Despite Meta Ending Its Third-Party Fact-Checking Program, Most People Still Want Fact-Checkers on Social Media
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In early January 2025, Meta announced that it would be ending their third-party fact-checking program across all its platforms (Facebook, Instagram, and Threads).[footnoteRef:15283] According to Mark Zuckerberg, the third-party fact-checking service was “too politically biased” and “became a tool to censor.”1 He also noted that the recent U.S. elections felt like “a cultural tipping point towards once again prioritizing speech.” 1 With this change, Meta also lifted restrictions on speech within “topics like immigration, gender identity, and gender” and is starting a new program to pay bonuses to creators based on views and engagement with their content.1,[footnoteRef:15849] These changes have been met with both criticism and praise—criticism from experts who worry these changes will increase the amount of false information online and praise from right-wing political elites who see fact-checking in opposition to free speech. [15283:  https://about.fb.com/news/2025/01/meta-more-speech-fewer-mistakes/]  [15849:  https://creators.facebook.com/introducing-facebook-content-monetization] 

This report examines recent public opinion data about social media companies employing third-party fact-checkers. While there are indeed differing perceptions of fact checking across political leaning, we find that most people in the U.S. agree that social media companies should employ third-party fact-checkers. Further, we find that the subset of people who frequently use Meta’s platforms to get news also agree that social media companies should employ third-party fact-checkers—with only 9.9% of frequent Facebook news consumers and 10.6% of frequent Instagram news consumers not wanting third-party fact checking.
Right-wing politicians and tech companies in the United States
This shift away from third-party fact checking reflects the broader historical relationship between right-wing politicians and tech companies in the United States. Starting in 2016, right-wing elites have consistently pushed the narrative that tech companies are biased against conservative voices.[footnoteRef:17801] For example, Donald Trump and other GOP leaders made numerous claims of online censorship in 2018.[footnoteRef:27648] Around the same time, fact-checkers were accused of anti-conservative bias by conservative media outlets,[footnoteRef:26921] and two US House Committees held hearings on content moderation to look at the “potential bias in the filtering practices of social media companies.”[footnoteRef:28291] In 2019, Republican Senator Ted Cruz threatened to charge social media companies with antitrust violations, claiming that “Facebook, Google, and Twitter target the political speech of right-leaning users to limit their online reach.”[footnoteRef:5417] In 2020, Donald Trump again accused social media platforms of anti-conservative bias after his tweets about mail-in ballots were flagged as misleading.[footnoteRef:28545] Claims like these were often paired with anecdotal examples of what appeared to be anti-conservative bias,[footnoteRef:19694]—which were then amplified in the media. For instance, op-eds by GOP leaders claimed that Facebook and others were biased against conservatives, using hand-picked examples to support their claims,[footnoteRef:7868] and prominent conservative news outlets continued to support these claims with data generated through questionable methodologies.[footnoteRef:29666] [17801:  https://www.nytimes.com/2016/05/10/technology/conservatives-accuse-facebook-of-political-bias.html]  [27648:  https://www.usatoday.com/story/tech/news/2018/08/30/trump-attacks-facebook-google-and-twitter-midterms/1144471002/]  [26921:  https://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2018/mar/27/conservative-project-seeks-fact-check-fact-checker/]  [28291:  Bickert, M., Downs, J., & Pickles, N. (2018). Facebook, google and twitter: Examining the content filtering practices of social media giants. House Judiciary Committee, 7.]  [5417:  https://www.usatoday.com/story/news/2019/04/10/ted-cruz-threatens-regulate-facebook-twitter-over-alleged-bias/3423095002/]  [28545:  https://www.npr.org/2020/05/27/863422722/trump-accuses-social-media-of-anti-conservative-bias-after-twitter-marks-his-twe]  [19694:  https://www.nytimes.com/2020/10/28/technology/evidence-of-anti-conservative-bias-by-platforms-remains-anecdotal.html]  [7868:  https://www.lee.senate.gov/2020/10/big-tech-companies-falsely-claim-no-bias-against-conservatives-they-may-be-violating-law]  [29666:  https://www.theguardian.com/technology/2018/dec/04/google-facebook-anti-conservative-bias-claims] 

