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Intro and Acknowledgments

			I had two main goals when I began writing this book: to expose the fact-checking industry for the fraud that it is and to provide an archive of their errors extensive enough to discredit them once and for all.

			A casual political observer may take the “fact-checker” label at face value. But the entire industry (with little exception) serves as a Trojan horse to justify censorship for the political left. The first chapter of this book, which accounts for nearly a third of it, gives a comprehensive overview of the history of the fact-checking industry, how we know for a fact that it’s biased, and what its real goals are.

			The rest of the book is rapid-fire fact-checking of fact-checkers, which I wrote as individual essays. The only exception is the last chapter, which is in long-form essay format, and tackles what I believe to be the most consequential stories the fact-checkers got wrong. As I began going through my own work, it became evident that fact-checker incompetence fell into categories, which became the basis for many of the chapters. Like most of my books, none of them need to be read in chronological order, and the table of contents names each essay within every chapter specifically to make it easier for anyone who wants to jump around. 

			A book of this nature is naturally research-heavy and would have been nowhere near as extensive without additional help.

			While performing my own original research, I was blessed to have a number of friends who regularly sent me anything they thought could possibly help assist in writing the book, including Bryan W. White of PolitiFact Bias (who also helped with editing an early draft of this book), Capital Research’s Parker Thayer, MetaFactGroup, Katie Sweeney, James Agresti, and Joseph Vazquez from the Media Research Center.

			Lastly, my friends Samuel Gautsch and Michelle Kelly also helped in going through earlier drafts of the book to find any potential readability issues and also caught another five hundred typos.





Part 1

			The Fact-Checking Industry





 

			Having had many personal entanglements with the so-called fact checkers over the years, it was only a matter of time before this book was written out of spite. 

			For the past five years, I’ve semi-regularly been writing articles on the theme of “fact-checking the fact-checkers.” Even without actively searching for bad fact-checks to refute, the volume of misinformation from those claiming to debunk it was large enough to make it impossible to ignore.

			In the past year, mostly out of frustration from seeing the most incompetent people in politics be heralded as truth-tellers, I began actively documenting every example of fact-checker incompetence I could find to eventually present and expose the industry in the book you’re now reading. My fact-checks of those supposed fact-checkers are all contained in the second part of this book, but first, it needs to be explained who exactly the fact-checkers are, how they operate, how we know they’re (extremely) biased, and how they wield so much power over the national narrative.

			Even in the absence of a book documenting their partisanship and sloppy fact-checks, most people, especially those right of center, have wised up to their bias.

			A Rasmussen poll ahead of the 2016 election found that only 29 percent of likely voters believe the media’s fact-checkers, while 62 percent believe that they’re skewed to “help candidates they support.”1

			Similarly, the Pew Research Center did polling on how Republicans and Democrats view fact-checkers in 2019 as they’re increasingly used to drive the national conversation.2 Only 28 percent of Republicans believe that fact-checkers deal with both sides fairly, compared to 70 percent who think they’re biased. Democrats trust fact-checkers 69 percent to 29 percent, and Independents are split 51 percent to 47 percent.3

			While fact-checking itself is nothing new, it was throughout the Trump presidency that the media escalated the use of supposed “fact-checks” to backdoor censorship against dissenting voices. Due to the role that fact-checkers play on social media, once something is “fact-checked” by them, the issue is treated as settled. Anyone who repeats a claim on major social media platforms that’s been supposedly refuted by these de facto arbiters of truth will find their post slapped with a warning telling them that they’ve shared misleading or false information, with a fact-check article attached purporting to justify it.

			On Facebook specifically, accounts that are fact-checked have their pages restricted so that future posts don’t appear as often in the feeds of their followers. Pages can also risk losing the ability to monetize their content as a result.

			This kills two birds with one stone for the censor, having both the effect of limiting the spread of information that goes against the cathedral and spreading a preferred narrative.

			For better or for worse, nearly half of the country gets some or most of their news from one social media platform or another, with Facebook as the king, accounting for where 31 percent of the American public gets at least part of their news from.4

			The rise of advocacy fact-checkers has not-coincidentally coincided with the decline of journalism, an industry whose employees are disproportionately liberal. Weekly newspapers lost more than half their workforces from 1990 to 2017, shedding a quarter of a million jobs. As jobs in journalism shrunk, journalists rebranding themselves as fact-checkers rose. In 2014, there were forty-four fact-checking organizations in the U.S.—and by June 2021, there were 341. More fact-checking organizations were added in the year prior to June 2021 (fifty-one new groups) than existed in 2014.5 A headline from Harvard University’s Nieman Lab says it all: “Publishers hope fact-checking can become a revenue stream. Right now, it’s mostly Big Tech who is buying.”

			The Washington Post’s fact-checker Glenn Kessler famously began a running tally of their fact-checks during the Trump administration, eventually claiming that President Trump had made 30,000+ false statements during his presidency.6 The “30,000 lies” figure was perfect for the headlines—and also the result of poor reasoning and methodological trickery.

