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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. 
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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. 
225 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.  
235 Id. 
236 Id. 
237 Id. 
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. 



48 

 

 
 

 
 

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. 
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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. 
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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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