This belief was not only held by political elites but also Americans more widely. According to a 2020 survey by Pew Research Center,[footnoteRef:16683] 93% of Republicans said, “it’s likely that social media sites intentionally censor political viewpoints that they find objectionable.” Even Democrats largely held this view, with 74% saying social media sites intentionally censor information. Republicans widely believed that major tech companies had a pro-liberal bias, with 71% of Republicans saying, “major technology companies support the views of liberals over conservatives.” On the other hand, Democrats commonly believed that tech companies supported the views of liberals and conservatives equally.  [16683:  https://www.pewresearch.org/internet/2024/04/29/americans-views-of-technology-companies-2/] 

Despite this widely held view and consistent claims made by politicians, there has been little systematic evidence of anti-conservative bias by tech companies. Content from right-wing influencers has regularly been ranked highly on social media platforms such as Facebook[footnoteRef:12383]—regardless of claims of suppression. There has been no evidence of ideological bias in website ranking by Google’s search engine.[footnoteRef:27047] No evidence was found to support claims of political bias of content moderation on YouTube.[footnoteRef:28740] It is true that there has been political imbalance in some content moderation outcomes, —such as flagging information as false on Twitter—however this imbalance reflects the imbalance of false information itself, with politically right users more frequently sharing and engaging with misinformation than politically left users.[footnoteRef:31560] [footnoteRef:17012] [footnoteRef:5154] [footnoteRef:10108] This is not to say that fact-checking systems are error-free, —both false positive and false negative errors have occurred19—yet there is no evidence that these errors and inconsistencies have been systematic. [12383:  https://www.nytimes.com/2020/08/27/technology/what-if-facebook-is-the-real-silent-majority.html]  [27047:  https://www.economist.com/graphic-detail/2019/06/08/google-rewards-reputable-reporting-not-left-wing-politics]  [28740:  Jiang, S., Robertson, R. E., & Wilson, C. (2019, July). Bias misperceived: The role of partisanship and misinformation in youtube comment moderation. In Proceedings of the International AAAI Conference on Web and Social Media (Vol. 13, pp. 278-289).]  [31560:  Guay, B., Berinsky, A. J., Pennycook, G., & Rand, D. (2022). Examining partisan asymmetries in fake news sharing and the efficacy of accuracy prompt interventions.]  [17012:  Grinberg, N., Joseph, K., Friedland, L., Swire-Thompson, B., & Lazer, D. (2019). Fake news on Twitter during the 2016 US presidential election. Science, 363(6425), 374-378.]  [5154:  Mosleh, M., Yang, Q., Zaman, T., Pennycook, G., & Rand, D. (2024). Unbiased misinformation policies sanction conservatives more than liberals.]  [10108:  Zannettou, S. (2021, May). " I Won the Election!": an empirical analysis of soft moderation interventions on Twitter. In Proceedings of the international AAAI conference on web and social media (Vol. 15, pp. 865-876).] 

The rocky relationship between tech companies and U.S. GOP leaders has smoothed significantly since late 2022. The first major shift in this relationship came with Elon Musk’s purchase and rebranding of Twitter. Since then, Musk has dismantled most of the content moderation tools and teams at Twitter, allowed once banned content producers back onto the platform, and has remade other credibility cues—like the blue check mark for verified accounts—as paid-for features. Now, we see the second major shift in this relationship with Zuckerberg’s recent agreement with Republican views that fact checking has been “too politically biased” and a “tool to censor”. Perhaps the best example of this new relationship was the number of tech CEOs—including Musk and Zuckerberg—with exclusive seats at U.S. President Donald Trump’s inauguration in January 2025. As characterized by Ali Swenson at AP News, “That’s a shift from tradition ... Seats so close to the president are usually reserved for the president’s family, past presidents and other honored guests.”[footnoteRef:11904] [11904:  https://apnews.com/article/trump-inauguration-tech-billionaires-zuckerberg-musk-wealth-0896bfc3f50d941d62cebc3074267ecd] 