			Illustrating the subjective nature of fact-checking, one such example of Trump’s supposed lies included his statement that “my job was made harder by phony witch hunts, by ‘Russia, Russia, Russia’ nonsense.” This single true statement and variants of it account for at least 227 of the “lies” on their list. Jokes, sarcasm, and examples of obvious hyperbole also dominate the list, and each time they’re repeated, they’re counted as an additional “lie” to further the appearance of mass dishonesty.7

			Uncoincidentally, Kessler decided to stop maintaining a running presidential fact-check database after Biden’s first one hundred days in office.8

			The bias is further evident in what Kessler sees as worthy of examining. In one bizarre column, Kessler, who is the great-grandson of Jean Baptiste August Kessler, an oil executive responsible for the growth of the Royal Dutch Shell Company (now Shell Oil), and the grandson of industrialist Geldolph Adriaan Kessler, decided to fact-check how difficult Republican senator Tim Scott’s family “really” had it living in the Jim Crow south.

			Contrary to their job title, the role of the fact-checker is to simply provide cover for liberal media narratives, the media being an industry to which they themselves belong. One notable recent example of national significance was when then–New York governor Andrew Cuomo was heralded as a champion in fighting the COVID-19 pandemic in its early days, while Florida’s governor, Ron DeSantis, was portrayed as taking a “do nothing” approach by resisting crushing lockdowns and questionable mask science. In this case, even objectively true statements weren’t safe from the fact-checkers. In July 2020, PolitiFact’s Tom Kertscher fact-checked the counter-narrative claim that “Florida is doing over five times better than New Jersey and New York in COVID-19 deaths per million people” by acknowledging that the claim was 100 percent true at the time of writing, but saying that things could change in the future, so they rated it “Mostly False.”9

			While the numbers are subject to change (and are now closer, but Florida still has fewer deaths per capita despite a larger elderly population), this is a statement that deserves a “Mostly True” rating with a caveat that they’re subject to change. It’s these sorts of unfair ratings that reveal the “fact-checker’s” role in silencing a contrary narrative—especially when you consider the mental gymnastics required to admit something is true before rating it “Mostly False.” This is common enough that I’ve devoted an entire chapter titled “Adventures in Mental Gymnastics” to this entire theme of fact-checking.

			Nothing is truly too absurd to check as long as it’s coming from a Republican. My favorite fact-check of all time came from the Mercury News, which fact-checked Trump’s obviously-not-literal claim that if you stacked up the one thousand burgers he’d bought to cater an event at the White House, they’d pile up “a mile high.” That produced a headline you can’t help but just laugh at: “FACT CHECK: At two inches each, a thousand burgers would not reach one mile high.” 10

			Thank God they cleared that up.

			In some cases it’s impossible not to get the impression that the conclusions of the fact-checkers are determined before they’re even written. One such example comes from when the fact-checkers rallied to defend Joe Biden against accusations that he had eulogized a Klansman—which he did at the 2010 funeral of Robert Byrd. The eulogy was broadcast live on CSPAN and can be found easily online.11

			To downplay the incident, the fact-checkers decided to nitpick Byrd’s job description. The fact-checkers instead combed through the depths of social media to find any random person making a less true version of the “Biden eulogized a Klansman” claim and then seized on that version of it. In this case, it turned out that some people on social media wrongly said that Biden eulogized a Grand Dragon in the KKK, which gave the fact-checkers exactly what they needed to spin the truth.

			The Associated Press fact-checker rated the claim that Biden eulogized a Klansman “Partly false” because while “Biden did eulogize Sen. Robert C. Byrd when he died… Byrd was not a ‘grand wizard’ in the Ku Klux Klan. He was a member of the KKK in the early 1940s but later renounced his affiliation with the hate group.” They continue: “As a young man in West Virginia, Byrd recruited members to a local KKK chapter and was elected to the post of ‘exalted cyclops’ according to his 2005 autobiography,” the AP informs us. 12 The “exalted cyclops” is the head of a local Klan chapter, making it a relatively high ranking position within the organization, and the AP makes no mention of this, nor do they mention that Byrd also held the title of Kleagle (recruiter).13

			Amazingly, USA Today’s Ella Lee provided the same defense: “Fact check: Photo shows Biden with Byrd, who once had ties to KKK, but wasn’t a grand wizard,” read her headline for an article that mostly focused on Byrd later denouncing the Klan and arguing that he had a good record on race relations in a fact-check that borders on PR.14

			Reuters published a similar fact-check of the “grand wizard” claim and even noted that Barack Obama and Bill Clinton also spoke at the funeral in an attempt to normalize it—as if that’s not damning to them too.15

			This also raises some obvious questions, such as how it is that every major fact-checker chose to check the same “truth-adjacent” claim just to distract from the truth. To point out the blatantly obvious, how do you suppose they would’ve rated such a claim if it were Donald Trump (or any Republican) in the same situation? Would they bother to explain that the person later renounced their beliefs? Would they spend hundreds of words humanizing a former Klansman? To ask such a question is to answer it.

