. Let me follow up specifically.
Want to make sure you have the most accurate information.
Rob – I’m curious about notifications after sharing something fact-checked. In many different
worlds ago, and I talked about – the said it hardens people. What changed? What
research have you done?
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– I can’t speak to what was discussed earlier. These experiences have been being built
for quite some time, have evolved. We’ve refined user research that told us that people do pay
attention, there is value in providing this information, even if it’s after the fact. any other
context?

– was this around the election?
Rob – this is when we first talked on Beto stuff – badging, notifying people. Research said
counterproductive. I think this is a good thing.

– I do remember that was our sense at the time – going back after the time. Let me go
back to the teams and see.

– We have pivoted substantially in the couple years I’ve been here towards a much more
inform-centric approach. Another experience we launched last year – when a person goes to
share an out-of-date piece of content or one likely to have misinfo in it, we surface what we call
a reshare interstitial that informs people at time of sharing that content might be out of date. We
found that as classifiers have improved over time, we’ve been able to be more targeted in
approach, that type of information has quite materially slowed the spread of viral misinformation.
A lot of this was over time improving our ability to classify, getting the copy and experience right
– informative but not judgmental. Saying likely to be problematic in XYZ ways, you choose if you
reshare. We notify you there might be some issues.

– external studies in this space are heterogenous in their effects. Quality of classifier
really matters in prompts, even if after the fact. Also, nature of the topic itself. Tone in which
you approach it matters quite a bit. One of those situations where it works sometimes, it’s not
going to work all the time. You have to test and adjust it. I’m sure that improving classifier over
time is what’s making this work.

– and getting the tone right is also a key factor. Can influence whether pause before
sharing.
Rob – Tone is way copy is written?

– right. We spent months of time landing the precise copy where we wouldn’t be
perceived as being paternalistic Landing the words was really important. We launched the first
ones in March/April last year, have now used during election periods, other scenarios. It’s a
powerful lever against misinformation.
Rob – Cool, awesome.

– I love this approach specifically because we are transparent with users. Demotion work
– it is difficult to be transparent, give people a sense of how their content is being enforced on.
In this case, able to be transparent and clear about the fact that the content will get less
distribution, fewer people are going to see it.
Rob – that makes sense.

– Ok, I’ll just cover context-setting COVID approach. We remove content that clearly
violates our policies. Then there is a set of content that doesn’t violate but could be harmful,
and so important to reduce the amount of times content is seen. Won’t spend much more time
on that if that works for you.
Rob – OK

– I can spend a minute on how ranking works. Demotions, in their simplest form, is a
discount to a ranking score that we assign to a piece of content. Zooming out a bit – there is so
much content out there – each person has more inventory than they could possibly ever go
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through. Ranking is important because it’s important to order what people see. Rank based on
user value – determined by signals. What you might want to see most versus what I might want
to see most. What we do is take all these different signals, assign a ranking score to a piece of
content. Say there is a piece of sensationalist content, vaccine related. We assign a value –
say it’s 10 – given all the different things we incorporate into ranking score. Our integrity system
then calculates an integrity score or multiplier. In the case of sensationalist content – we’re
certain that this piece of content is correctly classified as such – sensationalist content gets a
demotion strength or discount of 40%/0.4. – we subtract 4 from 10. Piece of content that would
have otherwise had a ranking score of 10 now has a rank of 6. So, when we stack rank or order
the content after applying integrity score determines where it goes. Tricky piece is that ranking
systems are deeply personalized. Difficult to say that a piece of content will rank in X position in
everyone’s feed universally. Not how it works. But I can say this piece of content would be
seen by roughly 40% fewer people based on demotion. That’s one way to think about the
“under the hood” of demotion works.
Rob – this is interesting. If seen by 40% fewer people, who are the remaining 60%? What are
the audience differentiations? What kind of person can see it?

– this is where the personalized nature of news feed comes in (and note I’m talking
conceptually, it may not be precisely 60/40). One example is a low inventory user. So, if my
dad only has 4 friends, there’s limited content for him to see. Another reason – connected to a
page or group. Or if someone is scrolling deeper into feed than you or I might do.
Rob – Reason I ask – seems plausible that 40% that are no longer seeing it are less susceptible
to it and 60% are more open to it. Attitudinal difference.

– I think that’s right – although we can’t say who it’s bad for, or whether their attitudes
are antecedent.

– Thinking about that population – I’ve been asking the same questions – you’d have the
40% might be the fence sitters. The remainder may have signal that they want to see it –
they’re not fence sitters. They are the folks that won’t be convinced. There’s an argument that
you’re removing it from fence sitter. I don’t think we have data to show it.
Rob – Devil in the details. I ’s hard for me to make a personal evaluation of whether it’s making
a difference.

– If we wanted to understand if it’s making a difference, we’d have to randomly assign
who gets demotion and who doesn’t and have some sense of prior attitudes. Given that this is a
rare event. That random assignment becomes harder when you’re talking about content that
others inject into the system versus our ability to inject content. With vaccines, it’s probably not
exposure to one thing or exposure over a short time. At the point of the pandemic where we’re
talking about vaccines, people have hardened/crystalized their attitudes. Hard to study. On
integrity – we hope they are effective, taking steps because we don’t want the content up. And
then there are times where we are actively putting things at the top of people’s feed. In that
case, we control random assignments and can look at differences.

– two other things.
60/40 – don’t want to anchor in them, they are arbitrary. Could have used X and Y.
This is where inform treatments become important. People who might want to see that content
will continue to see it. With overlay of authoritative content pinned to the top – embedded
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authoritative information – becomes very important. People can choose to engage. But in
parallel, we’re providing a counter to that misinformation. Does that make sense?
Rob – It makes sense. You guys are much longer on inform, we’re much longer on reduce.

– what do you mean by that?
Rob – we’re keen on what platforms are doing to reduce the spread of bad information, that
platforms are not funneling people towards bad content. That’s our primary concern. If you
guys have data that show that inform counteracts the spread of bad information, great.

– it does. The value of inform is that we know that it does have an impact on distribution.
Rob – I’d love to see that.

– particularly important for borderline content where difficult for classifiers.
– a couple data points that have been really helpful for me. Search interstitial. I think we

have data that interstitials do reduce borderline and misinfo shares. It’s a clear example of
interstitial having a meaningful impact. Other data we have goes one step further – proactive
campaigns with CDC and so on. Able to measure causal and in some cases positive impact on
vaccine attitudes. Another example of value of inform.
Rob – I haven’t seen that data.

– as with all marketing campaigns, depends on targe nd copy. More than happy to
share.

– some of them were in Nick’s email.
Rob – that was my last thing I wanted to get at wit me away that you weren’t
measuring, then we saw that you were. Was that br ow are you measuring?

– Measured in a few ways. A lot of the ones in Nick ote were brand lift or analogous
(compare people exposed to content to random control group and survey). That’s one of the
techniques we’ve used. In addition to that, have done additional studies to try to attribute to real
world uptake. Those take longer. Blood donations is a good example – when we rolled out in
the US worked closely with American Red Cross – we were able to see with their data –
increase of 19% increase nationwide of new donors. Using same techniques in this space.
Direct brand lift, then broader body of work that goes all the way to attribution in the physical
world.

– I have to hop, Rob happy to follow up with whatever details might be helpful. There is
some upcoming work on increased transparency that would love to chat with you about
sometime in the future.
Rob – Great, thank you.

– We are able to do causal inference/impact analyses. The conversation we had
previously was how can we understand impact of misinfo on people’s attitudes. That’s where
we have a hard time studying.
Rob – that makes sense. I actually do have to run also. I still have more questions, can email
them to you

– great. As mentioned, we are doing more as a Company to try and make this
easier to understand. Coming in the next couple weeks. We can follow up with you then. But
send questions, we’ll do our best.
Rob – also interested outside of COVID in promotion of good information – NEQ score stuff
rings a lot of alarm bells. Would like to dive in next time we talk.
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7/29 CDC Call Notes

FB Attendees:
CDC Attendees: Carol Crawford, Jay Dempsey, Stephanie Gordon, Kathleen

We can go ahead and dive in. Off the top, a few things. Wanted to let you know that the
1-800 number is live if you want to give the call center a heads up. Don’t expect a huge uptick.
Still figuring out how to do in Spanish, display that you need to press 2.
Carol: Can you remind me how you see that?

Should be in CIC – I can send you a screenshot. Text is “For more information on
vaccines, call 1-800.” Same number for Spanish but you press 2. We’re still figuring out the
best way to display.

has a few follow up questions on misinfo questions. Before we dive into that, I know
we discussed splitting into a misinfo meeting. What would be a good cadence for that?
Carol: If you’re seeing some things you aren’t able to act on, we’re willing to make the time,
every other week or every week if you need.

We want to give you some advanced notice.
Carol: OK – Friday would be better.

Great – do you want to take over here?
Hi everyone, thanks Carol for the help on these claims. Super helpful. I just want to go

through these claims and make sure we have the right topline. The main two pieces of
information we need: (1) debunkable or inconclusive; and (2) more insight into the harm that
claim can lead to – e.g., implying vaccines don’t exist. So, to save you time, these two pieces
would be great. Looking at list:
Spike protein in COVID-19 vaccines is dangerous/cytotoxic debunked (1) harmless spike
protein; (2) harm is general distrust
Guillain-Barre Syndrome (GBS) is a possible side effect of the COVID vaccine (1) not
debunkable, true for J&J?
Carol: my understanding re GBS – potential adverse reaction, just on J&J. Have had some
trouble trying to narrow down, this is good feedback. I will ask more specifically on GBS.