There is ample evidence that fact checking is effective
No matter one’s political leaning or views on content moderation, research has shown that fact checking is widely effective. Across many studies, it has been shown that content warning labels—like fact checks—are effective at reducing the accuracy perceptions of false information, trust in false information, and the sharing of false information[footnoteRef:2306] [footnoteRef:8078] [footnoteRef:20502]. These results have held true across a variety of label designs, political leanings, and other individual differences.[footnoteRef:10768] . It has even been shown that fact checking labels are effective for those who do not trust fact-checkers[footnoteRef:30575].  Hence, even as fact checking is being removed from major social media platforms, it is a powerful tool in mitigating the harmful effects of false and misleading information. [2306:  Horne, B. D., Nevo, D., O’Donovan, J., Cho, J. H., & Adalı, S. (2019, July). Rating reliability and bias in news articles: Does AI assistance help everyone?. In Proceedings of the international AAAI conference on web and social media (Vol. 13, pp. 247-256).]  [8078:  Epstein, Z., Foppiani, N., Hilgard, S., Sharma, S., Glassman, E., & Rand, D. (2022, May). Do explanations increase the effectiveness of AI-crowd generated fake news warnings?. In Proceedings of the International AAAI Conference on Web and Social Media (Vol. 16, pp. 183-193).]  [20502:  Carnahan, D., & Bergan, D. E. (2022). Correcting the misinformed: The effectiveness of fact-checking messages in changing false beliefs. Political communication, 39(2), 166-183.]  [10768:  Martel, C., & Rand, D. G. (2023). Misinformation warning labels are widely effective: A review of warning effects and their moderating features. Current Opinion in Psychology, 54, 101710.]  [30575:  Martel, C., & Rand, D. G. (2024). Fact-checker warning labels are effective even for those who distrust fact-checkers. Nature Human Behaviour, 8(10), 1957-1967.] 

People still want third-party fact checking: Evidence from survey data
Across several of our recent survey-based studies, we asked participants to what extent they agreed with the following statement: “Social media platforms should employ third-party fact-checkers.” The first survey was launched and completed on February 16, 2025. There were 1,255 participants from a representative sample of the U.S. across gender, ethnicity, and political affiliation. The second survey took place across multiple rounds and samples. Specifically, the second survey was taken between March 10, 2025 and March 12, 2025. Across all rounds of the survey, there were 1,167 participants from the U.S., where 391 of those participants were from a representative sample across gender, ethnicity, and political affiliation, 384 of those participants were from a gender-balanced sample that was split evenly between conservatives and liberals (no politically moderate participants were included), and 392 of those participants were from a sample of people with prior fringe beliefs—i.e., participants did not believe in climate change and felt negatively about vaccinations. The differing sampling strategies across these surveys reflect the goals of the original studies they are tied to. Since all participants answered the same question about third-party fact-checkers, we analyze the combined data in this report. In total, there were 2,422 participants who were asked about their perceptions of third-party fact-checkers, where 1,646 came from a representative U.S. sample. Across the full sample, the average age was 44.51, 75.27% were white, and 51.24% were female.
In Figure 1a, we show the number of respondents per self-reported political leaning. This figure shows that our overall sample skews slightly conservative. There were 299 very liberal participants, 532 liberal participants, 612 moderate participants, 680 conservative participants, and 299 very conservative participants. This reflects the mixture of representative samples and samples that were meant to capture the extremes of political leaning in our data.  In Figure 1b, we show the distribution of agreement with the statement “Social media platforms should employ third-party fact-checkers” across political leanings, where 1 is 'strongly agree’ and –1 is ‘strongly disagree’. 




	(a) Number of Respondents
	(b) Distribution of Agreement on the Need for Fact-checkers
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Figure 1: (a) Number of respondents per political leaning and (b) box plots of agreement across political leaning. Agreement is mapped directly to the 5-point Likert scale, where 1 is Strongly Agree, 0.5 is Somewhat Agree, 0 is Neither Agree nor Disagree, -0.5 is Somewhat Disagree, and –1 is Strongly Disagree. Everyone shows the distribution when all participants are together.
While perceptions of third-party fact checking are clearly different across political leanings—with conservatives being more likely to not want fact checking, most respondents had positive perceptions of third-party fact-checkers. Even with the conservative skew of our data, 1,604 of 2,422 (66.2%) participants said they somewhat agree or strongly agree that fact-checkers should be used on social media. Only 472 participants said they somewhat disagree or strongly disagree, with 335 (71.0%) of those who disagreed being either conservative or very conservative. Even among the very conservative participants, more agreed (129) that social media should have third-party fact-checkers than disagreed (120).
One potential argument for Meta stopping its third-party fact checking service could be that those who use Facebook and Instagram for news do not want fact checking. In other words, Meta is simply catering to its audience by stopping its fact checking service—perhaps the “cultural tipping point” that Zuckerberg was referring to in the announcement. However, our data also suggests that this is not the case. For a subset of our data, we also asked participants how frequently they get news from various social media platforms. This subset was a representative U.S. sample of 391 participants. In Figure 2a, we show the proportion of respondents per frequency of platform use for news consumption. We show this for the three platforms that have stopped third-party fact checking: Facebook, Instagram, and Twitter/X. In Figure 2b, we show the fact checking perceptions of the participants who frequently use these platforms for news consumption.
	(a) Frequency of Platform Use
	(b) Agreement on the Need for Fact-checkers by Frequent Platform Users
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Figure 2: (a) Stacked bar chart showing the proportion of respondents by frequency of consuming news on Facebook, Instagram, or Twitter/X. (b) Box plots of agreement with employing third-party fact-checkers across frequent platform users. That is, the distribution of agreement for each platform is from participants who said they consumed news on that platform ‘A few times a week’ or more frequently. Everyone is all the participants who frequently consumed news on any or all the platforms. Importantly, participants could fall into all three of the bins (frequently consuming on each platform) or fewer.