			These brief bouts of insanity you’ve read so far are just a preview of what’s coming ahead in this book. Admittedly, when I began writing this book, I expected to find one major error for every fifty or so fact-checks I reviewed. As it turns out, I overestimated their competence by at least a factor of ten.

			But before I dig into that, it’s worth reviewing who the major players in this battle are, who is backing them, and how we know their goal is to rewrite reality in favor of the prevailing liberal narrative.

			PolitiFact

			PolitiFact takes the cake as the worst of the faux fact-checkers, and has rightly garnered a reputation for being the most clearly biased in favor of the left.

			PolitiFact originated as a project out of the Tampa Bay Times (then the St. Petersburg Times) and Congressional Quarterly in 2007, both of which are owned by the Poynter Institute. The Tampa Bay Times endorsed Hillary Clinton in 2016 and Joe Biden in 2020.

			Journalist Bill Adair founded PolitiFact and accepted a Pulitzer for that work in 2009. He then created the International Fact-Checking Network (IFCN) in 2015 (which was launched by the Poynter Institute), which has the claimed goal of monitoring fact-checkers.

			The St. Petersburg Times Washington Bureau Chief was appointed to be the first PolitiFact editor, and he was succeeded by the current editor, Angie Drobnic Holan, in 2013.

			PolitiFact rates statements with their “Truth-O-Meter” scale, which ranges from “True” to “Pants on Fire.”

			In an interview with the Pacific Standard, Adair admitted that the fact-checking process is subjective. “Yeah, we’re human. We’re making subjective decisions. Lord knows the decision about a Truth-O-Meter rating is entirely subjective. As Angie Holan, the editor of PolitiFact, often says, the Truth-O-Meter is not a scientific instrument.” 16

			But they’ll frame their checks as scientific fact anyway. 

			Adair also explained that his vision is to develop fact-checking to the point where it can be automated. “Ultimately, my vision is that you get instant fact-checking when you’re watching a major speech, when you’re watching cable news, when you’re watching a political convention, a debate, whatever — the goal is that the fact-check pops up on the screen and says, Hey that thing that the senator just said is false.” Much of the implementation of fact-checks is already automatic and has countless flaws exposed later in this chapter.

			In a 2019 op-ed for the Columbia Journalism Review, Adair argued that bias is good, despite what “conservative critics” who “wrongly suggest that bias in journalism is always bad” have to say. “In fact, bias in journalism is good. It just needs to be labeled and understood,” Adair argues. He categorized bias on a scale rating from “objective news” to “opinion,” which is pictured below.17

			[image: ]

			Interestingly, “fact-checking” is right at the center between objectivity and opinion—signaling it’s one type of reporting where the facts can be twisted and that Adair approves of it.

			In May 2021, PolitiFact hosted a virtual festival called “United Facts of America: A Festival of Fact-Checking” that included CNN’s Brian Stelter and Christiane Amanpour, MSNBC’s Charlie Sykes, Virginia Democrat senator Mark Warner, and Dr. Anthony Fauci. At the event, Editor in Chief Angie Holan praised Democrat billionaire Craig Newmark, who has been a major financial backer of the site and supported Biden’s 2020 campaign (among many other liberal causes).

			At the festival, Amanpour complained about objectivity: “[objectivity] is not about taking any issue, whether it be about genocide, or the climate, or U.S. elections, or anything else happening around the globe—COVID, for instance—and saying, ‘Well, on the one hand, and on the other hand,’ and pretending there is an equal amount of fact and truth in each basket…”18 This comment came a mere three days before PolitiFact was forced to update their not-objective article dismissing the Wuhan lab leak hypothesis.

			Major funding from PolitiFact’s parent organization, the Poynter Institute, has come from George Soros’ Open Society Foundations,19 John S. and James L. Knight Foundation, the Ford Foundation, the Soros-backed Tides Foundation and Tides Center, and the Carnegie Corp. of New York, among many others.20

			And it shows.

			Their funding from Soros is Exhibit A in how money easily influences their coverage.

			If you ever find yourself Googling George Soros’ name, you may find an ad from PolitiFact encouraging you to learn the “truth” about Soros. “George Soros does not pay protesters. Here’s the truth. The real purpose of the ‘paid protester’ myth.”

			[image: ]

			When you click through, you’re brought to a fact-check of a claim from Candace Owens that Soros is “funding the chaos” in Minneapolis via the Open Society Foundations (this was during the 2020 George Floyd riots).21

			Fact-checker Emily Venezky predictably rates Owens’ claim “False” while acknowledging that Soros donated $33 million to organizations “that have worked with Black Lives Matter or worked to raise awareness during the Ferguson-related protests.” She then tries to hedge that admission: “However, they had never given money to groups for the express purpose of organizing protests with the movement,” as if BLM wasn’t going to use the funds for whatever they want regardless.

