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News Media Association response to the Media Green Paper – Watch 
this space: a new strategic direction for UK media 

The News Media Association (“NMA”) is the voice of UK national, regional and local news media 
in all their print and digital forms – a sector read by more than 46.2 million adults each month. 
Our members publish around 900 news media titles, ranging from well-known national and 
international brands such as The Guardian, Financial Times, and the Daily Mirror to independent 
local papers, including the Manchester Evening News, Kent Messenger, and the Monmouthshire 
Beacon.  

1. Summary 

We support the Government’s objective of ensuring that audiences can access high-quality, 
trusted journalism and of improving the sustainability of the news media sector. But a 
statutory news prominence regime is the wrong instrument to achieve it. The Government 
has not shown that prominence would help either users or publishers; the regime faces 
problems that are potentially insurmountable; and there are faster, more effective and less 
intrusive routes to the same goal, several of which Parliament has already provided. Before 
any legislation is brought forward, the case for prominence must be evidenced and a joined-
up review of the existing regulatory landscape – and alternative policy options – completed. 
Should prominence nonetheless proceed, we set out the least-harmful model it could take. 

The commercial news media is a critical part of our national infrastructure. Both hard news and 
soft stories serve the public interest. The sector is at once an economic enabler and a first line of 
defence against the disinformation that threatens national security. As devolution is extended, 
local media is an ever more important source of the scrutiny on which accountable local 
government depends. On this our interests and the Government’s are aligned: the success of its 
own priorities depends on a sustainable, free press, and on ’ensuring high-quality UK content and 
trustworthy news remains accessible and sustainable for the next generation’. 

But we believe that the Government’s diagnosis of the problem, and its proposed solution, are 
narrowly focused and would be ineffective. Platform intermediaries sit between publishers and 
their audiences with little incentive to reward trusted news, and the problem takes a different 
form on each channel – social media, video-sharing platforms (“VSPs”), search and AI – with 
commercial partnerships patchy and, in some cases, being withdrawn. Because a single story 
now reaches its audience through myriad channels – not social media and VSPs alone – the 
Government’s response must be holistic. 

Why prominence is the wrong instrument 

• The definitional trap – any regime must decide which publishers and content qualify, and 
there is no sweet spot: too narrow a definition excludes public-interest journalism and 
edges towards press regulation; too broad a definition – the Recognised News Publisher 
pool alone exceeds 1,000 titles – renders the obligation meaningless. 

• Press freedom – making eligibility dependent on what is ‘trustworthy’ would put the state, 
or a body accountable to it, in charge of which journalism the public sees. This would be 
incompatible with a free press, and represent press regulation by the back door. 
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• It cannot feasibly be delivered or audited – local and regional news cannot be made 
prominent without intrusive tracking and the creation of thousands of unauditable micro-
regimes; and on personalised feeds the Green Paper offers no picture of what 
prominence would look like, with no measure of success or means of independent audit. 

• It would harm the sector and fail on its own terms – the path of least resistance for 
platforms is to promote public service broadcaster (“PSB”) content, transferring visibility 
and revenue from the commercial press; prominence cuts across the competition 
remedies, including fair payment, that Parliament has already provided; and does not 
place responsibility on platforms for the disinformation their systems amplify. 

Better, and less intrusive, ways to achieve the Government’s aim 

• Establish the case, and review the landscape, first – the Government should evidence 
that prominence would work, and complete a joined-up review of the Digital Markets, 
Competition and Consumers Act (“DMCCA”), the Online Safety Act (“OSA”), the Media 
Act and emerging AI policy, to establish where its objectives could be met with existing 
law before legislating. Such a review must also consider other obligations that could be 
placed on platforms.  

• Better support the Competition and Markets Authority (“CMA”) to use its DMCCA 
powers – this is the fastest and most effective route to achieve the Government’s goals: 
designate the major platforms, require fair ranking and transparency and, as an urgent 
priority, ensure fair and reasonable payment for news content. 

• Explore less intrusive remedies – consider introducing transparency over how platform 
algorithms rank news, and tools that let users tailor their own feeds, as Ofcom itself 
proposed in 2022.1 

• Act on AI now – require transparency over the bots that crawl publisher content and over 
its use in AI answers, with attribution, and rule out any copyright exception; this is the 
fastest-growing threat to news sustainability, and the Green Paper leaves it untouched. 

