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YouTube Employee

10 Q Oka :
y. And at any point when you were doing these collaborations with
11 ove :
government agencies, was the government agency coercing YouTube in any way to
12 participate in those relationships?
13 A  No.
14 Q Would '
. | you say It wa
e Sadanoties Y s voluntary on the part of YouTube and the government?
Administration’s unlaw 15 A  Yes. This
| . was our a

- ffirm. pproach across the world was to help health authorities
16 get the information out there.

I. The United States has coerced speech about 1/ Q  And that

at's bec : - -
COVID. ause YouTube on its own has identified that mission as
o ° 18 - 1«
As the district court found, the federal government something that's important to the corporate mission of Google and YouTube?
“suppressed alternative views’ about COVID-related 44 . B
A  Yes, that's a top priority.

matters, including the origination of the virus, the
efficacy of vaccines and masks, and the adverse effects

of lockdowns, effectively forcing social media

companies to enforce the government’s view as “the

truth.” J.A. 213. The district court listed over twenty

examples of the government engaging in coercive acts

directed toward social media companies to bring about

censorship. J.A. 205-09. And the governments

ign worked. Facebook agreed to
 1ind eneoch 11 response to

pressure campa
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Q

Google Employee

Okay. Did U.S. Government officials ever threaten you or any other Google

employee with adverse actions if Google refused to take any particular action that the

government official desired?

A

Q

| don't recall any scenario like that.

Did any U.S. Government official ever ask Google employees, to your

knowledge, to promote or remove any content based on political or ideological viewpoint

that was expressed?

A

Q

Not that I'm aware.

Did anyone working at the White House ever order you to remove a post, an

account, or any content from Google's platforms?

A

Not that I'm aware of.



Google Employee

V. AL 22 Are you familiar with the claim made by -- | think it was raised at the very
STATE OF MISSOURL, ET AL
Respondents. 23 beginning today and also made writ large in other hearings that we've had by some of the

committee's Republicans -- that the Federal Government has colluded with Google and

other private companies to censor certain types of political and ideological speech?

A And when you say "familiar,” you mean am | aware of it?

Q Yes.
A Then, yes, | have awareness of the claim.

Q  Based on your experience, personal experience at Google, do you have any

experience with such collusion actually taking place?

A  In my experience, Google across its range of services through the years has

consistently made its own independent decisions with regards to what policies, practices,

As the district court found, the federal govermin 5
“suppressed alternative wevys” gbout COVII?-re a
matters, including the origination of the vn*usf;f o or product development it designs.
efficacy of vaccines and masks, and the adverse el

of lockdowns, effectively forcing soc{ial mf 9 Q  Thankyou.
he government's View as wue _
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the injunction below rightfully halts g
Administration’s unlawful conduct—the Court

affirm. ;
ARGUMENT
I The United States has coerced speech
COVID. o

As the district court found, the federal gove
“suppressed alternative vi.ev}rs” gbout COVII?-
matters, including the origination of the VviI
efficacy of vaccines and masks, anc.i the advgrleit
of lockdowns, effectively forcing socla

| ent’s view
companies to enforce the governme!
't,rutp » J A. 213. The district court hst.ed over 12
examples of the government engaging 1n coercive amz
directed toward social media companies to bring abou

t's
hin. J.A. 205-09. And the governmen
. ign worked. Facebook agreed to

ANATTTTY wndatnd anoocrh in response tO
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pressure campa

Meta Employee

Q Andyou were asked earlier about consequences that you expected to face

if -- or that Meta expected to face, or the company, if it did not align its policies with what

those who were frustrated wanted. Did anyone in the U.S. Government threaten to
retaliate if the company did not broaden its policies or enforce them more aggressively as

you were asked?
A No, not to my awareness.

Q And, to your knowledge, did the company change its policies in response to

pressure from the U.S. Government?
A  Not to my knowledge, no.
Q And, to your knowledge, did the company enforce its policies, take down any

content, make any decisions because of or at the request of or because of pressure from

the U.S. Government?

A No, not to my knowledge.



Meta Employee

Q Toyour knowledge, has anyone in the FBI or the State Department or any

0
ther government agency ordered Meta to take down an account, page, or other

content?’

A  Not to my knowledge.

the injunction below rightfully Q And to k
GENE P. HAM Administration’s unlawful conduct—the ( your knowledge, has anyone in the FBI
rEED D. RUI iy a - or any other government
; ency tried to - .
ARGUMENT gency coerce or pressure Meta into taking an account down or other content?
I. The United States has coerced Sk : .
COVID. A Again, not to my knowledge.

As the district court found, the federal government
“suppressed alternative views’ about COVID-related
matters, including the origination of the virus, the
efficacy of vaccines and masks, and the adverse effects
of lockdowns, effectively forcing social media

companies to enforce the government’s view as “the
truth.” J.A. 213. The district court listed over twenty

censorship. J.A. 205-09. And the governments
ign worked. Facebook agreed to

pressure campa
- | L MATTITY et and arneocrh 1N YEesponse to




Meta Employee

5 Q  Okay. Sothatrelationship began at least during the Trump administration
6 or was active during the Trump administration.
7 A My memory is that that relationship began around when the task force was
8 created.
9 Q And do you know when that was?
10 A  ldon't remember exactly, but it was during the Trump administration, yes.
11 Q Thank you.
12 And Meta's communication with the task force and relationship with the task
13 force is a voluntary choice that Meta makes, correct?
14 A  Yes.
15 Q  You could choose not to receive information from them if you wanted to.
16 A True.
17 Q  And you could choose not to have members of your team attend their
18 meetings.
19 A  Correct.
20 Q And did any government official ever tell Meta that it was required to work
21 with or communicate with the task force?
(202) 964-3 matters. including the origination of the virus, the 22 A No.
g hamit efficacy of vaccines and masks, an(_l the adv.erls © e[flf:((;;: 23 Q  Why did Meta choose to work with the task force?
of IOCk(;Z“iI;Sé nfslf,ie:ttl}‘:: l}éoviifrlnnegnt’ SS O\fileaw as “the 24 A  We generally look to receive information from external parties. We would
ig::;pa’.’n:] A. 213. The district courtiliSt.ed naieb .twent;y 25 much rather get information than not get it so that we can then subsequently conduct
examples of the government engaging 1n COGI:CIVG ‘:c E; I ' i N . | ' =
directed toward social media companies to bring a 03 1 our own investigation. And if we identify something that violates our policies, we then
censorship. J.A. 205-09. And the governments ke stion
' worked. Facebook agr eed to r s W  wm - >
pre§SUI¢ cal.nl?algn  1ind eneoch 11 response to
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