			The purpose of the article is simply to downplay the role of Soros in degrading law and order in the U.S. Whether or not Soros is funding protesters in the exact manner in the exact city that Candace is stating is almost irrelevant when we’re talking about a man who has spent $40 million funding far-left prosecutors nationwide, all of which implement soft-on-crime policies and favor defunding police departments.

			In a similar vein, PolitiFact’s Yacob Reyes wrote an article downplaying Soros’ funding of Black Lives Matter–adjacent groups. When Candace Owens, citing the same data as Venezky, said that Soros “injected $33 million into Black Lives Matter,” Reyes rated the claim “False” because the groups weren’t official BLM groups. They were just groups that shared a virtually identical ideology and engaged in the same kind of disruptive activities.22

			Soros’ network sees the major fact-checkers as allies, as proven by a leaked concept paper for George Soros’ Open Society Foundations from the liberal (and Soros-funded) New America Foundation that praised PolitiFact, FactCheck.org, and the Washington Post fact-checker specifically for their role in the 2008 and (then forthcoming) 2012 election and argued that they should be amplified,23 describing the emergence of fact-checking sites as “one of the few bright spots” in the media landscape.24

			Soros himself has copied the strategy of pushing censorship by crying disinformation. In early 2022, Soros and fellow leftist billionaire Reid Hoffman (known for co-founding LinkedIn) founded the hilariously Orwellian-named “Good Information Inc.” The company has the stated mission of “tackling misinformation” (which they’ll presumably do by spreading misinformation), and is led by former Democratic strategist Tara McGowan, whose firm ACRONYM was known for epically botching running the 2020 Iowa caucus.25 Their advisory board membership includes Nandini Jammi, an activist who once wrote an article for the National Crime Prevention Council complaining that punishments were too harsh for youth sex offenders.26

			Heading into the 2022 midterms, in an open letter signed by eleven other leftist groups, the Soros-funded Leadership Conference on Civil and Human Rights called on Big Tech CEOs to take “immediate” action to spread so-called “voting disinformation” to “help prevent the undermining” of democracy. The signatories had received a combined $30.3 million from Soros in just a four-year period.27

			While this book is U.S.-centric, it’s worth noting that with all things Soros, his reach extends globally in this regard.

			As the Hungarian publication Remix documented, as of mid-2020, of the eleven Facebook-approved fact-checking organizations for Central and Eastern Europe, eight are funded by Soros. As is the case for the U.S., these fact-checking groups are largely critical of the political right in those countries.28 For nearly the entirety of Central and Eastern Europe, Soros-backed groups have a virtual monopoly on fact-checking.

			That the left’s biggest political donor sees the fact-checkers worth funding is itself strong evidence of their bias—and there’s plenty more where that came from.

			How We Know PolitiFact Is Biased

			The existence of bias at PolitiFact has been studied and analyzed many times over the years—and all with the same result.

			That so-called fact-checkers are just biased left-wing gatekeepers is obvious to anyone who’s followed their track record, and PolitiFact in particular has done a poor job of concealing its partisanship. In one case they assigned different ratings to nearly identical statements based on the ideology of the person making them. When Ron Paul (a libertarian who was a registered Republican at the time) and Jim Webb (a Democrat) made nearly identical statements about the U.S. lacking income taxes prior to 1913, they received different rulings from the site. Ron Paul’s statement was only determined to be “Half True,”29 while Webb’s was “Mostly True.”30
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			In one amusing case of reality slapping them in the face, PolitiFact initially rated Obama’s first-term campaign promise that “if you like your health-care plan, you can keep your health-care plan” claim as “True.”31 PolitiFact would later have to reevaluate that claim, which they determined to be the “Lie of the Year” in 2013.32

			Both the article rating Obama’s “if you like your plan you can keep your plan” lie true and the one years later rating it the “Lie of the Year” were written by the same person, PolitiFact Editor in Chief Angie Drobnic Holan. She made no mention of her own positive evaluation of the lie while penning her 2013 “Lie of the Year” article where she admitted that “Obama’s promise was impossible to keep.”33

			But she didn’t realize that years prior?

			The RealClearPolitics Fact Check Review reviewed 434 articles from PolitiFact and found that 15 percent of their “fact-checks” are really “opinion-checks.”34

			A University of Minnesota School of Public Affairs survey of all five hundred statements that PolitiFact rated in January 2010 through January 2011 found that of ninety-eight statements they rated “False,” seventy-four were from Republicans.35

			The Center for Media and Public Affairs at George Mason University found in a 2013 study that in the first four months of Obama’s second term, PolitiFact flagged Republicans as being dishonest at three times the rate of Democrats.

			The Media Research Center’s (MRC) Tim Graham noted of the report:

			Even while the Obama scandals piled up—from Benghazi to the IRS to the DOJ phone-records scandals—Republicans are still being flagged as worse than Democrats, with 60 percent of the website’s selective claims rated as false so far [in May 2013] compared to 29 percent of their Democratic statements—a 2 to 1 margin.

