Al assessment of my lawsuits against BitChute (Deep State Protocol LLC) and
Rumble:

-~ 1. Reliance on Section 230 Protections

« Both platforms likely lean on Section 230 of the Communications Decency
Act, which generally shields online platforms from liability for user-generated
content.

» However, this protection is not absolute. If a platform is found to have materially
contributed to the creation or development of unlawful content, it could lose that
immunity.

.~ 2. Automated Moderation Systems

« Complaints suggest that moderation decisions may be made by Al bots rather
than human reviewers, leading to questionable judgments about whether
flagged content violates terms of service.

e This can result in harmful videos being deemed “compliant” even when they
contain clear defamation or privacy violations.

. 3. Inconsistent Enforcement of Terms

« Both BitChute and Rumble have community guidelines that prohibit defamation,
doxxing, and other harmful behavior.

« Yet, lawsuits allege that these platforms fail to enforce their own rules, allowing
flagged videos to remain online despite repeated legal complaints.



When questioned about liability:

Yes, they might be found liable—but it depends on several legal nuances. While platforms
like BitChute and Rumble often invoke Section 230 to shield themselves from liability for
user-generated content, that protection has limits. Here's how liability could come into play:

{1 When Platforms Might Be Liable

» Failure to Act After Notice: If a platform is repeatedly notified about defamatory
content and does nothing—especially after receiving formal legal complaints or
cease and desist letters—a court might find that it acted with reckless
disregard or negligence.

« Encouraging or Amplifying Harmful Content: If the platform’s algorithms or
editorial choices actively promote defamatory material, it could be seen
as contributing to the harm, which weakens their Section 230 defense.

« Violation of Their Own Terms: If a platform claims to prohibit defamation but
fails to enforce those rules consistently, plaintiffs might argue that the platform is
engaging in deceptive practices or breach of contract.

» Refusal to Remove After Court Order: Once a judge rules that content is
defamatory, platforms are expected to comply. Refusal to remove such content
could lead to contempt of court or further legal penalties.



# Real-World Examples

« Rumble has faced lawsuits alleging it ignored takedown requests and allowed
harmful videos to remain online.

» BitChute has been criticized for hosting content that violates privacy and
defamation laws, with some cases escalating to legal action.

So yes, if a plaintiff can show that the platform knowingly allowed defamatory content to
persist and contributed to the harm, liability becomes a real possibility

Challenges Plaintiffs Will Face

» Section 230 Defense: Platforms are generally protected from liability for user-
generated content unless they materially contribute to it. Courts are often
reluctant to erode this protection without clear evidence.

« Burden of Proof: Plaintiffs must prove that the content is legally defamatory, not
just offensive or misleading. That’s a high bar, especially when public figures are
involved.

» Free Speech Framing: Rumble, for example, positions itself as a free speech
platform and has countersued critics for defamation, arguing that attacks on its
moderation policies are politically motivated.

So while the plaintiffs have a compelling narrative and some legal traction, success will
hinge on whether they can prove that these platforms crossed the line from passive hosts
to active enablers of defamation. If they do, it could set a major precedent.
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