No problem, these are hard questions. Want to save you time, give you info on what we
need to action.
Heart inflammation is a possible side effect of all COVID-19 vaccines (including non mRNA
vaccines) may be debunkable as to non-RNA vaccines
Carol: I’ll confirm

Global catalog?
Carol: I could not get an answer to it. Right now, communicators are looking at what to address
and not, separately go to SMEs. We’re trying to do a call next week.

Helpful to speak with them, cuts down on game of telephone.
Carol: We’re working on this on our own but happy to do your call too.

Makes a lot of sense. Even just hearing directly is really helpful for us. Our team is thinking
through claims every few weeks.
Carol: I think I can get someone to talk to a bunch of different points.

Great – we can send the claims ahead of time.
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Carol: No
Great, we’ll give the time back. Carol, will look for that email on WA and we’ll look for

misinfo meeting in next few weeks.
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4/8 CDC Meeting

agenda for today: CrowdTangle, research, misinfo – any questions
Jay: Was going to ask question about Instagram stickers, but saw you sent material over

Feel free to ask any questions over email too
Jay: Sounds good

Will start with CT overview, how to look at vaccine messaging trends, use for
misinformation. Would love to have a discussion after the demo, how best to tailor reports. Will
turn it over to

I’m , on CT team. Have been building out the reports on CT that you’ve been
getting. Will share a presentation. Want to show you searches – some of them are already
highlighted in our reports. Want to show you how to find themes.
Slide 5 – last report I sent to Carol – looking at vaccination/pregnancy/fertility – we include the
search terms at the bottom and a link to CT search
When you go over, keywords load in, with date range, Pages in US – show posts with keywords
– sorted by most interactions (reactions/comments/shares)
What you can do here – you can modify the search to look at different versions – you can
change keywords, change search.
You can use filters – change time frame – timeline shows change in volume of content in our
database over time – search covers CT database – not every single post on FB or IG. We
automatically pull in all verified FB/IG accounts, accounts that have 50K followers or more, US
groups with more than 2,000 members – won’t see private group conent or regular users
Once thing you can do – can change location filter – local relevance filter (beta test filter), Page
Admin country filter
Jess Kolis (CDC): Can you look by type of reaction?

In search, can break down by most comments, most shares. If you download, you can
break out in the CSV format. You can weight sorting by type of reaction in dashboards. You
can also look at high comments and high shares.
Jess Kolis (CDC): Thanks

Local relevance – filter that looks at accounts in database and looks at relevance to
particular location – city or state level. Can use for groups. So if we search Local Relevance by
California, not necessarily based in CA, but relevant to CA.
How to narrow searches – start with a general search for COVID and vaccine keywords – try to
do English and Spanish, different spellings
Comma is an OR
We also have Boolean search tips right next to search
So after initial search, look through results
Also look at overperforming post – post getting more engagement than usual for the account
that posted it
I also look at most shares
Sam Huxley (CDC): One of the things we were hoping, we’re pretty familiar thanks to CT
training – we were hoping we could have access to set up our own dashboards
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Chris Lewitzke (Census): You mentioned not getting into dashboards today. But want to make
sure whatever is set up for CDC, we’re able to get access to. For example, local relevance filter
not turned on for Census.

On access question, we can circle back.
: Local Relevance is turned on in CDC account, not all accounts across CT.

We can work to combine since you are detailed. We can make sure you have access to same
features that you were using during the Census.

I know last week, we left off on pulling in more regional/global insights. Would
love to hear from CDC what else would be helpful.
Sam Huxley (CDC): Regional part first – we’ve seen quite a few instances, in India, infertility
misinformation really took off there first, certain aspects of it. There are markets like that that
are dynamic, want to monitor, see how widespread it is. With the caveat that we do not have
robust non-English queries set up. India has been one. UK, EU, we’ve been seeing a lot of
activity that then gets picked up here (e.g. AstraZeneca). Australia, since they have a very
active and organized antivax community. Those would be the priority markets.
Jess Kolis (CDC): It’s challenging to limit geographics to certain countries. We have strength
based on WHO work – Francophile Africa, Eastern Mediterranean, Arabic. As we think globally,
maybe a separate conversation down the line. Global issue – just because it starts in Africa,
may come to US and vice versa.
Sam Huxley (CDC): One other point – we’re also liaising with Global Engagement Center at
State Dept. They’re also giving us insight to markets of concern. Pacific Island nation content
on religious norms makes its way here.

We do have a bunch of COVID 19 live displays by country that you can share with your
countries. For you all, is it more useful for you to come to us with things you are seeing, or for
us to flag things to you?
Sam Huxley (CDC): Ideally those aren’t exclusive. We always welcome inputs, what you see on
platform. CT helped us integrate reports. For example – counterfeit vaccination cards. That’s
the kind of stuff that if you see it first, we definitely need to know.

I can step in on that re misinfo, that’s part of the dialogue of sharing insights. More to
come.

As next steps, Kelly you’re sharing the next report on Monday?
yes, that’s right. Let us know if it’s helpful.

Carol (CDC): I was going to suggest that they continue sending the report you’re doing. Other
people are using it.
Sam (CDC): we’ve set up three themes – death, infertility, general side effects. Trying to align
around that, orders of magnitude. If that’s reflected, that’s great. Things like fake vaccination
cards, left field issues, we like to update and get into reporting as quickly as we can.

Sounds good, we’ve seen those themes. We can get you set up with dashboards, set up
notifications.

we’re at time. Any last questions?
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Stephanie (CDC): Is that what the ask is – collaborating with CDC on amplifying our messages?
We’re so appreciative of your time – we’d love your guidance on who you think we

should be working on, messages we should be amplifying. Would love your thoughts and
guidance.
Ursula (CDC): One major thing – aligning all messages going out with CDC Health Equity
Strategy – relate everything back to that. Stephanie, thinking of Health Equity style guide, that’s
internal. Around language we are using with health equity. Are you saying you’d want us to
develop messages, or wanting to hear what’s most important?

Don’t want to make any asks or create more work for you, if existing work or things you
are hearing, would love to hear. We’re looking at all the guidance you are publishing, extracting
nuggets and messaging. But if there are messages you know are particularly effective w/in
vulnerable communities, would love to hear that.

We can always come back if you want to think about it. Was wondering if you could
share a bit about your strategy?
Ursula (CDC): I can pull this up from the website. There are four priorities that everything is
focused around:
Expanding the evidence base.
Expanding programs and practices for testing, contact tracing, isolation, healthcare, and
recovery from the impact of unintended negative consequences of mitigation strategies in order
to reach populations that have been put at increased risk. Examples of potential unintended
negative consequences include loss of health insurance; food, housing, and income insecurity;
mental health concerns; substance use; and violence resulting from factors like social isolation,
financial stress, and anxiety.
Expanding program and practice activities to support essential and frontline workers to prevent
transmission of COVID-19. Examples of essential and frontline workers include healthcare, food
industry, and
correctional facility workers.
Expanding an inclusive workforce equipped to assess and address the needs of an increasingly
diverse U.S. population.
See:
https://www.cdc.gov/coronavirus/2019-ncov/community/health-equity/he-in-action.html
<https://www.cdc.gov/coronavirus/2019-ncov/community/health-equity/he-in-action.html>
https://www.cdc.gov/coronavirus/2019-ncov/community/health-equity/cdc-strategy.html
<https://www.cdc.gov/coronavirus/2019-ncov/community/health-equity/cdc-strategy.html>

Any key concerns you are seeing in vulnerable communities, trends we should be
addressing?
Stephanie (CDC): I wish I would have prepared a bit better – I have a list of things we want to
do around this. We could compile a list.
Ursula (CDC): One thing we could do – one of our main goals is to work with task forces across
response. Something we could do – follow up more on the ground workers, task forces, to get
some of the things they want to prioritize, circle back with you all.
Jessica (CDC): (couldn’t tell who was speaking) – we can follow up in writing, that might be
helpful
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That would be great – working with vulnerable communities will help us close the gap.
One thing we’re thinking about – differences that exist in vulnerable communities – e.g., urban v.
rural. Conservative Republicans – how to reach them. Would love to know if we’re on the right
track.
Jessica (CDC): Absolutely think you are, you’re asking the right questions.
Stephanie (CDC): We could pull together some messaging.

If there are key groups that are coming up, we should be focusing on, we can make
sure messaging is informed by key concerns of those groups.
Carol (CDC): We can do that too. Sounds like the main offer from FB – take priorities,
messages, key audiences – factor them into your existing efforts and projects. Payton’s original
email sounded like trying to get experts in front of opportunities FB had? Anything else on that
end?

That is true – we do have the opportunity to pull CDC experts, people you want to put in
front of audiences, we have that access across FB, IG, other events. If we give someone a
platform, just want to make sure we work with you first on who we are highlighting. That’s an
offer that’s on the table. We own WA, IG, FB. We just had one with Dr. Fauci and the Shade
Room. That’s a strong offer. Sometimes we get an opportunity to bring to you. Happy to plan
something out over the next few months too.
Carol (CDC): Don’t know if Jessica and Ursula are aware of any efforts like this or if something
we need to think more about.
Ursula (CDC): I don’t know off the top of my head but will look into it.
Carol (CDC): Nice offer we should explore, thanks for explaining it.

