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Attachment — Answers to Additional Questions for the Record

1. Is it dangerous for the government and big tech to censor factual information?

Yes, it is dangerous for the government and the big tech to censor factual scientific and public
health information. During the pandemic, so many true facts were suppressed by government
and tech companies primarily to alter their behavior and induce compliance with lockdowns,
mask and vaccine recommendations, testing and quarantining requirements, and many other
public health edicts.

It was commonplace for social media companies to suppress and censor factual information
that appeared in scientific journals, including high-quality peer-reviewed journals, if the results
contradicted or undermined the current dogma disseminated by high public health officials and
bureaucrats.

Many of these facts, had social media companies permitted to be shared by scientists and non-
scientists with the general public, might have saved lives. One example suffices here, but many
others are possible.

Before the pandemic, researchers had conducted many randomized studies to evaluate the
effectiveness of masking to prevent influenza transmission. These studies evaluated a range of
variables, including masking in community settings, in hospitals, and all the types of masks in
common use during the covid pandemic, including cloth, surgical, and N95 masks. None found a
substantial benefit in disease prevention.

During the pandemic, scientists published only three randomized studies in the peer-reviewed
literature regarding the effectiveness of masking to prevent the spread of covid. None found any
benefit whatsoever of cloth masking and only minimal benefit from surgical masking at the
personal or population level.!

Many people listening to public health advice, including many vulnerable people, exposed
themselves to unnecessary risks during times of high community spread that they otherwise
would not have. Thinking that the cloth or surgical masks they wore protected them when they
did not, they went out into public thinking their risk of contracting covid to be low. And some
almost certainly died as a result.
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Social media censored the fact that the scientific evidence did not support the
recommendations offered by the CDC, Tony Fauci, and other high public health bureaucrats.
Had a debate been permitted, fewer people would have been misled about the scientific facts.

2. Do you think the suppression of the truth will lead Americans to no longer trust the
government for medical information?

Yes, public trust in public health is at its lowest ebb | have ever seen in my 20+ year professional
career. The problem is that the public health authorities have squandered trust by consistently
spreading misinformation regarding many substantive topics. This misinformation has led many
states, counties, and businesses to adopt policies that have harmed people, especially the
working class.

One clear example is the scientific fact that covid recovery produces substantial and long-lasting
immunity after an initial infection, including protection against reinfection and against severe
disease upon reinfection.

Consider frontline workers, such as firefighters and nurses, who worked through the worst of
the lockdowns and the pandemic in 2020, often being exposed to covid infection at higher rates
than the rest of the population. Many of these workers, including the covid recovered, were
subject to vaccine mandates. In 2021, even though high-quality epidemiological studies
demonstrated that the marginal benefit in reducing mortality risk from subsequent covid
infection was small for most patients.?

Many of these covid recovered folks were fired from their jobs in 2021 because they refused to
take a vaccine that provided them, at best, a small benefit. The vaccine mandates ignored their
recovered immunity as a valid source of immunity despite the scientific evidence that said it
should. Perhaps not surprisingly, many people say they no longer trust public health and never
will again since its discriminatory vaccine guidance destroyed their careers and livelihoods.

A second clear example comes from public health bureaucrats consistently overstating the
vaccine's effectiveness in stopping disease transmission. The initial randomized trials did not
examine protection against infection or transmission as an endpoint of the trial. Though the
trials demonstrated ~95% efficacy versus symptomatic disease, the median follow-up time was
only two months after vaccination, not enough time to observe whether the vaccine waned in
efficacy versus infection or whether the vaccines would hold up against new variants.3
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Despite this uncertainty, many public health bureaucrats told the public categorically that the
covid vaccines would prevent people from becoming infected and transmitting the disease to
others.* Over time in 2021, careful epidemiological data from around the world demonstrated
conclusively that vaccine protection against covid infection wanes rapidly after full vaccination.”
People observed with their own eyes that vaccination does not prevent infection, as many
vaccinated people became infected.

Overclaiming of covid vaccine effectiveness has led many people to distrust public health
messaging on the essential childhood vaccines and scientifically justified claims by public health
officials regarding the efficacy of the covid vaccines to protect against severe disease and death
from covid infection.®

That distrust in public health has spread to other aspects of vaccine policy is particularly
unfortunate.’ Childhood vaccines, like the measles and polio vaccines, are essential for the
health and well-being of children in the United States. This distrust will lead many parents to
forgo these essential vaccines for their children, potentially putting them at risk from these
preventable diseases. It is a tragedy that public health has not undertaken steps to restore the
American people's trust in it by apologizing for misleading the American people regarding basic
scientific facts about the covid vaccine.

