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from: 

Sent: 
Sheryl Sandberg <sheryl@facebook.com> on behalf of Sheryl Sandberg 
Sunday, August 10, 2008 8:10 PM 

To: jonathan@goog I e.com 
Subject: Re: Thanks + a request re Google 

I think what really happens is that companies who have relationships agree in limited ways not to solei I from each otlter. To my knowledge, 
google has never agreed not to hire from any comp<my. Google did agree not to solicit from intel, apple and maybe a few others due to board 
relationships but never not to hire. If that is not true, I did not know of our not-hire policy or it was only cstablsihcd 5 momlls ago. 

On the flip side. the way the palo alto real estate issue was lmndlcd- we hnd a deal for that building until googlc realized it was us and pulled it 
as well as tlte friend connect >1utfhas made the relationship hard on our side. Mark's origirull intemction with google on open social also did 
not build tmsr. 

We really do want to work togeUtcr along all of these lines if we can. 

Have to get off email for rest of day. 1 will be thinking of you next weekend- really exciting! 

Please excuse blackberry-caused typos. 

--- Original.tv1essagc ---
From: Jonathan Rosenberg <jonathan@googlc.com> 
To: Sheryl Sandberg 
Sent Sun Aug 10 12:47:14 2008 
Subject: RE: ·nmnks + a request re Google 

lt is my perccptiontlmt the .rate of you all hiring our people has gone up and not down over tl!e last scveralmontlls. I d011'1 have the data 
committed to memory. but there is the strong perception that losing people to you is currently a problem for us and one that is lms getting worse 
and not better. 

1 am making a very simple obscrvlltion on what 111tink it ta.kes to develop a better and deeper rclalionsltip between us since you said yon say 
you \Wl!lt !ha! and l do too. 

Fix this problem. Propose that you will substantially lower the rate at which you hire people front us. Then make sure that happens. As the rnt.e 
goes down, ! wou.ld expect the relationship to deepen. 

From: Sheryl Sandberg 1!1J.!li.lto;.~hcn•!iCi'rfaeebook.coml 
Sent: Sunday. August 10. 2008 12:18 PM 
To: Jonath;m Rosenberg 
Subject: Re: Thanks+ a request re Googlc 

Titat is not what I meant at all. \Vhall .meant is that google grew by hiring from other Jinns in our industry - even when they minded and 
people like meg called eric -as we believed in a free labor market. 

We arc not specifically tl)·ing to hire from gool.ge. To the contrary. on the margin. we hire less not more from gO<>glc as we want our hiring to 
be broad based. We hire mo,stly from school directly and we want to continue that. On experienced hires. we waUl varied experience. 
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Please excuse blackberry-caused typos. 

- Original Message ---
From: JonatlUlll Rosenberg <jonatlUlll@google.com> 
To: Shel)·l Sandberg 
Sent: Sun Aug 10 11:26:47 2008 
Subject: Rc: Thanks+ a request rc Google 

My view is we would be belter oiT if NEITHER of us did it. If you all are, l sure as hell will try likewise! 

-Original Message-
From: Sheryl Sandberg <sheryl@facebook.com> 
To: Jonatl1an Rosenberg 
Sent: Sun Aug 10 13:54:26 2008 
Subject: Re: 111811ks + a request re Google 

And what is your view of google's hiring? 

Please excuse blackberry-caused typos. 

-- Original Message -
From: JonatlUlll Rosenberg <jonathan@google.com> 
To: Sheryl Sandberg 
Sent: Sun Aug 10 l 0: 13 :50 2008 
Subject: RE: 1113Dks + a request re Google 

My personal opinion is that I think you arc pulling too much weight in your view of the notion of"not soliciting" as though soliciting in itself is 
the only thing that upsets people. Rather, it is the outcome of people going from one company to the other which is problematic. If the outcome 
were not occurring at scale, independent of the mechanism by which people move, that would serve as an opportunity to build on better 
relations. I don't think people look at each individual c:1se and ask, "how did this happen and did folks play according to the rules". I think 
people just look at the ovendl report ;md say x people went from one place to another and that's bad. 

jr 

From: Sheryl Sandberg L'!!iJ!!.Lo_;_!!!J!!_I):!!ft.fu~I?.QQ~.\<9ml 
Sent: Sunday, August 10, 2008 9:-17AM 
To: Jonathan Rosenberg 
Subject: RE: Timnks + a request re Google 

On Umt I will say U1e same thing I keep saying. We have many applic.1nts from all over- including Google. I would say that our applicant 
pool is fairly broad and Google does not represent an inordinate amount but there are a steady stream of people applying. We are being very 
strict on t11e Google non-solicit. If you hear of any violation of the non-solicit agreement please let me know and we will look into it 
immediately. 