Want to make sure we’re putting ourselves forward – just because we haven’t
presented something, you can still come to us with ideas on things we could be doing.

Just to add, would be good to understand what your goals are and if there are things we
could do to support it. If there are videos trying to target, we could help with that – could be via
ads. We can help amplify content. There may be people highly influential that we could help
identify them and have them post. Just some concrete examples. Just want to figure out how
we can help as much as possible.
Carol (CDC): That’s great, appreciate all that information. Jessica or Ursula anything to add?
Jessica (CDC): I don’t have anything to add but this is a big offer – thank you! We’ll compile
things, what we’re looking at, focused on, goals, and go from there.

One more Q – are you thinking about these groups in terms of racial groups, locations,
areas? How to reach different groups/subpopulations?
Jessica (CDC): In terms of messaging? Audience segmentation – on the link Bola sent – Health
Equity in action page – list of populations in action. Not exhaustive but lists audiences we’re
prioritizing on getting messaging out. Some intersectionality, overlapping. Stephanie, anything
to add?
Stephanie (CDC): Looking at based on group and location (sent this list via chat function on
Teams):
Racial and ethnic minority populations
People living in rural or frontier areas
People experiencing homelessness
Essential and frontline workers
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People with disabilities
People with substance use disorders
People who are justice-involved (incarcerated persons)
Non-U.S.-born persons

really helpful, thank you
For context, we don’t normally have Product on because they are building products –

that’s why they are asking specific Qs. Want to help over the next few months as we try and get
to herd immunity. Unless any last questions, can turn over to you Carol.
Carol (CDC): Really do appreciate the Product team’s time. Health Equity team joined last
minute, they’ll get more info, now they know FB has this whole unit to work on it. No other
questions on our end.

really appreciate your time, here to be helpful. Thank you!
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from contemplation to action. Feeding them prompts based on where they are in vaccine
decision. Something like –
I want to learn more about the vaccine before I make a decision.
I know that getting a vaccine is important and I still have questions.
I’m ready to get vaccinated, how do I do it. I’ve been vaccinated, what’s next.
Within this, would have answers on common concerns. Safety, why impt to get a vaccine. How
to find vaccine in their area, what to expect at an appointment. One other piece – want to be
able to track as they move through, always feeding vaccine finder or a question asking if ready
to get vaccinated.

what message can we feed them at the end – what will help people.
That all sounds good to us. If this information exists on CDC website today, other website,

we can review and propose how to migrate to a chatbot format. We’re happy to take and review
as homework. On promotion piece – you may use FB ads to get the word out about WA chat
bot. Maybe have a dedicated optin to WA. We can identify the best way to promote, users
need to opt in. Sounds like what you’re describing is a chat bot with information and a
reengagement notification.

We had a few questions – wasn’t clear what ability we have to push out to people.
What options are available to send notifications?

Support what we call transactional notifications – personalized, one time notifications. For
example, opt-in for scheduling, get a reminder. User has to opt in and agree to be contacted on
WA. Could be multiple notifications – reminders to show up, second dose notifications. What
we haven’t allowed, but is in active discussion are the generic blast notifications (e.g. daily
update on COVID cases). Happy to take that back if there is a use case. But personalized
notifications.

You mentioned the Vsafe – if we were to integrate any of that, we’d push over to
Vsafe. Would be you’ve been vaccinated, make sure you’ve enrolled in Vsafe.

One thing, not sure if we mentioned before – for all notifications, waiving fees for
notifications related to appo ntments through June 2022.
Carol: That is helpful – that reminds me, Payton, you were going to get me something in writing
to get in kind approval.

That’s right – we have FMP, ads, and WA. We can do that.
Carol: So much easier when you send that, would be awesome.

We send your vendor the fee waiver we work with Compliance on, that’s then passed on to
you. We’ve done for 8 governments now.
Carol: Fred, are you hearing anything on a technical end we should dive into. I didn’t catch it
would be a third party vendor

Would need to look at what information is stored and used by 3rd party vendor from a
privacy/security perspective.

We can share information on our partners with you, can take that action item.
Any other questions Leslie as we’re setting up content?

As people pick certain prompts, will we get that data? Will we know demographic data on
who is using?
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You can get some of that information through vendor, on demographic info, can build on
client side. We don’t have that on WA side, only need phone number to set up.

Will we translate with MLS into Spanish or is there an option to work through
3rd party vendor or WA?

With WHO we have in 18 languages. I can’t recall how we structured.
We can be flexible. In WHO case, was a mixture of both. They had in house teams for

core languages/UN official languages. For the other languages, they worked with our
localization teams pro bono to make available. If you need assistance from WA, we have a
passionate group internally to help with your approval of the output.

Updating material – everything is changing so fast. How do you update content?
It’s a great point – in WHO case, we have a master standard language in English, tabs

in other languages. We have a good cadence for reviewing and updating. That’s why it’s good
to have a CDC content POC to make sure we stay organized.

Will we be able to edit content?
Yes. To update real time, we can train you so you can go into dashboard and update

the content
Other languages beyond English and Spanish? Have a large Indian-American group, other

groups on WA.
I think we just want English and Spanish first then see if we need to expand.

Carol: We need to get this approved with in-kind wording, which I could get done in a week or
two. We can prep and get ready but can’t launch until approved. What’s the next step?

I’d recommend we send you a list of partners – it’s your choice who you work with. With
your guidance, can set up a call with developer partners. Then it’s really just diving into the
content. Not sure if you have someone to be a project manager. We’re excited to move as
quickly as possible.

As far as vendor list goes, would be helpful to know if any of them have done work with
another federal agency. Doesn’t have to be health related. That’s highly helpful.
Carol: Now it’s coming back to me, we mentioned how you guys were going to help us rather
than pushing this to a third party app because we all agreed that what happened with our FB
Messenger project wasn’t ideal. Are you saying you’ll be more involved this time?

The project team will be me and we won’t just push you to BSP, we’ll be with you
every step of the way. This is high priority for us. This is the case for WHO, UNICEF.

This is a different model, that’s why they want a POC. We don’t want that to be
stressful for you from the learnings of last time. Don’t want process to get in the way. Want to
pause – I know has some updates

Sent a note, not sure if you have seen yet. We do have the measurement results back,
happy to set up a time to go through them. Overall the results were fairly decent. Mixed results
based on the question. Glad to see we got it off the ground, can use in future campaigns.
Carol: Great, we can set that up. Would also like to have a separate call on FMP.

Depends on what we want to talk through about FMP – if onboarding, separate. If
content-related as relating to ad campaigns, we can merge them. Why don’t we schedule
measurement call, integrate FMP, and then can schedule follow up if needed

I know you’re still processing ad credit donation, Carol
Carol: yes
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– there are thousands of different permutations to think about, if you get settled, happy to
try to help.
Carol – that’s my list for today.

– no items from me
– I’m wrapping up a few things, will do via email.
– In that case, no items, we’ll work on these items Carol and get back to you.

Carol – thanks

O

E

 H
C

CONFIDENTIAL TREATMENT REQUESTED 
NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION 
MEMBERS & STAFF ONLY

META-118HJC-0053316161



3/12 White House Meeting Notes
know we only have 30 minutes, want to jump in. We scheduled this time to start a

discussion to get you familiar with how we’re thinking about approaching borderline
COVID-related content. Want to have and who run our
proactive work on misinformation. You may remember from the work we did around the
election. I’m going to turn it over to Andy to kick off. We welcome your questions at any time. If
we have follow up, happy to schedule subsequent meetings.
Rob: I can go a little over 3:30 if we run over.
Andy: Hi I’m Andy, lead product policy team. Work with teams like Newsfeed and Search. I
know you’ve already talked with my colleagues on misinfo. Will focus on barriers to vaccination
content. 2 pronged approach – amplify authoritative info ( and address barriers to
vaccination (me). We’ve been working on vaccine content for years, have worked with Vax
confidence project, CDC, WHO, academics
Andy: Want to walk you through barriers to vaccination content and how our interventions can
encourage people to get vaccine. We’ve worked to organize content and the likelihood it will
affect people’s decision.
Outright health misinfo – e.g. vaccines cause autism, no one should get the vaccine, etc – we
remove this. Once we get past that, experts have told us removing everything isn’t the right way
to handle. So want to run through.
Sensational/alarmist vaccine content – Posts like “Are COVID vaccines a ticking time bomb?” –
also explicit criticism – post that says oh taking grandma to get vaccinated, you’re a murderer –
experts tell us to focus on reducing distribution rather than outright removal for fear that it will
contribute to conspiracy theories. So we limit in search, don’t recommend, reduce distro.
Promoting vaccine refusal/encouraging alternative remedies – e.g. why get a vaccine for
disease with survival rate of 99%? It’s a question – experts
True but shocking stories – here we get into mainstream news content – e.g. doctor dies 3 days
after getting COVID vaccine – may be a barrier, is true, but still problematic – appropriate
response – don’t recommend, when people come across – inform them about vaccine safety,
etc.
Objections/skepticism discourse – for this content – approach is largely inform – identify large
entities that collect this content and don’t recommend
Personal choice/belief – no vaccine for me, not moral
Concerns about the institutions or vaccine development process – can we be sure it’s safe
Other vaccination and debates – not sure what to do for pregnant women, children – experts tell
us that we shouldn’t intervene
Andy: That’s the basic taxonomy we’re working with. I can talk in more detail about how ranking
works. But can answer any questions. Then we can go to incredible work
Rob: Thanks, also (?) from my team is on.