Across all three platforms, frequent users consistently agreed that social media platforms should employ third-party fact-checkers. Of those who reported using Facebook for news ‘A few times a week’ or more frequently, only 32 of 232 said they somewhat disagreed or strongly disagreed with employing fact-checkers. For Instagram, only 23 of 218 said they somewhat disagreed or strongly disagreed with employing fact-checkers. For Twitter/X—which has removed many content moderation features since Elon Musk acquired it in late 2022—27 of 150 said they somewhat disagreed or strongly disagreed with employing fact-checkers. Hence, Zuckerberg’s move to stop third-party fact checking on Meta’s platforms is not in line with the desires of those platform’s users.
Conclusion
In this report, we examined recent data about U.S. residents’ perceptions of third-party fact-checkers on social media. We found that perceptions vary across the political spectrum, with conservatives being much more likely to not want fact-checkers. However, even with these differences, the majority of participants wanted third-party fact checking. 
As others have argued[footnoteRef:28209] [footnoteRef:12249], Meta’s move away from fact checking seems to be due to pressure from U.S. political elites rather than to fulfill the desires of Facebook and Instagram users. Even after an exodus of users from these platforms due to these decisions[footnoteRef:5665], our data shows that those who remain want third-party fact checking. [28209:  https://www.politico.eu/article/mark-zuckerberg-full-elon-musk-dump-facebook-fact-checker/]  [12249:  https://abcnews.go.com/US/why-did-meta-remove-fact-checkers-experts-explain/story?id=117417445]  [5665:  https://www.nbcnews.com/tech/social-media/meta-boycott-facebook-instagram-users-delete-accounts-policy-changes-rcna187480] 

Our results suggest that the social media ecosystem may continue to fracture due to this mismatch between consumers and platform policies. In the past, we have seen significant movement away from “big tech” social media platforms because of content moderation[footnoteRef:20640] [footnoteRef:20448]. Now, we may see just the opposite: movement away from major social media platforms because of a lack of content moderation.  [20640:  Zannettou, S., Bradlyn, B., De Cristofaro, E., Kwak, H., Sirivianos, M., Stringini, G., & Blackburn, J. (2018, April). What is gab: A bastion of free speech or an alt-right echo chamber. In Companion Proceedings of the The Web Conference 2018 (pp. 1007-1014).]  [20448:  Trujillo, Milo, et al. "What is BitChute? Characterizing the Free Speech Alternative
to YouTube" Proceedings of the 31st ACM conference on hypertext and social media. 2020.] 

While the broader implications of removing fact checking from major social media platforms are uncertain, and it is becoming increasingly difficult for researchers to analyze these platforms, researchers should continue to study these systems as best as we can. Even if some market share is lost by Facebook and Instagram, we know that these platforms do not exist in a vacuum: what is done on one platform can impact the information ecosystem as a whole[footnoteRef:31838] and many people around the world will continue to rely on their services. Hence, research on misinformation and disinformation on social media may be as critical to do now as it ever has been. [31838:  Wilson, T., & Starbird, K. (2020). Cross-platform disinformation campaigns: lessons learned and next steps. Harvard Kennedy School Misinformation Review, 1(1).] 
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