If the Government regulates algorithms to ensure platforms act in users’ best interests – rather 
than platforms engineering feeds to maximise for attention, not content quality – it should do so 
with an outcomes-based approach for all content, not through a news-specific mandate. Should 
news prominence proceed, eligibility should be drawn from the settled Recognised News 
Publisher pool (plus PSBs). Prominence of content from that pool should be determined in a 
manner similar to the CMA’s model of fair ranking – with platforms required to surface high-quality 
and relevant content – subject to firm red lines and a genuine user off-switch.2 Even the necessity 
of an off-switch concedes a central point: if users may choose whether prominence applies to 
them, the Government has accepted that the individual – not the state or the platform – is the 
right decision-maker, and the coherent course is then user choice or other remedies, not a 
prominence regime at all. 

 
1 Ofcom, Discussion document: Media plurality and online news, November 2022 
2 CMA, Google search fair ranking conduct requirement, June 2026 

https://www.ofcom.org.uk/media-use-and-attitudes/media-plurality/media-plurality
https://www.gov.uk/find-digital-markets-measures/google-search-fair-ranking-conduct-requirement
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On the Green Paper’s remaining proposals: any prominence regime for VSPs should promote 
British content broadly – open to the commercial press and independent creators – rather than a 
narrow pool of PSB content. Media literacy is best treated as an AI-first challenge, placing duties 
on AI firms, while helping the public understand how professional journalism is produced and 
held to account. 

Our full recommendations are set out in Section 11. 

2. The value of the independent, commercial news media sector 

The UK’s news media sector is an indispensable source of accurate, original and high-quality 
content in an era in which our epistemic security is under threat. As such, it is a critical part of our 
national infrastructure. The future success of Government priorities in economic growth, national 
security, and devolution is contingent on a thriving, sustainable, and free news media sector. 

Journalism as an economic enabler 

UNESCO’s 2026 synthesis of the global academic evidence describes journalism as an 
‘economic enabler’: it reduces corruption, lowers the cost of doing business, and supports 
economic growth and development.3 A study of 97 countries found that a decline in press 
freedom is associated with a 1–2% reduction in real GDP growth, while disinformation is 
estimated to cost societies between $355 billion and $516 billion each year.4 The sustainability 
of a free press is therefore central to the Government’s growth mission, and supporting the press 
through effective, targeted regulation is a very low-cost way to support the UK economy.  

National security 

Journalism is essential to Britain’s national security. Trustworthy British news content has 
become increasingly important as the UK faces rising disinformation threats from hostile state 
actors – principally Russia, Iran and China – seeking to undermine democratic processes and 
destabilise institutions. Modern disinformation operations can now deploy AI-driven synthetic 
media and deepfakes at a scale and sophistication not previously possible. 

In 2026, the World Economic Forum ranked disinformation as the second most pressing global 
risk over the next two years.5 UNESCO’s review finds that independent journalism is among the 
most effective tools available to counter it.6 Policies that support the production of high-quality 
journalism are a low-cost but highly effective response to the threat of foreign disinformation.  

Devolution 

Any prominence regime must not impair the freedom or financial sustainability of the local press 
– and a prominence regime cannot surface news that does not exist. Over 90% of adults believe 
that local news media improves communities by campaigning on the issues that matter to 

 
3 UNESCO, The Value of Journalism: Global evidence on why media matters to economies, national 
security and crises, June 2026 
4 Nguyen et al, Press Freedom and the Global Economy: The Cost of Slipping Backwards, January 2021; 
Sopra Steria, The global economic impact of disinformation, March 2026 
5 World Economic Forum, The Global Risks Report 2026, January 2026 
6 UNESCO, The Value of Journalism: Global evidence on why media matters to economies, national 
security and crises, June 2026 

https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000398492.locale=en
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000398492.locale=en
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/1461670X.2021.1873822
https://www.soprasteria.com/docs/librariesprovider2/sopra-steria-corporate/publications/sopra-steria_article_scientifique_en_web2.pdf?sfvrsn=f2540%204db_34
https://www.weforum.org/publications/global-risks-report-2026/
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000398492.locale=en
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000398492.locale=en
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residents.7 For every percentage point growth in a local daily newspaper’s circulation, electoral 
turnout on its patch rises by 0.37 percentage points.8 As the devolution agenda proceeds, this 
local scrutiny function will only become more important.  

