




Our discussion with 20 experts across the globe and our own 
research shows that white nationalism & white separatism is 
tied to organized hate groups.



This slide illustrates the way that we currently handle white 
nationalism and white separatism on our services.

Under our current hate speech policy, we allow content that 
promotes nationalism and separatism. That said, under our 
dangerous orgs policy, we consider promotion of an ethno-state 
as a signal in determining whether a person or group amounts 
to a hate org. The signal alone will not lead to designation, but 
it’s one factor in our analysis.

We also remove symbols and slogans that are connected to 
designated hate entities. 



This is a sample of the signals we consider when determining 
whether a person, group, band, or institution amounts to a hate 
entity. 
- Level one signals are the strongest, and level three 

signals are the least strong. In determining whether 
someone amounts to a hate entity, we require a 
combination of signals. We don’t share the specific 
requirements externally because we don’t want people to 
be able to game the system or subvert our policies.

As part of this policy development process, we reviewed hate 
figures and organizations – as defined by our Dangerous 
Individuals & Organizations policy – which revealed the 
overlap between white nationalism and white separatism and 
white supremacy and organized hate groups.

https://www.facebook.com/communitystandards/dangerous_individuals_organizations






Both examples on the left are similar: they are explicitly 
promoting or representing white nationalism – they would 
come down. But, if the group featured in the lower left image 
were titled, “I love America” though, it wouldn’t be implicated 
by this policy option. 

The content on the right may be deeply offensive to some, but 
because neither of those two examples explicitly promote white 
nationalism or separatism, they wouldn’t go against Option 2.  



This option is more targeted than Option 2 in that it requires 
promotion of white nationalism and white separatism be 
accompanied by criticism of a group or individual based on a 
protected characteristics. Under this policy proposal, criticism 
would be defined as negative sentiment (we would, of course, 
have to be more specific if we were to write operational 
guidelines on the basis of this policy). 

As noted among the cons, this policy option would have a very 
limited impact because it doesn’t reflect the way people 
actually talk about these concepts.



The example of the left would violate under this policy 
proposal because two things are present: 1) explicit 
representation of white nationalism, and 2) criticism of a group 
of people who share a protected characteristic (“colored people 
and women”).

On the right, however, the examples featured would stay up, in 
large part because the second of the two criteria isn’t met. 









Discussion

Question: Did experts weigh in on whether white nationalism 

and separatism is different than black nationalism and 

separatism?

Answer: Experts noted that historical context is very 

important. Black nationalism and separatism is often the 

product of groups/people, who have dealt with a history of 

oppression, trying to support one another. We don’t see the 

same thing for white nationalism and separatism. 

Additional follow-up: In thinking through this 

recommendation – there are actually three strands of research 

we identified internally that track with external feedback:

1) The framing of white nationalism is grounded in separatist 

conceptions which are themselves premised on the notion of 

removal of individuals who are non-conforming (i.e. non-white 

individuals). There’s a lot of scholarship on this and most 



recently, JM Berger has a book on extremism that covers some of 
this in theory and associated history explicitly. [SOURCE: Perlman 
2017, Hawley 2017, Daniels 2018, Berger 2019]
2) Separate from the history though, the behavior of white nationalist 
groups groups off platform is actually very similar to dangerous orgs 
– rather than political movements. This line of research finds group 
ideology and behavior consistent with the belief in hostile action 
against an out-group - more like something between terrorist groups 
and gangs; rather than movements for political rights. [SOURCE: 
Reid & Valasik 2018a; 2018b; Simi 2006; Reitman 2018]
3) These groups are really distinct from other types of separatists 
movements and so it’s worth looking at them separately. Some of the 
broader research covers exclusion and separatism in the context of 
deprivation (i.e. preventing social/economic/political rights) vs using 
it for support. Natalie will cover this work more later. [SOURCE: 
Kaber, 2000; Pearce, 2001; Leader 2009; Chakraborti, 2015]

Comment: I see APAC was consulted on this policy change, but I 
don’t see anyone from our ANZ teams on the list. In the wake 
of the horrible tragedy in New Zealand, I would suggest we 
reach out to regional public policy to get their input

Response: Yes we can follow up. As I mentioned, our external 
engagement focused on the parts of the world where white 
nationalism and white separatism has historically been more 
prevalent, but you’re right that we should talk to people in 
ANZ as we move forward with next steps. 

Question: Right now, white nationalism isn’t something we account 
for in our designation signals. Is this something we’re 
considering, particularly after New Zealand? 

Answer: Yes, and I think this is a good segue way into our next 
steps slide because we talk about the work we want to continue 
to do to build upon today’s policy recommendation. We’ll be 



undertaking three specific next steps here:

1) To the question just asked, we’ll be assessing how the new 

policy will affect our hate designation analysis. We already 

account for the call to create an ethno-state as one of our 

signals in designating hate figures and organizations, but 

should we also be accounting for white nationalism in some 

way. 

2) We’ll also be working to understand the hate slogans and 

symbols affiliated with nationalism and separatism so we can 

further strengthen enforcement of the policy. 