			As for the entire four months, PolitiFact rated 32 percent of Republican claims as “False” or “Pants on Fire,” compared to 11 percent of Democratic claims—a 3 to 1 margin. Conversely, Politifact rated 22 percent of Democratic claims as “entirely true” compared to 11 percent of Republican claims—a 2 to 1 margin.

			A majority of Democrat statements (54 percent) were rated as mostly or entirely true, compared to only 18 percent of Republican statements. By contrast, a majority of Republican statements (52 percent) were rated as mostly or entirely false, compared to just 24 percent of Democrat arguments.36

			Meanwhile, statements by Republicans were rated entirely false (“False” or “Pants on Fire”) twice as often as Democrats (29 percent vs. 15 percent). At the time Graham reported on this study, the “Pants on Fire” page on PolitiFact’s website displayed eighteen false claims by Republicans and two by Democrats.

			The Federalist’s Matt Shapiro ran the numbers in December 2016 and further confirmed that there really is a double standard when it comes to how PolitiFact evaluates claims.37

			After evaluating thousands of PolitiFact articles and assigning their ratings a score ranging from 0 (“True”) to 5 (“Pants on Fire”), he found that Democrats had an average rating of 1.8, which is between “Mostly True” and “Half True.” The average Republican rating was 2.6, which is between “Half True” and “Mostly False.” “Mostly False” was the most common rating given to Republicans, and they ranked Hillary Clinton as the second-most honest politician.38

			When it came to the worst possible ruling, “Pants on Fire,” Donald Trump accounted for half of those ratings. But even with Trump excluded, PolitiFact has a penchant for giving Republicans that rating which indicates they were caught in an outrageous, bald-faced lie, while when Democrats make false claims, PolitiFact will be able to find some semblance of truth within the claim so that they only have to rate it “Mostly False” or “Half True.” During the 2012 election season, PolitiFact assigned Mitt Romney nineteen “Pants on Fire” ratings, while ALL Democrats combined received twenty-five “Pants on Fire” ratings from 2007 to 2016.39

			Are we to believe that Romney was a more egregious liar during the 2012 campaign season than all Democrats over nearly a decade? That’s about as believable as the claim that Hillary Clinton was the second-most honest politician in America.

			Speaking of Hillary, a Media Research Center analysis during the 2016 election found that PolitiFact gave its “Pants on Fire” rating to Trump fifty-seven times, compared to only seven times to Hillary Clinton, the woman who played a role in creating a conspiracy theory that Russia was behind a secret plot to elect her opponent. Trump’s statements received “False,” “Mostly False,” or “Pants on Fire” ratings 77 percent of the time, compared to only 26 percent for Hillary.40

			As the 2016 presidential race was in its endgame, from September to Election Day, Republicans received the “Pants on Fire” ranking twenty-eight times, half of which went to Trump, while Democrats only got that ranking four times, one of which went to Hillary.41

			The inconsistencies in ratings are everywhere—and while they aren’t as explicit as fact-checking a nearly identical claim and giving it a different rating, they aren’t hard to miss.

			The obvious bias has only continued into the Biden era.

			During Joe Biden’s first one hundred days in office, PolitiFact evaluated only thirteen of his claims while evaluating 106 others in defense of him. 42

			Of the thirteen Biden statements, eight were some sort of falsehood, but not one earned him a “Pants on Fire” rating. Of the 106 fact-checks of claims about Biden, ninety-one were “Mostly False,” and twenty-four were “Pants on Fire.”43

			There wasn’t exactly a shortage of false claims they could’ve evaluated, as even the Washington Post’s fact-checker (Glenn Kessler) had concluded that Biden told seventy-eight lies that earned a “Four Pinocchios” rating by that time (but then, as mentioned previously, announced that he would be discontinuing the database of Biden falsehoods during his first one hundred days in office). “Pinocchios” are awarded to false claims in the WaPo fact-checker, with more “Pinocchios” indicating a more false claim.

			This was just the beginning of PolitiFact treating the Biden presidency with kid gloves.

			According to the MRC’s Graham, after reviewing Biden’s first year, the same pattern held. Biden was fact-checked forty times by PolitiFact his first year, while his critics were checked 230 times. Excluding the aforementioned first one hundred days, Biden was checked twenty-eight times, compared to 124 fact-checks of his critics. While nearly half of Biden fact-checks were “Mostly False” or worse, 201 of the 230 claims from his critics (87.4 percent) were rated the same. Only three statements from Biden’s critics were rated “True.” PolitiFact also didn’t assign a single “Pants on Fire” rating to any of Biden’s comments, of which he’s only received six since they launched in 2007. As Graham puts it, “Biden can say the evacuation from Afghanistan was an ‘extraordinary success’, and the Republicans are pushing ‘Jim Crow on steroids’ [by supporting election integrity laws] and there will be no fact checks.”44

			By contrast, many of the “Pants on Fire” ratings for Biden’s critics were claims laughably pointless to fact-check. This included fact-checking claims such as “Biden is computer generated,” debunking photoshopped pictures of Biden sniffing people (though there are plenty of real ones), and refuting a report that Biden was handed a “vile of blood” from a child on a walk back to the White House.45 (Similarly, over at Snopes, they’ve gone as far as to get to the bottom of whether or not Biden really pooped his pants while on a trip in Rome.)46

			Similar to the example given with Ron Paul and Jim Webb’s nearly identical statements on the income tax, PolitiFact’s bias leads to inconsistent standards in fact-checking. In one case, PolitiFact’s writers couldn’t even agree with one another on what it means to “cut” government spending.