Can you add a bit more context, how does this differ by format type?
Andy: Let me address your Q first – it’s the same approach for text/video/picture –
with some variation on AI. Turning to definition Q – NewFeed is your FB inbox from family,
friends, Pages, Groups – they are all in your NewFeed. Could be 2,000-3,000 posts on any day
in US, a user would only get through 100 or so a day. Four components:
Inventory: the content you’ve chosen to follow
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Signals: The info we have about the post or you – people have different preferences for video –
type of post, signals about quality of content (meaningful to others?) – tens of thousands of
signals

This dovetails with question about your content
Andy: Got it
Signals – some are surprising – strength of your WiFI is a signal – won’t put video if you’re on
plane wi fi – those signals roll up to a couple dozen predictions – what is likelihood that if we
show you it will be meaningful, likelihood you will watch or share a video, etc.
Predictions are weighted for a relevance score – high is good, low is bad. Throughout all of
this, borderline CS violations, clickbait, etc push ranking down
– ranking is sort of a spam filter for your FB inbox -
Rob: Certainly helpful – my question is in terms of reduction – what scale of reduction is
happening. Big, big question I have is how big of a problem do you have here? What is the
volume of content that falls in these categories on a daily basis? How much s demoted but still
available? We see that FB is a high news source for vaccine skeptics.
Andy: A couple thoughts – impact on vaccine intent is how we measure interventions. In terms
of how big is the problem? We look at what we can do to move the needle. That’s how we think
about it. To scale the COVID discourse – about 5-6% of content is classified as newsy or public
affairs. I know that’s surprising – for example my newsfeed is disproportionately about news.
For other Americans, mostly photos of babies, birthday parties, and comedy. So while it’s a
small amount, we have been spending billions a year to get it done right.

Rob, when you say you’re hearing from experts outside of Facebook – who are your
sources for your info, what is the info? That allows us to respond, take a closer look at what
you’re hearing. If there are specific pieces of data or research, would be helpful for us to
understand and know what it looks like.
Rob: It’s data we get from HHS about news source and propensity to be hesitant. Facebook is
a big source for vaccine hesitant people. I hear that people have different experiences on FB.
We have CT, that’s helpful. But it’s still a black box. We’re not seeing what vaccine hesitant
people are seeing. You have access to data about concerns that people have. That’s really
useful to us. It’s good to hear how the algo works. I’m looking for what is the universe of
vaccine hesitant content, what interventions are working? We all recognize there’s a problem.
Want to hear what you’re seeing.

So the survey data that we talked about two weeks ago – that answers several of your
questions, including what messaging is helpful – turns out it’s their local healthcare
professionals. We’ll send that by EOD. A lot of it is as expected. I’ve had formatted in a few
different ways, will come to you.

To the point of having a level conversation, we want to have that with you. This is not a
one off meeting, we can take that back, see what we can do to produce something helpful. If
you have specific data points, we can always take that back.
Rob: The thing that would be helpful – of those categories, what is producing the most
damaging outcomes in terms of our goal to get people vaccinated? It seems to me it may be
the stuff at the bottom of the scale – the more persuasive. But I don’t know. I just want to know
where we need to target our resources and messaging.
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One of the big findings too is about side effects – a very stable rate of individuals
concerned about side effects. Once you read this, may inform messaging. Also called out 5
different states re hesitancy/efficacy. I’m hoping this will be an informative data dump.
Rob: Can I ask about downranking, efficacy of it. What does it look like before after intervention.
Andy: 2 different ways to get at it – how effective are we at detecting the content – depends on
how long classifiers are trained and depends on language. For misinfo, we’re in general pretty
good in English/Spanish – it’s harder in more niche languages. Sidebar – we’re trying to do this
all globally. Other way – how effective is the suite of interventions at addressing vaccine
hesitancy. That’s our north star.
Rob: What are you seeing?
Andy: I think will have something to add here, may have that in the report
mentioned.

If there are lists of specific things you want to know, send it to us. With guidance, we’ll
turn around. On the proactive side – this is the voting playbook. I can go through in detail or
key points, what do you prefer?
Rob: key points for now

This is a little different from voting – we heard that voting messaging actually started to frustrate
users. So with vaccines, don’t want to end up discouraging users. On fact based questions –
doing proactively in newsfeed, starting next week, you’ll start seeing this more prominently. It
won’t be top of feed, but in feed.
Social norming – we’re working with you on profile frames, that will help. We’re also working at
identifying public figures who can talk about getting vaccinated it – all the way from celebrities
like Dolly Parton to local influencers within communities. One thing we’ve heard, those with
national and global presence, they are waiting for CDC to tell them what to do. They tell us as
soon as WH or CDC tells us what to do.
As states are ready, will be encouraging people to check their eligibility. Will send people to
vaccine finder, partnership with BCH. Will vary state by state, whether states can handle the
traffic. Working closely with states
We have expert advisors in vaccine comms and messaging. We’re working with in-house
experts, external efforts as with voting. If you have suggestions of people we should add to that
group, or want to be part of it, let us know.
Rob: Can you elaborate on last point?

We’re going to pull group of advisors together weekly to discuss language for campaigns,
Rob: Are you upranking pro-vaccination content?

Ranking stuff, I will let Andy speak to. In the unit that we curate, which we can send over,
we are including pro-vaccination content. That’s not from your friends. That’s why profile frame
will be so helpful.
Andy: The short answer is yes. The most popular posts around the world are from CDC,
UNICEF, WHO with pro vax

can you tell us more about pro-vaccine website?
Rob: It’s vaccine finder – still working through that.

we want to make sure if we send traffic to you, we don’t crash.
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Rob: we’ll follow up on that point. I want to go back to profile frame being most impactful –
based on data?

It’s a hypothesis. All of the content has rolled out to eligibile populations. The profile
frame for social norming – seeing your friends do something is a super power of social media.
We saw that with voting stickers. People respond seeing their families and friends that they
value and respect doing something.
Rob: differences with FB and IG, programmatic stuff?

It’s not universal but pretty consistent. FB focused on community, IG focused on
creativity and self-expression. We have one big team across family of apps coordinating
though. You might see a different product experience on IG from FB but working to get parity
across of them
Andy: and I work for Inc – which is all the apps. IG much more focused on influencers
and celebrities – people have fewer friends – ranking is a less important lever. Getting
celebrities out there is even more impt on IG side.
Rob: WA interventions?

We’re primarily working on setting up govts and health agencies with messaging bots.
Something we did with voting in the fall. Want orgs to use for appt scheduling. Leaning into
partnerships there.
Rob: In theory, you could put something on the homepage.

Proactive side is more focused on FB and IG.
Rob: This is great, I will look out for the data that you have I’m happy to put a list
together. We want to know where the issues are, what impacts the interventions have, what are
the most pernicious things we need to deal with? We’ll continuously be poking at those things.
I’ll put together a framework.

We have an announcement coming next week on our tools that we’re rolling out to help
people find how and where to get vaccinated. Will get you details about that. Wanted you to
hear from us.
Rob: Awesome, thanks.

let me know on CT logins.O
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From: @fb.com>
Date: Tue, 23 February 2021 10:04:30
To: @fb.com>; @fb.com>;

@fb.com>; @fb.com>; @fb.com>
CC: @fb.com>
BCC:
Subject: Read Out of Call w HHS and WH - AC PRIV

USG: Clarke Humphrey; Courtney Rowe; Joshua Peck; Robert Flaherty

introduction of team and what we have done over the past year – in particular ad credits,
and also introduce Frames.

Wanted to provide some clarification around our donation to HHS We have put together
an initial budget to meet 80% of population 2x/week for 4-6 weeks – our best practices. So
$15M to HHS, $15 to CDC, and $15M to state and local partners. Can go towards various
topics to encourage vaccine uptake. Can also provide FMP (FB Marketing Partner) to work with
you. And if there are other ways we can support, open to that as well.

We definitely want to make clear that we want to meet the moment – we have
come up with these numbers based on our best practices, but want open comms about whether
this is getting the job done, and if need more.

Joshua Peck: For how long?

For 4-6 weeks, but then can reevaluate to see how it’s going.

Frames:

We have g with CDC pretty regularly, partner on our covid hub, help get
their messages DC is launching Frames soon.

Robert: Are you sug g that we run a separate Frames campaign?

If you want to run a separate campaign – we consider Frames as a heavyweight signal
for ranking in feed, to make sure that people see it. We could also do other options, like
upranking, or prioritizing in feed when a friend adopts it, or quick promotion (like we did with
election info). For IG, we are strengthening info center, and stickers launching in the next few
weeks. Frames are unique insofar as it can be used both by Pages and Profiles. Can also do
bilingual. And can help with design services.

Robert: My initial instinct is that there should be one frame, and WH is probably not the best
messenger for that. What are the mechanical differences between this and, say, Pokemon
Enthusiasts and frames?
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Real difference is adoption rates, they can do this too. Frames don’t really go viral, you have to
do the work for adoption. That’s why the partnership web is important. In UK, 2-5% adoption,
which is reaching 10s of millions.

Robert: You are suggesting a strategic choice for us – you are not providing a new product.
Promotions in Feed is extremely valuable.

Yes, quick promotion in feed; then prioritize that the USG Frame is shown to friends of
people who adopted the frame; also when go to Profile Frames, USG’s is at the top of the
options.

Robert: This is different from what you would normally do for the Cat Fancy subscriber. Like
with voting?

Yes, exactly. Design of the QP, I’ll have to come back to you on the specifics there.