3. Do you believe that big tech mishandled how they dealt with information about
AstraZeneca?

During the pandemic, public health and social media suppressed basic factual discussions about
all covid vaccines available in the US. In particular, the social media companies prevented any
rational comparison of the potential benefits and harms of covid vaccination on their platforms.

One example is the suppression of my colleague Martin Kulldorff, a professor in the medical
school at Harvard University and a world-renowned expert in the study of vaccine safety. He
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posted a comment on Twitter saying that it is as irrational to say that everyone should take the
covid vaccine as it is to say that no one should.

He was correctly referring to the fact that the net benefit of the covid vaccine, while high for
vulnerable older adults, especially those who never had COVID before, is low for young people.
For young people, the risk of dying from COVID is a thousandfold lower than it is for older
people.? Therefore, the vaccine, which reduces severe disease and the risk of severe disease
and death upon COVID infection, has only a minimal benefit for healthy younger people since
their risk of those bad outcomes is already low.

At the same time, there were uncertain risks of taking the vaccine. Though the full set of side
effects was not known in early 2021 (and still not known), it became more evident over time
that the covid vaccines did cause some severe side effects. For instance, the CDC briefly paused
the availability of the Johnson & Johnson vaccine in April 2021 when internal statistical analyses
detected a signal of elevated risk of stroke in middle-aged women.® The CDC's advisory
committee on immunization practices (ACIP) in June 2021 determined that covid vaccination
was associated with myocarditis, especially in young men.'° A careful reanalysis of the Pfizer
and Moderna randomized vaccine trials found between 10.1 and 15.1 serious adverse events
per 10,000 vaccinated individuals.!!

So with limited benefits and some identified harms, the decision calculus militated against the
covid vaccine for most young people (especially those who were already covid recovered)
unless particular circumstances about their health made them more likely to have a severe
reaction to covid infection. Public health's recommendation should have been to seek the
advice of a doctor to help young people decide if covid vaccination was worthwhile, rather than
mandates and force.
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Of course, the decision calculus is very different for older people, especially those over 70 or
with multiple chronic conditions like diabetes, which raise the risk of mortality from covid
infection. A high mortality risk from covid infection means that, by substantially reducing that
risk, the vaccine could substantially benefit older people. Of course, there are still risks
associated with taking a vaccine, not all of which were known in 2021. Nevertheless, the
balance of benefits and risks militated in favor of recommending the vaccine for older people in
2021.

Big tech platforms routinely blocked discussions by qualified people posting links to reliable
evidence regarding vaccine efficacy and harms in the peer-reviewed, published medical
literature. By suppressing that kind of nuanced benefit-harm analysis, big tech mishandled how
they dealt with vaccine information. They prevented people from access to information and
scientific debate that might have helped them make better decisions about many things during
the pandemic. At the very least, people would have understood more accurately what
pronouncements by public health officials reflected a scientific consensus and what was still
subject to legitimate debate. Big tech amplified the public health narrative, even when the
narrative was founded on shaky science.

4. What type of impact do you think blocking that information had overall?

One significant impact of social media companies blocking the presentation of true scientific
facts is that they deprived the American people of vital facts that they might have used to
protect themselves and others against COVID risk. For instance, had people understood how
weak was the scientific foundation of mask recommendations by the CDC, many would not have
relied on cloth masks to protect them against the virus in public and delayed becoming infected.
Through such indirect mechanisms, censorship may have contributed to the loss of life during
the pandemic.

Furthermore, suppression of scientific discussion in social media prevented Americans from
understanding true scientific facts about the virus and policy responses to covid. This lack of
understanding contributed to mistaken support by many for destructive lockdown and mandate
policies that would otherwise have been deservedly unpopular.