			PolitiFact rated Republican claims during the 2012 election that Obama had cut Medicare by $700 billion as “False” because it wasn’t an outright $700 billion cut but a $700 billion reduction in future spending.47

			Meanwhile, in a fact-check defending Britain’s National Health Service (NHS) against criticism from Donald Trump, PolitiFact reported that “while the NHS has lost funding over the years, the march that took place was not in opposition to the service, but a call to increase funding and stop austerity cuts towards health and social care.”48 They were referring to Trump mistaking a pro-NHS protest for an anti-NHS protest, but the relevant point here is that NHS had not seen their budget cut; it was a cut in future spending.

			It’s a common trick for politicians to frame reductions in increases in spending as cuts, and PolitiFact was able to correctly identify this in the former example yet also apply it inconsistently in the latter depending on the party of those being fact-checked. An entire chapter titled “Fact-Checkers vs. Fact-Checkers” documents just how inconsistently standards are applied among the major fact-checkers depending on who is speaking.

			Running Up the Score

			One tactic PolitiFact uses to help create the perception of an abundance of Republican lies relative to others is re-fact-checking similar claims over and over again to boost the number of falsely rated comments they make.

			By the end of 2016, PolitiFact devoted six separate fact-checks to Trump denying he ever supported the Iraq War, five on voter fraud claims, and seven to his comments on Obama’s birth certificate.49

			Examining the biggest lies of Hillary Clinton showed a different pattern. Her statements about not sending classified info in her emails got two fact-checks, her statement about landing in Bosnia under sniper fire got one, and her false claim that the FBI said she was truthful about her emails got one. In the 2016 election cycle, PolitiFact also tended to fact-check people making claims about a particular Hillary Clinton statement instead of fact-checking her own statement itself.50

			In one attempt to defend Hillary’s lie that she was named after Sir Edmund Hillary, PolitiFact concluded that she wasn’t, but that it was possible Hillary’s parents lied to her about it when she was young, so they rated this claim “Half True.”51

			But when it was Mitt Romney on the campaign trail, PolitiFact issued five separate fact-checks to his claim that Obama had “apologized” for America. They did the opposite for Obama, with PolitiFact running six columns defending the former president’s claim that if you liked your health-care plan, you can keep your health-care plan—which, as mentioned earlier, later became their own “Lie of the Year” in 2013.52

			PolitiFact inconsistently awards and justifies these “repeat” fact checks.

			After VP Kamala Harris lied in a February 2021 Axios interview that the Biden administration had to “start from scratch” on COVID-19 vaccine distribution, The Federalist’s Tristan Justice reached out to PolitiFact to ask why they hadn’t written anything on the claim. PolitiFact Editor in Chief Angie Holan said that the claim wasn’t fact-checked because White House Chief of Staff Ron Klain made the same false statement in January, which was checked as “Mostly False.” 53

			At the time of that Axios interview, PolitiFact hadn’t published a single fact-check of Harris since September 2020, over a month before the election. When Holan was asked if she thought Harris hadn’t made any falsehoods since September, she said that they were just not interested in fact-checking her. “We’ve always been more interested in fact-checking the president than the vice president.”

			Yet over at PolitiFact, even low-profile Republicans were seen as more worthy of fact-checking than the most influential Democrats. While VP Harris didn’t get fact-checked heading into an election, PolitiFact was fact-checking Republican Marco Rubio nearly every month since a year before he was elected to the Senate.

			As The Federalist’s Shapiro explains:

			Rubio was fact-checked as many times before he took office than long-time senator and erstwhile Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid has been checked in his entire career. Before he even started his presidential campaign Rubio was fact-checked 10 times more than Democrat Sen. Elizabeth Warren has been during her tenure [as of December 2016].

			Before he even announced his run for president, PolitiFact had checked Rubio more times (87 fact-checks) than they had checked Clinton during her entire 2008 presidential run (83 fact-checks). It seems over-eager to check a four-year junior senator more than a presidential candidate, vice president, Senate majority leader, and speaker of the House.

			Nor was Rubio alone in this. Before he ran for president, Sen. Ted Cruz was fact-checked 46 times, more than any Democratic senator we checked. House Speaker Paul Ryan was fact-checked nearly twice as often as former House Speaker Nancy Pelosi, even if you take out every single fact check from the time period in which he was the Republican vice presidential nominee. Michelle Bachmann (remember her? Three-term congresswoman who placed sixth in the Iowa caucus) was fact-checked a stunning 51 times, nearly as many times as governor, senator, and vice presidential candidate Tim Kaine.54

			And if that looks like they’re targeting Republicans, the timing of when they dialed up the heat on certain candidates during the 2016 presidential cycle is the smoking gun.