Robert: I think the idea of doing a Profile Frame for the CDC is super cool; impact is on how
much juice you are providing.

Still working with CDC on what theirs will look like.

How would you prefer – CDC, HHS, WH?

Robert: I think we should throw all of the money to the CDC and make it a national campaign,
coalescing around one frame.

We don’t want this to be just another frame that will get lost; rather a meaningful step and
we will put resources behind that, and will get you details.

Robert: That is great, and genuinely exciting.

Josh: We will coordinate with CDC on our end.

On IG, will be on the spectrum of what you saw for voter registration, reminders; when
they launch I will send designs over.

Josh: Frames have incredible potential; but are there other ways to use the algorithm to push
vaccine-promotion, eg photos of people getting vaccinated?

More to come on that at the meeting we have scheduled for Monday on mis/disinfo.
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Courtney: If you are seeing themes on mis/disinfo even this week and can send us this week
that would be extremely helpful. Eg, we are seeing a lot of traffic about how pregnant women
can’t take the vaccine. We are working on this right now.

If you are seeing stuff send it our way because that helps us identify trends on the
platform; we can chase down with our misinfo teams.

Robert: I would love to see any kind of data you have on the execution of your policies. [Legal
note: We should discuss this]
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169



My priority is consistency with the rest of the campaign – with a complementary color,
black and white. I’m open to sharing files to help you design, We’re here to work with
you. If helpful to connect with one of our designers, we can.

Brand guidelines would be really helpful. Would be straightforward to send a tuned up
version of black and white. Bigger deviations we can do some more back and forth.

My screenshare isn’t working
I think we’re good

I agree with we’ve had the conversation we need to have – our style
guide is not finalized, I will have to check about what we can share – we can share fonts and
colors

Wanted to clarify a couple of other things
Wasn’t clear on copy recommendation – I like it but want to confirm what you meant
Our frames said I got vaccinated for COVID 19, you suggested I got my COVID-19 vaccine – I
like that personalization – is that the recommendation?

Yes. You also had a second one “I’m getting my COVID-19 vaccine”
Was the second part of recommendation – can we still have “I’m getting”

you can – the second one is a little longer – we might have some suggestions – “Let’s get
vaccinated” – that has really resonated in early qualitative research with users – we’re happy to
send those as a follow up. anything else to add?

In addition to sign – can give people that aren’t able to get vaccine a way to participate
I love that – I like how succinct I got my vaccine is. The two options sound good- can

you send both options to run by Josh?
When we send over designs, we can include both of them

I did want to also ask about stickers on Instagram?
I think you asked for stickers and effects? We’re collecting all the information. I work on

the main FB app. With next iteration can respond on that.
One general question on timeline – want to meet your deadlines. When do we need to

have that wrapped?
I would like to but I can’t give a definitive date. Let’s plan for very early next week.

When I have a more definitive date, I will let you know.
We’ll try to be wrapped by Monday.

By Monday would be great.
Did you get questions on language?
You told us English/Spanish, phasing the rest in. That sounds good.

We’ll follow up with you on the others but can work immediately on Spanish.
I’m going to decouple the email, start a new thread on press opportunities, that’s

another set of our colleagues.
in terms of next steps – will align suggestions with typeface and colors. We’ll try to

have in English and Spanish. Let’s see if we can align there. If needed, we can sync with
designers.

Do you want me to set a call just in case we need?
Why don’t we wait until you send us the options? So you’ll send us black and white

and colors?
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we only have the three colors so that’s the one limiting factor.
Need 48 hours to upload the frames so we can set upranking and promotions

That’s really important – good to know – the date we’re aiming for is not Monday
– black and white – we’ll just update the font and color should be easy – looking at color

options, needs the colors from brand guidelines – photo itself influence experience of
frames – we try and put on a variety of photos – the best way we look at it – put on small feed

– that makes a lot of sense. One last question – I remember a comment on the
outline of the map in the badge. You filled the map in, that felt off brand.

We had a different style of map. We do have versions of the map where it’s a solid
color. That’s just how it had been filled in felt off brand. Now that you have the source files, will
sync with on what I can send with colors. With any questions, you can reach out via
email if there is anything you need.

The reason for the fill was for reading at small scale. If way to do a fill that’s more on
brand, let us know.

Any last questions?
not on my end. We’ll see what we can send you immediately. Look forward to what

you send back.

Associate General Counsel
facebook legal
575 7th Street NW | Washington, DC | 20004
mobile:

@fb.com @fb.com

{signature_1833550572}

NOTICE: This email (including any attachments) may contain information that is private,
confidential, or protected by attorney-client or other privilege. Unless you are the intended
recipient, you may not use, copy, or retransmit the email or its contents.
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From: @fb.com>
Date: Thu, 18 February 2021 12:32:09
To: @fb.com>; @fb.com>
CC:
BCC:
Subject: CDC Call Read Out - AC PRIV

Here are my rough notes:

Any Issues?

CDC: Apparently we have a food-borne outbreak, tied to some cows being sold on FB Groups
– how to report this up?

Poor quality or counterfeit products, I work on those issues – please send me the link
and we can look into it. We have a commodity team that can look into the source of the cows.

*******************

Frames:

Exciting product, lots of leadership and momentum behind getting public and
government to use these; so many people on FB and conversations with family and friends to
promote vaccinations. Time-sensitive to

Really responds to the urgency of the moment, to address vaccine-hesitancy
together. Different governments and NGO (eg, UNICEF)efforts/campaigns on FB to share when
people get vaccinated, promotes; peer-to-peer, so really effective way to reach hard-to-reach
communities. NHS going to launch a campaign soon, “I got my covid vaccine/I intend to get my
vaccine.” Using influencers to promote. Moment to launch here in the US, especially in the
next few months as we shift from demand constraints to hesitancy. We have had success with
CDC in the past to help change attitudes. Wanted to bring to you right away to explore whether
this is something you want to work on with us.

This is an easy lift for CDC – you are just uploading a profile frame to your official
account and it takes off from there.

CDC: Would be great to leverage what you have. This is really great timing for everyone, it’s a
great idea to move forward – we have been exploring that internally to go with our “??”
campaign. Something general that other organizations to promote would be great.

We can work with you on easy-lift options
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CDC: Is there a launch date when you want to kick this off?

ASAP – because it’s so easy and we are launching in UK, real issue is how fast you
guys can move.

CDC: I think we can do this without any other approval. Whatever you are posting, we can look
and see how we can promote/share with our partners. Send us an email and we can look at it,
maybe move into a post as well.

We will send an email that you can share with partners.

CDC: We love the mock ups, but some feedback, maybe “I got the Covid vaccine” not just “I’m
vaccinated”

We’ve love your feedback about what would resonate, please email me your ideas and
we’ll send to our Product team.

********************

Guides:

We have made some improvements, built out, will break less and very easy for you to
navigate. Launched as “learning units” last year, an easy way to organize info my topic and
organized towards how people learn content. Helps increase brand awareness and content
marketing. Basically a learning module – quizzes, polls. [walks through slides to show how to
use]. Lots of new enhancements, eg preview and draft modes.

CDC: Would this be shared to Newsfeed?

They exist in Pages feed and Newsfeed.

CDC: Would there still be impressions and other accountable metrics.

Yes.

CDC: Because we have a lot of updates to our content, how would that work?

The feed-ranking model has a lot of different variables, not sure if the edited version would
be bumped up again, but you could share it again on your timeline.
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CDC: There are no time-stamps on the models you sent, and we are concerned about timely
updates.

We will have to verify, but I think we do show timestamps for individual posts in the Guides,
but I’ll follow up.

Can get you those answers asap; but we are going to launch this new product in a few
months, so have time to work together on this.
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6/10 Call with CDC

– two quick things: (1) is going to lead around 70% goal; (2) item from on
the ads side.

– just wanted to check in Carol on what your team will be doing in the next few weeks
before July 4 deadline, how we can be helpful, engage with COVID Community Corps.
Carol – thanks, let me know you were interested. We are following the lead of
HHS/WH. I take it they haven’t made direct asks?

– right
– we are in touch with them on CCC. But we always want to check with CDC since you

sometimes split projects.
– right. We don’t have any firm asks from them. I want to make sure that wider

distribution of who you are engaging, can we help with partnerships, content. We do have a few
things in the hopper that will be launching. Want to make sure we’re keeping deadline in mind.
Carol – obviously anything you’re doing to promo vacicnations would be wonderful. HHS taking
the lead, we’re sharing their materials on our channels. I understand that they are working with
influencers, they have a bus tour going on. I don’t want to step on what they are doing, we want
to act as amplifiers. No one has told me anything about it. Jay, anything to add.
Jay – we’re in the same boat.
Carol – I’ll ask around more. Some of the other platforms are doing their own thing in the spirit
of it. Google has a link to vaccines.gov on home page.

– we have a few things in the hopper I’ll be very excited to talk about. We are adding
1-800 number to CIC, PM was on PTO, but coming up. Several videos from HHS we are
targeting to low vax uptake communities using SVI.
Carol – yay, that’ll be great. Appreciate you asking. Wish I had a better ask.

– going to turn it over to on ads.
– great to talk to you guys. Quick follow up Q on case study for Ad Council. It sounds like

in speaking to the Ad Council that their team got appropriate approvals to move forward and get
it published. Wanted to check in with you on any guidance.
Carol – I saw it, hoping Lou will answer it. I’ll just write back that it’s fine so you have it on the
record. Sorry about that.

