
 

 

 

 

Why the “SHIELD Act” Doesn’t Solve Anything 
House Republicans remain committed to securing our nation’s elections with well-thought-out legislation that addresses actual 
problems facing our elections systems, while balancing the need to protect Americans’ First Amendment rights. Democrats have 
proposed a bill designed to limit foreign influence in our elections and regulate online advertisements. The “SHIELD Act” is a 
trojan horse that presents seemingly reasonable protections while disguising its free speech restrictions that have unintended, 
but substantial consequences on American citizens and is another attempt by Democrats to federalize the election process.  

SHIELD would not prevent Russian tampering: 

• H.R. 4617 does not prevent traditional social media posts or troll farms, which was the primary means Russia 
attempted to influence the 2016 election through social media. 

• In the build up to the 2016 election, Russian operatives broke many existing U.S. laws in their attempt to spread 
misinformation, and nothing in SHIELD would provide additional resources to law enforcement officials to pursue 
these foreign actors.  

• Total spending on digital political ads was $1.4 billion in the 2016 election cycle. Russia spent only $100,000 over two 
years on Facebook ads, the majority which were not election ads and wouldn’t be regulated by this bill.  

SHIELD mandates federal overreach in elections:  

• The bill aims not to impede “legitimate” journalistic activities but gives the federal government the responsibility of 
determining what qualifies as “legitimate” press/news.  Do we really want the federal government deciding on what is 
a legitimate news outlet?  

• It would allow the U.S. Attorney General to interfere in state elections, thereby violating concepts of federalism and 
putting too much power in the hands of unelected DC officials. 

• SHIELD would not prevent the DNC from funding the now debunked Steele Dossier, which was opposition research 
created by a foreign entity targeting the President.   

Attempts to apply aging regulations to advanced technology: 

• SHIELD applies the same TV regulations for the internet, but the internet is a different platform of communication.  
• Disclaimer regulations related to television advertising has largely remained the same for decades and is generally not 

in need of updating because an industry has been built around the existing regulatory regime. However, the internet is 
always evolving, and the regulations related to TV advertising do not fit well with internet ads 

• Having four seconds of disclaimer information on an internet advertisement would take up almost half of most ads.  
• The internet is always evolving, and the regulations related to TV advertising do not fit well with internet ads.  

SHIELD Act will create a chilling effect on free speech:  

• It would expand the definition of “electioneering communication” to include “issues of national importance,” a 
generally broad term that is not defined in law or regulation.  

• The bill will take ads that are not political in nature and classify them as such, which will cause problems for many 
advocacy organizations or even companies that have nothing to do with politics (i.e. See examples of nonpolitical 
advertisements that are already being flagged on Facebook as political on back of page). 

• These burdensome online requirements have a chilling effect on free speech.   



 

 
 

 

  

Examples of Advertisements that are not 
political but are categorized and treated 

as political advertisements. 
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