			When comparing the ratings on a month-to-month basis during the 2016 election cycle, PolitiFact had mostly rated Cruz and Trump as equally dishonest during the Republican primary until Cruz dropped out, clearing the path for Trump as the nominee. That month PolitiFact hit Trump with five “Pants on Fire” ratings, five “False” ratings, and three “Mostly False.” While he and his main challenger were portrayed as equally dishonest when they were competing, once Trump became the only threat, PolitiFact ramped up their negative coverage to portray him as Pinocchio on steroids.

			A PolitiFact Insider Speaks Out

			Brian Riedl is a Senior Fellow at the Manhattan Institute and worked with PolitiFact in 2007 after they had just launched. Riedl ended up quitting over the site’s open left-wing bias. He was a go-to source for facts for PolitiFact (and not a fact-checker himself) while he was also working as an economics expert at the conservative Heritage Foundation.

			Riedl told the Daily Wire that “Conservatives have a right to be suspicious of PolitiFact because their reporters openly shared their biases with their sources. They would start with a rating and then ask their sources for ammunition to justify a preset rating. It was brazen.”

			Riedl says that his reputation as a conservative critical of George W. Bush got him attention from the media. He explained:

			I had established a pretty notable reputation in Washington for pummeling President Bush for runaway spending, and it got me a lot of media love at the time — that I was a Heritage Foundation employee who was criticizing a Republican president. For a lot of reporters, the best source is a conservative willing to trash Republicans. They came to me and basically thought that because I had criticized Bush so much on runaway spending, that I would provide a veneer of bipartisan credibility by trashing republicans in their fact-checking. When I started criticizing Obama for the same thing a few years later, suddenly all the reporters didn’t like me.55

			Riedl said that bias at PolitiFact was out in the open, and reporters would explicitly ask for text-ds negative towards Republicans. He added that on one occasion he was asked if he knew any “outrageous” comments from Republicans that would be worth writing about.

			Riedl says fact-checkers would go “expert shopping,” and that it was common for them to ask him for facts, only to then disagree with him and leave his comments out of their articles. “They were employing double standards. They were using straw men. They were presetting the rating before they talked to people. And their response was if you are not going to give us the ammunition and arguments we want, then we’ll find someone else who will.”56

			He said, in conclusion:

			Through the years, I have continued to follow their ratings, and a lot of the same people are still there — and their ratings are a joke. They make huge elementary factual mistakes in their fact checks. It’s all motivated reasoning.

			When you read their fact checks, it is painfully obvious that they often decided on the rating first and backward reasoned their way through intellectual logical backflips, trying to come up with any way to justify the rating. They’re a joke.57

			It’s no coincidence that given their bias in the fact-checking process, most of the people who read PolitiFact hold left-wing views—hardly something you’d expect if they were an unbiased arbiter of truth.

			Liars List Lies of the Year

			Every year, PolitiFact holds a “Lie of the Year” poll that their readers pick, which itself reveals the biases of their audience.

			In 2020, 51 percent of PolitiFact’s readers said that the “Lie of the Year” was that the 2020 election was rigged, while another 41 percent picked “lies about the coronavirus.”58

			In 2019, 53 percent of readers said the “Lie of the Year” should be Donald Trump’s statement that “There has never been, ever before, an administration that’s been so open and transparent.” In second place with 16 percent of the vote was Trump’s statement that “the first so-called second hand information ‘Whistleblower’ got my phone conversation almost completely wrong.”59

			In 2018, 36 percent of readers picked the “Lie of the Year” as Trump’s statement that “the Democrats want to invite caravan after caravan of illegal aliens into our country. And they want to sign them up for free health care, free welfare, free education, and for the right to vote.”60

			In 2017, 56 percent of readers picked Trump’s (true) statement that “this Russia thing with Trump and Russia is a made-up story. It’s an excuse by the Democrats for having lost an election that they should’ve won” as the “Lie of the Year.”61

			It’s for that reason many liberal lies that have become canon go unchecked.

			In 2009, PolitiFact chose “death panels” as the “Lie of the Year,” a hyperbolic term used to highlight the rationing that tends to arise when there’s greater government control of health care. Sarah Palin helped popularize the use of the term. While we all understand rhetoric and hyperbole, PolitiFact doesn’t and rated this claim the “Lie of the Year” because the government didn’t set up literal panels of death.62

			Palin was referring to one specific panel, the Independent Payment Advisory Board, which would advise the government on cutting costs by determining which treatments were the most efficient. The existence of this council isn’t even mentioned in PolitiFact’s article.

			In 2012, PolitiFact rated Mitt Romney the biggest liar (not coincidentally because he was running for president and thus public enemy number one to them).63

			Jon Greenberg initially reviewed Romney’s claim that Obama “sold Chrysler to Italians who are going to build Jeeps in China at the cost of American jobs” and gave it a “Pants on Fire” rating.64 Romney’s claim was later elevated to “Lie of the Year” status.