– No, it’s ok. Thanks so much. Excited to publish it.
Carol – It is exciting. Jay had a couple updates on Ads.
Jay – we’ve got several ads that will be coming FB’s way for review to start adding into newer
ad account. Wanted to give you a heads up, a lot coming your way very soon.

– great, keep me posted. Feel free to email me if you have any questions. Generally
speaking, any questions on ad credits, spending, process, keep me posted. I know the amount
we issued was significantly higher, want to make sure you’re comfortable, able to take
advantage as much as possible.
Jay – part of what we do, proposed ad spend. Can you let us know if we should be spending
more?

– send through what you’re thinking. We’ll look and see if it would be pacing correctly
based on expiration dates. We can always do a separate call if we need to.
Carol – I know we pulled some of the numbers on earlier spend
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– is this content you’re working on with Code 3?
Jay – some of it is, some of it is stuff where we’ve tried to follow their guidance.
Carol – I will say, we’ve been pickier about when to use Code 3. We’re working with external
PR companies rather than internal teams. Code 3 liked some of the stuff we’ve sent them.

– Great – Code 3 can also advise on media strategy, how you’re thinking about it from
media standpoint
Carol – we’ll do that, I don’t think we’ve taken advantage of that yet.

– if we want to do another call with your team and Code 3, we can always do that.
Carol – I don’t think we need one, they’ve been so responsive. We just need to send them
media plans.

– ok great, sounds good. Here to support in any way I can.
– unless any other items, we can wrap up. Thanks!
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This probably goes without saying, but I want to make sure to convey that this is not information we normally share, and this data 
set is not cleanly vetted according to an integrity process that would take much longer to conduct.  We took your cue the other day 
that it was important to get this to you quickly even if not polished.  We have not made this information public and we hope to 
continue to be able to share with you and the team under confidence. 

We hope we can continue to engage on the content provided here, and we’re happy to schedule time next week to discuss with 
the team.

Look forward to talking this weekend.
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Option 1a. Designate linked assets as non-recommendable

* Impact: Any assets linked to Groups/Pages/Profiles/Accounts that have been removed for COVID misinfo
violations would not be recommended to users. E.g., RFK Jr.’s IG Account is removed, so his FB Page will be non-
recommendable.
* Recommendation: We recommend this as a stop-gap measure specifically targeting Disinfo Dozen assets. Per
the recent Avaaz <https://secure.avaaz.org/campaign/en/fb_algorithm_antivaxx/>  report, some entities affiliated
with removed Disinfo Dozen Pages are still being recommended because they do not have recent violations.
* Difficulty: Low (1-6 weeks)

1.

Option 2a. Count COVID M&H, Vaccine WDH, & COVID RFH toward misinfo Repeat Offender Status

* Impact: Currently, strikes for COVID Misinfo & Harm, Vaccine Widely Debunked Hoaxes, and COVID
Repeatedly Fact-Checked Hoaxes receive Community Standards strikes, but they do not count towards
Misinformation Repeat Offender (RO) Status.  If we count those strikes towards Misinfo RO Status, entities
spreading COVID or vaccine misinfo would more quickly receive related penalties, such as content demotion or an
advertising ban, on top of normal CS penalties.
* Recommendation: We recommend this because the Misinfo RO system is meant to penalize misinfo actors and
therefore should count this content,which is more egregious than false information fact-checked by a 3PFC.
* Difficulty: Low (1-6 weeks)

Option 2b. Develop a strike system for health-related Partly False and Missing Context ratings that could trigger
domain/Page/Group/account Repeat Offender (RO) status in more instances [Note: leadership feedback is to
develop this for DOMAINS only]

* Impact: Our latest analysis of URLs directing to Disinfo Dozen webpages found that a significant percentage
of the most viewed URLs have Partly False or Missing Context 3PFC ratings. Counting health-related Partly False
and Missing Context ratings toward entity-level penalties could allow us to take stronger action to reduce the
distribution of the domains and associated entities themselves.
* Recommendation: We recommend this as it is consistent with the precedent of taking stronger measures
against Covid-related fact-checked content. However, this requires considerable lift for just a small set of bad
actors.
* Difficulty: High (6+ weeks)
* In the interim, we could demote in-Feed domains associated with removed entities (note: three Disinfo Dozen
domains are already experiencing demotion under Misinfo RO penalties).

Option 2c. Demote Partly False rated Covid or vaccine misinformation more strongly

* Demote Partly False rated Covid or vaccine misinformation more strongly (up to 80% from 50% today)
(Recommended)
* Impact: COVID or vaccine misinfo that we don’t remove would appear lower in people’s News Feed.
* Recommendation: We are already demoting COVID content rated Missing Context as a BTG and see this as
consistent with that precedent.
* Difficulty: Low (1-6 weeks)
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@fb.com>, 

@fb.com>
Cc: @fb.com>,

@fb.com>, 
@fb.com>, 

@fb.com>
Subject: Re: Urgent help assessing misinfo/misinfo adjacent Policy options

Links Integrity will own section "2. Off platform links enforcement" for your requested ETA of Tues 8/3 @ 1pm.

Happy to provide input elsewhere in the doc where offsite content is discussed (will read through, and please tag me
if I miss anything).

________________________________

From: @fb.com>
Sent: Monday, August 2, 2021 5:39 PM
To: @fb.com>; @fb.com>; 

@fb.com>;
@fb.com>; 

@fb.com>; @fb.com>
Cc: @fb.com>; 

fb.com>; 
@fb.com>; 

@fb.com>
Subject: Urgent help assessing misinfo/misinfo adjacent Policy options

Hi PMs in the To line,

With apologies in advance for the short notice, could we please ask for a quick gut check by 1 pm PT tomorrow
(Tuesday) on the implementation feasibility of this list <https://docs.google.com/document/d/1x-EkjIF-
1_eNTXeNx-UwYP8Y15YKUHjzur8BrTqyD9c/edit>  of policy options to be more aggressive against Covid and
vaccine misinformation, to inform a leadership conversation happening Wednesday?

Context: Leadership asked Misinfo Policy and a couple of teams on Product Policy to brainstorm some additional
policy levers we can pull to be more aggressive against Covid and vaccine misinformation. This is stemming from
the continued criticism of our approach from the US administration and a desire to kick the tires further internally on
creative options. (We know there’s also a parallel effort to brainstorm Product/BTG levers we can pull.)

We’ve been sprinting over the past several days and have both dusted off some ideas we’d previously discussed with
our Product counterparts (ie you), and come up with some net new ideas.
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We need to send these to leadership by EOD Tuesday, in advance of a Wednesday meeting with 
, and others, where they’ll discuss.

Questions for you are:

1. Are any of these ideas definitely not feasible from a Product POV?
2. For all the ideas that are feasible, could you indicate in our doc whether they are a light (1-6 weeks to
implement) or heavy lift (> 6 weeks)?

Thanks so much,
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To be combined with SR’s master note to Nick C. 

[ we want to be clear in introducing these policy options -- either in intro to your 
note or when we get to these recs --  

1) that we’ve ordered these from most to least impact reducing the spread of Covid and
vaccine misinformation. More impactful options carry more risk of overenforcement.
We have also included at the bottom a list of work in progress this half that we believe
will be impactful and could consider previewing to external audiences.

2) We have given our Product counterparts a heads up that we’re being asked to
consider additional options, but they have not had time to fully vet most of these
ideas. The recommendations below are principled from a Policy perspective, but we’d
want to run all of these options by Product/XFN teams to better understand feasibility
before moving forward.

3) We have also not had Data Science analyze these options, so we can’t fully understand
their ultimate on-platform impact.

4) Our recommendations are specifically targeted at addressing the problem posed by the
disinformation dozen accounts continuing to have presences on Facebook/Instagram.
Most of the problematic content critics such as the Center for Countering Digital Hate
(CCDH) associate with the disinfo dozen are URLs to off-platform content we don’t
enforce on as a matter of principle. This URL content appears to have a higher prevalence
of violating/BV content than the on-platform content posted by the disinfo dozen. We
could change our policy approach and start enforcing off platform, but we don’t support
that from a principled perspective and this would be resource intensive to implement.
And blackholing their domains is too blunt, since lots of the content they post on- and off- 
platform is not even about Covid or vaccines. Instead, we’re recommending steps to give
less distribution to disinfo dozen URLs so they have less reach and visibility. For example,
our fact-checkers have rated some of the most viral and misleading disinfo dozen URLs, so
one option below is to leverage that signal to give even less distribution to these domains.

