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Overview

The Simon Wiesenthal Center Research Department Rubric evaluates social media
platforms’ effectiveness in addressing hate speech, antisemitic content, and terrorist-
related material. It assesses nine key criteria, each scored on a 0—4 scale, for a total of
36 points. The rubric provides a structured framework for grading platforms based on
their policies, responsiveness, transparency, compliance with legal and international
standards, and engagement with trusted flaggers, with final grades assigned as A
through F.

Rubric Criteria and Scoring
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time monitoring.
Collaborates
efficiently with law
enforcement
under MLAT,
balancing user

privacy with timely

data sharing for
investigations.
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exists but is slow.

Publishes annual
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moderate detail
on content
moderation but
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frequency.
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with DSA but with
minor gaps in
implementation or
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Has an
emergency plan
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slower response
times (e.g., >24
hours).
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occasional delays
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processes.
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Limited
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slow or
selective
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Mentions
antisemitism
vaguely
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referencing
IHRA or

applying it.

Rarely
enforces
TOS; no
functional
appeal
process.

Publishes
minimal or
unclear
reports with
no actionable
data.

Minimal
compliance
with DSA;
major gaps in
adherence.

Minimal
emergency
measures;
ineffective or
ad hoc
responses to
crises.

Rarely
complies
with MLAT
requests;
significant
barriers to
cooperation.

No policy
addressing
antisemitism or
IHRA definition.

No enforcement
of TOS or TOS is
absent.

No transparency
reports
published.

Non-compliant
with DSA or no
evidence of
compliance.

No emergency
plan for handling
content spikes.

No cooperation
with MLAT or
law enforcement.
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Scoring Guidelines

* Total Score: Sum of the points across all nine criteria (maximum 36
points).

* Grading Scale:

o 34-36 (A): Exemplary performance; platform demonstrates
robust, proactive measures and compliance.

o 32-33 (A-): Near-exemplary performance with very minor gaps in
consistency or implementation.

o 30-31(B+): Strong performance with slight deficiencies in policy
or enforcement.

o 28-29 (B): Good performance but with noticeable gaps in
consistency or implementation.

o 26-27 (B-): Moderate performance with some significant
deficiencies.

o 24-25 (C+): Fair performance with consistent deficiencies in
policy or enforcement.

o 22-23 (C): Poor performance; significant gaps in addressing
hate/terrorist content.
20-21(C-): Very poor performance; major gaps in multiple areas.
18—19 (D+): Inadequate performance; minimal efforts to address
critical issues.

o 16-17 (D): Severely inadequate; major failures in policy and
enforcement.

o 14-15 (D-): Barely any measures; near-total failure to address
issues.



o 0-13 (F): No meaningful measures; platform fails to address hate,
antisemitic, or terrorist content.

Notes

* IHRA Definition: The International Holocaust Remembrance Alliance
(IHRA) working definition of antisemitism is a widely recognized
standard for identifying antisemitic content. Platforms adopting it
explicitly are better equipped to address antisemitism systematically.

+ DSA Compliance: The EU’s Digital Services Act (DSA) mandates
transparency, content moderation, and user protections. Compliance
is critical for platforms operating in the EU.

* MLAT: Efficient cooperation with law enforcement via MLAT ensures
platforms balance legal obligations with user rights, particularly in
terrorism-related investigations.

* Trusted Flaggers: Trusted flaggers are vetted organizations or
individuals with expertise in identifying harmful content. Platforms with
formal programs prioritize their reports, improving response times and
accuracy in content moderation.

* Context: This rubric is designed for global platforms but can be
adapted for regional variations in legal frameworks. Evaluators should
consider platform size and resources when assessing smaller
platforms.