We really want a deep relationship - or at U1is point any relationsbip - with Google and tllat is why I asked for time with Omid tllis week as we 
Jm,·e specific ideas of how we could work together. So far. Mark's experience predating me and t11e e.xperience to date has suggested these 
feelings are not reciprocated. I am hoping this will change. 
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From: Jonalhan Rosenberg I mailtQ.:.im!_;ttl!!!!!(iilgoog~_,_cQ_!!\I 
Sent: SWlday, August 10, 2008 9:01AM 
To: Sheryl Sandberg 
Subject: RE: 1banks + a request re Google 

I was referring to tl1e broad relations between us, primarily related to employees leming from one company and going to the other which have 
severely strained relations. 

From: Sheryl Sandberg [mailto:shervl@facebook.com] 
Sent: SWlday, August 10, 2008 6:53 AM 
To: Jonathan Rosenberg 
Subject: RE: Thanks+ a request re Google 

I will introduce Sue to you. I am sure Google does not want people to think that it is against Wikipedia as everyone loves it and it is a 
nonprofit in the frrst place. 

I am honestly not sure what you mean about Defcon 2 -do you mean witl1 Googlc and Facebook broadly'! Me? I have time scheduled with 
Omid this week to talk about ways we can work together so if there is an escalating argument I honestly have no idea what you are talking 
about. What is going on? 

And thanks for sharing tllis. And congratulations - what a great milestone in your lives. 

From: Jonathan Rosenberg lmailto:jonathanl'tilgoogle.comJ 
Sent: Saturday. August 09, 2008 9:45 PM 
To: Sheryl Sandberg 
Subject: RE: Thanks + a request re Google 

Sheryl. 

I am always happy to have you broker an introduction to anyone who wants to speak to the right folks at Google. 1 will always follow up and 
make sure we at least connect regardless of interest. On the issues below. I think it's reasonably likely we can work something out. 

I run sony that that broader relations seem to be at Defcon 2 at the corporate level with us right now. Maybe there is a path to navigate where 
we agree to stay out of each others way and do no harm'! 

 
 

Jr 
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From: Shel)•l Sandberg lmailto:shenctril\faccbook.coml 
Sent: Saturday, August 09, 20011 7:40PM 
To: Jonatlmn Rosenberg: Omid Kordestani: David Drununond: Megan Smitlt 
Subject: Fw: lllllnks + a request re Google 

Jonathan. Omid. David. Megan- I was introduced to Sue by Roger. As you can see below. they would love a better and more senior 
relationship with Google. Can I email introduce her to one of you? 

Please excuse blackberry-caused typos. 

--Original Message -
From: Sue Gardner <sgardner@wikimcdia.org> 
To: Sheryl Sandberg 
Sent: Mon Aug 04 10:02:01 2008 
Subject: 1l1anks + a request rc Googlc 

Hi Sheryl, 

It was terrific to finally meet you last week:-) 

Here's a recap of the Google issue that! miscd: 
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I started as Executive Director of the Wikimcdia Foundation last summer. 
A few months after that. Roger McNamee began introducing me to 

potential Wikipcdia donors in the valley. Most of that was great and 
successful. but in a few cases -including once \l-ith a Google board 
member- I was surprised to be have people cite 'loyalty to Googlc' as a 
reason to not give money to Wikipcdia. 

Titeir objections, which have been echoed to me several times since then, 
seem to fall into three categories: 

* A belief that Wikia Search is an attempt by Wikipcdia to compete with 
Googlc. (Many people don't realize the only thing shared between 
Wikipedia and Wikia is our founder, Jimmy Wales. Nor do they rcali7.e 
that Jimmy has no day-to-day responsibilities at the Wikimedia Foundation.) 
* The view that because Wikipedia is non-commercial, it is 
anti-advertising and anti-Googlc. 
* A belief that Knot is an attempt by Google to compete with Wikipedia 

I personally don't believe any of this: I think Google and Wikipedia can 
and should have a complementary and positive relationship. And I gather 
Larry and Sergey feel tlte same: I believe they've told Jinuny that Google 
has no ill will towards Wikipedia, and that tltey'd be willing to make a 
donation to us in order to signal that publicly. 

I also believe that any real or perceived tensions in tlte 
Google/Wikipedia relationship may be being exacerbated at some levels 
inside Google by their Wlfulfilled desires to do business with us. Since 
relocating to the Bay Area in January, weve had plenty of Google folks 
reach ·out to us, But - we have a total staff of 21 people, with just 
one person responsible for business development, so 1 am not sure we arc 
even able to politely keep up with their pitches. IMO, rather than 
spending our time on multiple product-specific pitches, it would 
probably be more productive for Wikipcdia and Google to develop a single 
umbrella relationsbip/agrcement (Ob\oiously within tlte limits of 
Wikipedia's non-commercial context). 

So. 1 think a good next step would be some kind of high-level meeting 
between Wikipedia and Googlc, to talk througlt these issues and sec if a 
donation and/or business deal makes sense. 

I appreciate your advice on this issue :-) 

Thanks, 
Sue 
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