1. Cross-platform enforcement
a. Designate linked assets as non-recommendable (not a Misinfo Policy)

(Recommended)
i. Impact: Any assets linked to Groups/Pages/Profiles/Accounts that have

been removed for COVID misinfo violations would not be recommended
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to users.  Ex: RFK Jr.’s IG Account is removed, so his FB Page will be non-
recommendable.  Currently, such Pages and Accounts can still be 
recommendable.   

ii. Recommendation: We recommend this as a stop-gap measure
specifically targeting Disinfo Dozen assets, while we contemplate an
escalation policy (with Rec and Actor/Behavior teams) with clear criteria
and guardrails for determining “linked assets.” Per recent Avaaz report,
some entities affiliated with removed Disinfo Dozen Pages are still being
recommended because they do not have recent violations (e.g. Del
Bigtree’s FB Page and Informed Consent Action Network Page are
recommended despite removal of his High Wire with Del Bigtree Page).

iii. Difficulty to implement: Light (if implemented on escalation) (1-6 weeks)
b. Remove all assets linked to any entity removed for health misinfo (Not

Recommended)
i. Impact:  Remove any assets linked to Groups/Pages/Profiles/Accounts

that have been removed for COVID misinfo violations.  Ex: RFK Jr.’s IG
Account is removed, so we would also remove his FB Page and Profile
(even though those entities no longer post COVID vaccine misinfo). This
would impact approximately 50 non-violating entities associated with the
Disinfo Dozen.

ii. Recommendation: We do not recommend this, as it would remove
entities that have nothing to do with COVID or vaccine content and could
result in over-enforcement (e.g., if RFK, Jr. was an admin for his child’s
PTA Group).

iii. Difficulty to implement: Light (if implemented on escalation) (1-6 weeks)
2. Off platform links enforcement

a. Blackhole1 off platform domains associated with removed entities (Not
Recommended)

i. Impact: If we blackholed all 28 URL domains associated with the Disinfo
Dozen, this would remove at least 250M pieces of content, including
private messages.  Furthermore, if we blackholed all URL domains
associated with any entity we remove for health misinfo violations, the
amount of content removed would be astronomical.

ii. Recommendation: We do not recommend, as it risks enforcing on large
volumes of historical content that may not be violating or unrelated to
COVID/vaccines.

1 Blackhole (to) = block across all FB surfaces, ie. content will not be displayed (and, by extension, will be 
impossible to click on) 
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iii. Difficulty to implement: Light, if implemented for disinfo dozen
specifically (1-6 weeks)

b. Review and bank violating URLs (Not Recommended)
i. Impact: We can remove content linking to specific URLs with prominent

COVID misinfo violations using a URL text bank, without blocking the
entire domain or requiring an adversarial signal (as required by current
policy).

ii. Recommendation: We do not recommend this approach, as there are
thousands of URLs we’d need to review and this risks setting a precedent
that exceeds our enforcement capabilities.

iii. Difficulty to implement: Eng -- light (1-6 weeks), Ops + Policy -- heavy
3. Demote more content

a. Count COVID M&H, Vaccine WDH, & COVID RFH toward misinfo Repeat
Offender Status (Recommended)

i. Impact: Currently, strikes for COVID Misinfo & Harm, Vaccine Widely
Debunked Hoaxes (WDH), and COVID Repeatedly Fact-checked Hoaxes
(RFH) receive Community Standards strikes, but those strikes do not
count towards Misinformation (i.e., 3PFC) Repeat Offender (RO) Status.
If we count those strikes towards Misinfo RO Status, entities spreading
COVID or vaccine misinfo could more quickly be placed in Misinfo Repeat
Offender status and, as such, have their content demoted and be banned
from advertising on top of normal CS penalties.

ii. Recommendation: We recommend this proposal because our misinfo
Repeat Offender system is meant to penalize misinfo actors and,
therefore, it should count this content (which is more egregious than
false information fact-checked by a 3PFC). This change could not happen
immediately because we would first need to make some Product changes
(e.g., increase notification transparency and ensure strikes are being
counted fairly).

iii. Difficulty to implement: Light (1-6 weeks)
b. Develop a strike system for health-related Partly False and Missing Context

ratings that could trigger domain/Page/Group/account Repeat Offender (RO)
status in more instances (e.g. 5+ Partly False/Missing Context ratings on URLs
in 90 days triggers RO) (right now, we only rely on False/Altered ratings for RO
status) (Recommended)

i. Impact: DS’s latest analysis of URLs directing to Disinfo Dozen webpages
found that a significant percentage of the most viewed URLs have Partly
False or Missing Context 3PFC ratings.  Therefore, counting these ratings
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toward entity-level penalties could allow us to take stronger action to 
reduce the distribution of the domains and associated entities 
themselves. While we work out the details, we could, as a stop gap 
measure, demote in-Feed domains associated with removed entities 
(note: three Disinfo Dozen domains are already experiencing demotion 
under Misinfo RO penalties). 

ii. Recommendation: We recommend this as an option tailored to
addressing concerns about the Disinfo Dozen that is also consistent with
precedent of taking stronger measures against Covid-related fact-
checked content. However, we note Product’s concerns that this requires
considerable lift for just a small set of bad actors.

iii. Difficulty to implement: Heavy (>6 weeks)
c. Demote Partly False rated Covid or vaccine misinformation more strongly (e.g.,

from 50% today to 80%.) (Recommended)
i. Impact: COVID or vaccine misinfo that we don’t remove would appear

lower in people’s News Feed.
ii. Recommendation: We are already demoting COVID content rated

Missing Context as a BTG and see this as consistent with that precedent.
iii. Difficulty to implement: Light (1-6 weeks)

4. Lower strike thresholds for entity disables
a. Amend Dedicated Vaccine Discouraging Entity (DVDE) policy to allow off

platform Borderline Vaccine (BV) to be counted (Not Recommended)
i. Impact: We disable entities under our DVDE whether they have 2+ strikes

and 5 of their last 15 posts are borderline vaccine (BV) discouraging.
Under this proposal, we would look at prominent off-platform BV when
considering whether it meets the 5 out of 15 BV criteria, so more entities
would be disabled.

ii. Recommendation: We do not recommend this, as we currently have
poor notice for this policy, especially for the BV portion, and no plans to
build out additional notice.

iii. Difficulty to implement: TBD
b. Extend Dedicated Vaccine Discouraging Entity (DVDE) to Profiles (Not

Recommended)
i. Impact: We currently only remove Pages/Groups/IG Accounts under

DVDE, and not Profiles. This recommendation would make FB Profiles
eligible for removal under DVDE, but at a higher strike total than other
entities (e.g. 5 health CS strikes + BV, as opposed to 2 CS strikes for
Groups/Pages/IG Accounts).
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ii. Recommendation: We do not recommend this because we generally
tread more carefully around FB Profiles and, when we previously
investigated this proposal, we found it had a very minimal impact.

iii. Difficulty to implement: TBD
c. Lower FB Profile disable threshold for health strikes (Not Recommended)

i. Impact: This would accelerate how quickly we take down a FB Profile that
repeatedly spreads harmful COVID or vaccine misinfo, e.g. from 13 CS
strikes to 6 health CS strikes.

ii. Recommendation: While may appear to be a reasonable measure,
specifically because the FB profile disable threshold to 6 for violations
such as pharma & non-medical drugs, we do not recommend this option
sine we tread more carefully around FB profiles and expect the overall
impact would be minimal.

iii. Difficulty to implement: TBD
d. Count COVID M&H and Vaccine WDH as severe strikes (Not Recommended)

i. Impact: This would accelerate how quick y we apply penalties to and
disable entities (e.g. Page disable at 3 severe strikes; currently it takes 5
CS strikes to disable).

ii. Recommendation: We do not recommend this measure, as we reserve
severe strikes for the worst integrity violations (e.g. terrorism, CEI,
human exploitation).

iii. Difficulty to implement: TBD

Work we’re already planning 

1. [Borderline approach] Accelerate product efforts to demote entities that spread
Borderline Vaccine content (not a Misinfo policy). This would demote entities based on
the amount of BV content they have. This is already approved and requires product
support. A policy consideration to accelerate might be lifting the requirement for notice
and appeals, but this is not recommended given that the classifier is immature and likely
to have higher false positives.

2. Adding new false COVID claims we remove for misinfo & harm
3. Adding new false COVID claims to reduce/inform for RFH
4. Publish our misinfo repeat offender policies more transparently
5. Clarify principles for removing additional kinds of non-Covid specific vaccine

misinformation that could cause hesitancy in Covid vaccine uptake (for example, our
policies do not yet cover an extensive list of false claims about childhood immunization,
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which may contribute to COVID-19 vaccine refusals and will be especially relevant as 
vaccinations are approved for children in the fall and next year).  

6. Implement (with Product) a new enforcement and detection platform that allows us
to act more quickly on newly emerging false claims related to Covid. The platform will
make it easier for us to “source” new false claims about Covid and vaccines based on the
prevalence of the claim on our platform (already testing this now) and allow us to more
efficiently “match” content to false claims and remove the content.
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Email response back to Surgeon General’s office based on meeting today. Summary of meeting below for
reference.

Follow up e-mail to Eric/Kyla

Hi Eric and Kyla,

Thank you again for reaching out to us and providing more context to the ongoing discussions
around the Surgeon General’s recent announcement. We wanted to follow-up with you on a few
questions you asked in the meeting focused on CrowdTangle, data on the online interventions,
and Facebook’s borderline content policies.

We also want to emphasize the team is very much interested in having better insight and more
collaboration to understand the data used by your teams to analyze COVID-19 misinformation.
For instance, we have heard several times that when the White House talks to people who are
hesitant, they cite Facebook as the number one source for their information about the virus. We
would like to better understand where this data comes from, so that we can work to understand
this claim. We think that will better inform our collaboration going forward and ensure a shared
understanding of what content is surfacing online and inform possible additional solutions going
forward.

More information on CrowdTangle (CT):
● Can confirm no plans to wind down or change the ability for people to access

CrowdTangle.
● A few months ago we moved management of CrowdTangle from the Partnerships team

into our Central Integrity team, so that we can develop a more comprehensive strategy
for how we build on all of the different transparency efforts across the company.