3) And we’ll be identifying other hateful ideology that are 

associated with designated hate entities to see if they should 

also fall within our dangerous orgs policy. 

Question: Does this policy extend beyond white nationalism and 

separatism?  

Answer: This policy is specific to white nationalism and separatism. 

As part of the third of our “next steps, we’ll be looking at other 

hateful ideologies to see if they also qualify for treatment under our 

dangerous orgs policy. 

Question: What steps have you taken to remediate against white 

nationalism when they use different terms?

Answer:: As part of next steps, we will be looking at updating 

slogans and symbols, which may reveal use other words. 

Comment: Earlier you said, the term “white nationalism” has 

evolved. I think the term has always meant the same thing, but our 

understanding of it has evolved. 

Response: That’s a great point. You’re right that the meaning of the 

term hasn’t evolved, but people’s use of it has – and people on the 

platform (and in offline contexts) are steering away from the term 

“white supremacy” and isn’t speaking of white nationalism. This is 



where the evolution has been. 

Comment: Some organizations do see this as progress, but they 
wont be completely satisfied. There is still a difference between 
option 2 and what they want to see on the platform. 
Response: We recognize that, and we’re going to continue looking at 
the edges of our policy to see where we can make changes. 
Additional follow-up: Also worth noting that we aren’t just tackling 
this with policy. When people search for terms associated with white 
nationalism/separatism/supremacy, they will be redirected to a 
counter speech organization. 

Comment: In general, it sounds like people are in agreement on the 
policy recommendation. Any concerns? Any questions? If not, let’s 
consider this policy passed. Please feel free to reach out to the 
content policy subject matter experts as they take on next steps. 











These are all examples that we don’t allow under our status 
quo policies:
• Upper left: in response to an article about transgender 

individuals in the military, a commenter writes that no 
queers should be in the military, which violates as a call 
for exclusion. 

• Upper right: a post calling for the deportation of all white 
people from South Africa. 

• Lower right: a post calling for the exclusion of Muslims 
from public office. 









23





25



This gets to the core of content that many of the 
internal/external stakeholders we engaged with were concerned 
about
• Groups/Pages that appeared to be promoting/advocating 

white supremacy or WNS (implicitly if not explicitly
• One message we heard repeatedly in our external 

engagements was that exclusion/limited inclusion just 
feels different depending on the groups/power dynamics 
(e.g. there are reasons why a “black only parenting 
group” might be benign/necessary, but ”whites-only 
parenting group” didn’t feel the same

Ultimately, we will be handling “whites only” content under 
our Dangerous Orgs policy as indicative of a hateful ideology, 
so we decided not to move forward with this option 
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In our working groups, we also discussed the need to be more 
precise when it comes to impermissible exclusion, which is 
what part 2 covers. 





There are, of course, pros and cons to coming up with a more 

specific definition of exclusion. 

Pros:

• Gives clear guidance as to what constitutes exclusion

• Removes the worst types of exclusion

• Allows for many types of socially acceptable exclusion 

(”no kids allowed 

Cons:

• Opens the door to many types of exclusionary speech.



• May still remove many types of political speech

We are starting here now, but will continue to talk to external experts 

and evaluate content on the platform to see if we need to add 

categories of exclusion to this list. 





As we discussed, our status quo policy currently includes a 
carve-out for gender-based exclusion in health and positive 
support groups. We have defined health and positive support 
very clearly, but over the course of our working groups, we 
identified an additional use case that amounts to “positive 
support” – groups discussing domestic/emotional abuse - and 
want to include it in the carve-out. 







Discussion
Any questions/feedback on this specific policy. 

Question: Did we consider using the bona fide occupational 
qualification standard that applies in employment 
discrimination cases. For example, if X airline  posted a 
flight attendant description that said, “Women only” or 
“Women only, to ensure passengers have a pleasant 
experience,” that would satisfy the recommendation 
because there was no negative context. But legally, it 
would be insufficient, as passengers can have a pleasant 
experience with men.

Answer: Determining whether or not there is a "bona fide" 
reason for limiting a space to people of a particular 
protected characteristc would require reviewers to make 
a subjective interpretation about whether or not there is a 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bona_fide_occupational_qualification


"reason" for the exclusion (which opens the door to bias, 
inconsistency, etc.). But that’s why we have things like carve-
outs for situations in which we feel pretty confident that there 
is a bona fide reason for limiting membership, however, such 
as Groups/Pages discussing health issues.

Question: Was there consensus internally?
Answer: Overwhelmingly, yes, particularly when looking at the 

three parts of the recommendation as a whole. 

Question: Was the research we did commissioned for this particular 
recommendation, or is it ongoing? And if the latter, how do we 
plan to use it.  

Answer: The research we presented today was analyzed specifically 
for this policy proposal, but the underlying internal research 
(on how we define exclusion in context and what that means in 
different settings) is continuing both in the context of 
hateful/harmful speech research internally and through 
supporting external research in this area.

Comment: Thank you all for your participation and discussion. 
Based on general consensus in the room, let’s consider this 
recommendation passed. Please reach out with any questions. 