Public health bureaucrats misled the American people about the need for lockdown policies,
school closures, vaccine mandates, mask mandates, and many other ineffective policies. Had Big
Tech and big government permitted free speech regarding these matters in social media
settings, politicians would have found it more challenging to force these policies through. More
people would have been equipped with the knowledge to oppose them effectively through the
political process, and many of those policies would never have been adopted.*?
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Perhaps the best example of such a scientifically-based policy, suppressed by social media
companies, is the Great Barrington Declaration. The proposal, written by me, Prof. Martin
Kulldorff of Harvard University, and Prof. Sunetra Gupta of the University of Oxford in October
2020, recommended a "focused protection" approach to the pandemic. It included many ideas
about how to accomplish that and invited the scientific and public health communities to
participate in developing creative strategies to reduce the risk of infection by the most
vulnerable people during times of high disease spread. It also called for lifting lockdowns and
other restrictions on the lives of young people, who faced great collateral harm from those
policies and much less risk than the elderly if infected by covid.

After the publication of the Great Barrington Declaration, social media and Big Tech repeatedly
censored us. Immediately after publication, Google deboosted search results, pointing users to
media hit pieces critical of it and placing the link to the actual declaration lower on this list of
results.’3> A prominent online discussion site, Reddit, removed links to the Declaration from
COVID-19 policy discussion fora.'* In February 2021, Facebook removed the Great Barrington
Declaration page without explanation before restoring it a week later.>

The suppression by big tech and by scientific bureaucrats!® of the Great Barrington Declaration?’

was successful. Many states imposed lockdowns, including school, church, and business
closures, in late fall 2020 and into 2021 as a result. Had the ideas of the declaration not been
censored, ideas which had been deployed successfully over the past century in managing many
other respiratory infectious disease pandemics, the result would have both been better
protection against infection for the vulnerable and diminished harms from lockdowns for the
young. At the very least, children would have gone to school in 2020. The country would have
been better off if these policies, which rigorous meta-analytic'® studies®® have demonstrated did
very little to stop disease spread but did tremendous collateral harm, had never been enacted.
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5. Has Section 230 created an environment where Big Tech feels they are able to censor
whoever or whatever they want without regard to the principle of free speech?

One clear outcome of these censorship efforts is the violation of the free speech rights of
Americans. | am a party to a lawsuit called Missouri v. Biden in which the Missouri and Louisiana
Attorney Generals' Offices have sued the federal government for violating the 1st Amendment
rights of American citizens.?°

During discovery in that case, lawyers undercovered a wide-ranging effort across a dozen federal
agencies to censor American speech on topics related to covid through pressure exerted on Big
Tech and social media companies. Discovery in that case included depositions of many federal
officials, including Dr. Anthony Fauci and White House communication staff.

Discovery uncovered emails showing direct access by government officials to the staff of social
media companies, forcing these companies (including Twitter, Facebook, and others) to censor
true facts about covid science, such as the fact immunity after covid recovery is substantial and
important. The demands often include direct censorship of the speech of particular individuals
online and are backed by threats of regulatory action against these companies if they do not
comply with the censorship demands.

Big tech, at the behest of big government, has absolutely felt free to censor whomever and
whatever they wanted because they understood that they were not subject to any legal risk or
any other risk for violating the free speech rights of American citizens.

6. What does the future look like without Section 230 reform?

If there is no Section 230 reform, and Big Tech continues to be able to censor (often at the
behest of the federal government) as much as they'd like, what we'll see is a future where much
of the free discussion that ought to take place in the public square either not take place all or
take place in whatever private settings the government permits to the American people.

The consequence will be a further splintering of American society with enhanced distrust of
public health and government. Rather than people talking to one another in public spaces,
encountering unfamiliar people and ideas (including true scientific ideas), different groups will
cling firmly to even destructive ideas, convinced that their fellow citizens are incapable of
rational analysis.

Americans throughout our history have debated vigorously a tremendous range of topics and —
because of free speech guarantees — have found ways to come together to discuss vital issues
essential to the well-being of the people. No one group has a monopoly on the truth.
Censorship deprives the public square of ideas provided by the censored group. Instead, we will

Health, and the Study of Business Enterprise. January 2022. https://sites.krieger.jhu.edu/iae/files/2022/01/A-
Literature-Review-and-Meta-Analysis-of-the-Effects-of-Lockdowns-on-COVID-19-Mortality.pdf

20 State of Missouri, et al. v. Joseph R. Biden, Jr, et al. NCLA Legal. https://nclalegal.org/state-of-missouri-et-al-v-
joseph-r-biden-jr-et-al/



have a divided populace and a discredited public health establishment that will be unable to
understand why vast parts of the American populace are unwilling to heed the guidance it
provides or trust it ever again.