● This means reconciling differing approaches across other initiatives like our quarterly
Community Standards Enforcement Report, the Ads Library, the Facebook Open
Research and Transparency platform and our new Transparency Center.
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Interventions that we mentioned, some of which specifically create friction in how people
consume information:

● Here are some examples of interventions we have put in place during COVID-19:
○ WhatsApp forward limits cut highly forwarded messages by 70% (link)
○ WhatsApp Search the Web function within forwarded chats (link)
○ Facebook warning labels on fact checked content (link)
○ Establishing the Alliance for Advancing Health Online (link)
○ Informational labels on posts about COVID-19 vaccines and friction when

someone goes to share these posts on Facebook and Instagram (link)
COVID Policies:

● We remove COVID-19 content that contributes to the risk of imminent physical harm
including numerous false claims about the COVID-19 vaccine. Full list of claims is in our
Help Center.

● We permanently ban Pages, Groups, and accounts that repeatedly break our rules on
COVID misinformation.

● We also reduce the reach of Posts, Pages, Groups and accounts that share other false
claims that do not violate our policies but may present misleading or sensationalized
information about COVID-19 and vaccines. These policies are public and you can review
them for yourself on our COVID Help Center under the header “Reducing the Distribution
of Certain Other Vaccine Content and Removing Pages, Groups, and Instagram
Accounts that Violate our COVID-19 and Vaccine Policies and are Dedicated to
Discouraging Vaccination.”

On behalf of the team,

Summary of meeting for reference

**************************************

Good afternoon everyone,

Following up here quickly after the meeting with staff from the Surgeon General’s office earlier today
(Friday, July 16th)

The Health and Executive Branch teams, including KX, met with officials from the Department of Health
and Human Services (HHS)/Vivek Murphy’s office to discuss the Surgeon General’s advisory on COVID
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misinformation. The HHS team was represented by Eric Waldo, the Director of Engagement for the US
Surgeon General, and Kyla Fullenwider, who is assisting with HHS’ efforts to address misinformation.

Eric Waldo kicked off the meeting saying that the Administration is concerned about misinformation
generally and also made it clear that the Administration is indeed concerned that misinformation on FB’s
platforms is jeopardizing proactive COVID vaccination efforts. He noted that some progress by FB on
curtailing misinformation has been made, but that our work has fallen short and his outreach is to
encourage us to do more. Kyla said HHS wants to find that middle ground on interventions to address
COVID misinformation that are both “doable and meaningful.” HHS believes "the speed at which
misinformation is spreading is unprecedented, and it is quantifiably having impacts on COVID response."
HHS noted that addressing this is critical in the weeks and months ahead.

Discussion also focused on four main areas of concern for HHS: (1) enhanced measures to detect
misinformation, evaluate its impact, and share this information publicly (2) improved strategy on
transparency about misinformation, (3) quicker actions on harmful content, and (4) high-quality sources
and information on COVID. In response to these concerns we said that we generally agree with these
concerns and are doing our best to address all of them. For example, we explained that we made
CrowdTangle available to select staff at the White House and Center for Disease Control to increase
transparency and expand visibility within our platforms. We also explained that we have (A) invested
considerable resources to improve our misinformation policies and enforcement actions, (B) limited the
number of users a link can be sent to via messenger to stifle the ability to spread misinformation, (C)
partnered with more than 80, third-party fact checkers to evaluate the veracity of information and then
apply warning labels to content where warranted (D) substantially demoted borderline COVID
information, even if it is not false in order to promote responsible actions to address the threat of COVID,
(E) created a COVID Information Hub to make credible COVID information more widely available, and (F)
partnered with the USG to create profile frames as part of a social norming process to spur people to get
COVID vaccinations.

We had two main goals for this meeting We asked the officials (1) for their data source or sources that
lead them to believe that misinformation on our platforms is having a significant impact on their COVID
response and that we are no doing a sufficient job addressing it, and (2) if they were willing to work
more closely with us, specifically through our research team, to identify sources of misinformation, so
that we can expeditiously remove such threats. The HHS officials said that they will come back to us with
“next steps” that may include more coordination between us and HHS on misinformation.

We left the meeting with the impression that though they want us to do more to combat
misinformation, they aren’t sure how to encourage us to take down more problematic content. They see
this as a black and white issue, but want to have more conversations with the White House team and
other technology companies to inform their next steps. Although they recognize that we are diligently
working on this issue and have demonstrated a willingness throughout the pandemic to work with them
to address their concern, Eric Waldo said the White House will likely continue to bring up concerns
about COVID misinformation on social media platforms. They finished the meeting thanking us for our
work and said they would like to meet again soon to discuss the matter further. We owe them an update
on our long-term plan for CrowdTangle use for COVID-19 misinformation, a link to our Community
Standards explaining borderline COVID content policies, and any stats we can share about the
effectiveness of our interventions (i.e., interstitials).
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Recap of Jen Psaki's public request to FB during the press conference for reference:

1. Measure and publicly share the impact of misinformation on our platform;
2. Create a robust enforcement strategy that bridges our properties and provides transparency

about the rules;
3. Take faster action against harmful posts;
4. Promote quality information sources in the feed algorithm

Short Bios

Eric Waldo
Director of Engagement for US Surgeon General, Dr. Vivek Murthy

● Executive Director of Michelle Obama’s Reach Higher initiative for nearly 14 years. He helped
inspire students in the U.S. to take charge of their future by completing a post-secondary
education, whether at a professional training program, a community college, or a 2-year or
4-year college or university.

● Deputy Chief of Staff at the Department of Education (ED). He helped lead and manage ED
through President Obama’s historic investment of $100B in education funding via the Recovery
Act.

● One of the first attorneys hired on the 2007-2008 Obama Campaign, and served Deputy Staff
Counsel, providing legal guidance on a wide array of election protection and operational issues
for the $750M Obama enterprise.

● J.D. from the University of Chicago Law School, an M.Ed. from Harvard University, and an A.B.
from Brown University.

● Recent Article on Eric - A Goodby Q&A With Eric Waldo (Forbes)

Kyla Fullenwider

Fellow and Research Faculty, Data and Digital, Becker Center for Social Impact and Innovation,
Georgetown University

● In her position at Georgetown University she has been working on two main projects: Public
Data Integrity and Digital Census Project.
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● She’s also a Senior Fellow at the National Conference on Citizenship. She leads its Census
portfolio of work focusing on” what local governments, journalists, leading digital platforms, and
the public can do to prepare and participate in this crucial function of our democracy.”

● She previously served as the first Chief Innovation Officer of the U.S. Census Bureau, the
principal agency of the U.S. Statistical System and part of the Department of Commerce. Kyla
also served as a White House Presidential Innovation Fellow.

● She has a BA from Harvard and MA from the Maryland Institute of College of Art.
● Her full-lenth bio can be found here.

External Attendees:

● Eric Waldo
● Kyla

Internal Attendees:

●
●
●
●
●
●
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Making sure you receive--

From: Nick Clegg < @fb.com>
Date: Wednesday, April 14, 2021 at 10:51 PM
To: Slavitt, Andrew M. EOP/WHO < @who.eop.gov>
Cc: @fb.com>
Subject: Re: Tucker Carlson anti-vax message.

Hi Andy - have looked into this some more. 

I realize it may be of limited comfort at this moment, but this was not the most popular post about 
vaccines on Facebook today. Our data is slightly lagging, and we’ll get back to you with more detail on 
this specific post tomorrow. Right now, it appears that it probably was among the top 100 most-viewed 
vaccine posts. I’m including a few examples of posts that were more popular today at the end of this 
note.

Regardless of popularity, the Tucker Carlson video does not qualify for removal under our policies. 
Following the government’s decision yesterday, we are allowing claims that the Johnson and Johnson 
vaccine causes blood clots, but we still do not allow categorical claims that it or other vaccines are 
unsafe or ineffective. 

That said, the video is being labeled with a pointer to authoritative COVID information, it’s not being 
recommended to people, and it is being demoted.

The team is working on the follow ups from the meeting this morning, including more details on most 
viewed/ranked content on Facebook and  will be in touch shortly on that - I'm v keen that we 
follow up as we'd agreed, and I can assure you the teams here are on it. 

Given the timeline that was provided today for further decision about the J&J vaccine, it would be great 
to get your guidance about what affirmative messages we should amplify right now. Consistent with the 
message we heard at the press conferences, we’re currently emphasizing the safety and efficacy of the 
Moderna and Pfizer vaccines in the Covid Information Center.

Popular Vaccine-Related Content on Facebook Today:

CNN: >https://www.cnn.com/2021/04/13/health/blood-clots-johnson--johnson-vaccine-
wellness/index.html<
ABC: >https://www.facebook.com/10160902498218812<
NBC: >https://www.nbcnews.com/health/health-news/what-do-if-you-got-johnson-johnson-vaccine-
n1263927<
NY Times: >https://www.nytimes.com/2021/04/13/us/politics/johnson-johnson-vaccine-blood-clots-fda-
cdc.html<
CDC: >https://www.facebook.com/10159031890151026<
CBS: >https://www.facebook.com/10159467409732010<
Heather Cox Richardson: >https://www.facebook.com/297363371758902<

All v best

Nick 

On 4/14/21, 10:52 AM, "Nick Clegg" < @fb.com> wrote:

 Ok - sorry to hear about call today, will dig in now. N

 On 4/14/21, 10:01 AM, "Slavitt, Andrew M. EOP/WHO" <Andrew.M.Slavitt@who.eop.gov> wrote:
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 Number one on Facebook. Sigh. 

 Big reveal call with FB and WH today. No progress since we spoke. Sigh. 

 Sent from my iPhone
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