			He was responding to a Romney presidential ad, where a narrator says, “Obama took GM and Chrysler into bankruptcy and sold Chrysler to Italians who are going to build Jeeps in China. Mitt Romney will fight for every American job.”

			The entirety of the fact-check is contingent on whether the ad was talking about moving *all* production to China or part of it.

			Greenberg claims that Romney mischaracterizes the sale of Chrysler to Fiat because it’s something they wanted to do before Obama took office—which is irrelevant because, by Greenberg’s own admission, “Obama created an auto task force and in March, the task force told Chrysler to cut a deal with Fiat or be cut off from further government loans. In early April, Chrysler filed for bankruptcy and at the same time, announced an alliance with Fiat.”

			He also mentions that Chrysler HQ has denied the accusations, stating that “Jeep has no intention of shifting production of its Jeep models out of North America to China.”

			It would be only one month after PolitiFact selected Romney’s claim to be 2012’s “Lie of the Year” that Chrysler announced a deal to build jeeps in China.65

			And just like that, another “Lie of the Year” turned out to be anything but.

			The Federalist’s Mark Hemingway began a back-and-forth with PolitiFact, and in one exchange, they rationalized their ruling as follows:

			Our story focused on the clear message of the Romney campaign’s ad, that jobs in the United States were being moved to China, or perhaps that Jeep was moving its entire operations to China. That is not the case and has never been the case.

			The “perhaps” proves that PolitiFact is simply debunking an interpretation of the ad, which never states that Chrysler would be moving all production to China and never said that they would be outsourcing existing jobs.

			Then, incredibly, PolitiFact admits to Hemingway that Romney’s statements could be literally true, stating:

			The Romney campaign was crafty with its word choice, so campaign aides could claim to be speaking the literal truth, but the ad left a false impression that all Jeep production was being moved to China.66

			But only PolitiFact is getting crafty with their word choice, as the only way they can rate the statements in the ad false is by creating their own “implications.”

			Very Fine Fact-Checkers: PolitiFact Spreads One of the Biggest Media Lies of Trump’s First Year

			One form of unofficial fact-check that PolitiFact publishes are called “in context” articles that don’t have any rating attached, and read like “explainer” style articles on a topic.

			In one such article titled “In Context: Donald Trump’s ‘very fine people on both sides’ remarks,” Editor in Chief Holan fails to correct the widespread lie that Donald Trump called white supremacists in Charlotteville, Virginia, “very fine people.” This same article would later be cited by a different PolitiFact writer to further spread the lie.

			Holan’s article opens: “We wanted to look at Trump’s comments in their original context. Here is a transcript of the questions Trump answered that addressed the Charlottesville controversy in the days after it happened.”67

			Despite presenting the article as an “explainer,” Holan merely provides a full transcript of the exchange with no commentary on what exactly we’re supposed to glean from it. The only bolded words in the entire transcript are Trump saying, “Excuse me, excuse me. They didn’t put themselves—and you had some very bad people in that group, but you also had people that were very fine people, on both sides,” but the words providing the clarifying context, that Trump was not talking about white supremacists with that comment, aren’t bolded.

			If presented honestly, the relevant part of the nearly three-thousand-word transcript would look like the following:

			Reporter: The neo-Nazis started this. They showed up in Charlottesville to protest—

			Trump: Excuse me, excuse me. They didn’t put themselves—and you had some very bad people in that group, but you also had people that were very fine people, on both sides. You had people in that group. Excuse me, excuse me. I saw the same pictures as you did. You had people in that group that were there to protest the taking down of, to them, a very, very important statue and the renaming of a park from Robert E. Lee to another name.

			Reporter: George Washington and Robert E. Lee are not the same.

			Trump: George Washington was a slave owner. Was George Washington a slave owner? So will George Washington now lose his status? Are we going to take down—excuse me, are we going to take down statues to George Washington? How about Thomas Jefferson? What do you think of Thomas Jefferson? You like him?68

			Reporter: I do love Thomas Jefferson.

			Trump: Okay, good. Are we going to take down the statue? Because he was a major slave owner. Now, are we going to take down his statue? So you know what, it’s fine. You’re changing history. You’re changing culture. And you had people—and I’m not talking about the neo-Nazis and the white nationalists—because they should be condemned totally. But you had many people in that group other than neo-Nazis and white nationalists. Okay? And the press has treated them absolutely unfairly.

			Now, in the other group also, you had some fine people. But you also had troublemakers, and you see them come with the black outfits and with the helmets, and with the baseball bats. You had a lot of bad people in the other group.

			Even in presenting the full transcript, Holan presented it in such a way to prevent the reader from stumbling upon the true context.

			PolitiFact’s Sophie Austin and Louis Jacobson themselves spread the Charlottesville lie in a 2020 fact-check, writing: “As president in 2017, Trump said there were ‘very fine people, on both sides,’ in reference to neo-Nazis and counter-protesters in
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