3. The challenge: how news reaches audiences, and why it is hard to monetise 

3.1 The monetisation problem and the state of partnerships 

It is precisely because of this role – as critical national infrastructure – that the challenges facing 
the news media sector demand immediate attention. The NMA welcomes the Government’s 
ambition in the Green Paper to ensure news media can serve its role in ’entertaining, educating, 
serving democracy and supporting social cohesion’. We share its concern about the 
interconnected, compounding challenges the sector faces. 

Platform intermediaries sit between publishers and their audiences. These platforms have little 
commercial incentive to reward trustworthy news over other information. Even before the advent 
of generative AI, the value created by British publishers’ journalism was calculated to generate 
approximately £1 billion in UK revenues for Google and Facebook every year – all without 
appropriate remuneration flowing back to the publishers.9 As set out below, prominence could 
compound, not mitigate, this problem. 

The problem, however, is not uniform. It manifests differently on each of the channels through 
which news now reaches the public. On each there are already commercial relationships 
between platforms and publishers – some established, some still developing (whilst others have 
been withdrawn in recent years). The sections below take each channel in turn – social media, 
VSPs, search and AI. For each, we set out the difficulty publishers face in monetising their content 
and the commercial agreements and partnerships that are, and are not, in place.  

Our purpose is to show that these are complex, fast-moving and channel-specific problems that 
call for tailored, focused and carefully targeted regulation – outcomes-based rather than 
prescriptive, with the outcomes clearly defined and independently audited, and acting on the 
channels where news is actually found. As we set out later, we fear that prominence is too blunt 
an instrument to meet that test. 

3.1.1 Social media 

Publishers 

Platform design makes it substantially more difficult for publishers to reach and monetise their 
audiences, and when platforms change their algorithms – with significant updates happening 
frequently (and more minor changes happening perpetually) – publishers have no recourse. The 
sharpest illustration came in 2023, when Meta moved away from branded news content in its 
feeds: referrals from Facebook to news and media sites fell by 48% in a single year, from 2.3 billion 
in December 2022 to 1.2 billion in November 2023, and referral traffic from X to news sites has 

 
7 News Media Association, One Poll Survey, March 2024 
8 Plum Consulting, Research into recent press sector dynamics, October 2020 
9 Matthew Elliott, published by News Media Association, Value of News to Digital Platforms in the UK, May 
2022 

https://nma.isready.co.uk/local-media-works/key-stats/
https://plumconsulting.co.uk/research-into-recent-press-sector-dynamics/
https://newsmediauk.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/10/Value_of_UK_News_to_Digital_Platforms_-_Final.pdf
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fallen by around 70% since 2022.1011 Where news content is surfaced, the advertising value it 
generates is retained by the platform.  

Partnerships 

Commercial partnerships between social media platforms and UK news publishers have been 
tried – and withdrawn. From January 2021 most major UK publishers were paid by Meta for the 
use of their content in the Facebook News tab.12 Meta also funded the Community News Project, 
which placed more than 100 reporters in under-served communities through the National 
Council for the Training of Journalists. In September 2023 Meta announced it would close the 
News tab in the UK, France and Germany from December that year, let its publisher contracts 
lapse, and stop funding the Community News Project.13 In February 2024 it confirmed that it ‘will 
not enter into new commercial deals for traditional news content’ and ‘will not offer new 
Facebook products specifically for news publishers in the future’.14  

3.1.2 Video sharing platforms 

Publishers 

On VSPs the monetisation problem is structural rather than merely algorithmic. The platform sets 
the terms unilaterally: YouTube retains 45% of advertising revenue on long-form video and 55% 
on Shorts before any money reaches the creator, and UK audiences are overwhelmingly served 
content made elsewhere, so that the advertising value generated by British attention flows back 
to American creators and American companies.15 The contrast between the £2.2 billion YouTube 
contributed to UK GDP in 2024 and the $60 billion it contributed to the United States in 2025 is 
stark even when adjusted for population.16  

UK publishers have built significant followings on TikTok, with the Daily Mail now having over 26 
million followers on the platform, an increase of over 16 million followers in two years – this makes 
it the news publisher with the biggest following globally.17 However, opportunities to monetise 
this audience are lacking. 

Partnerships 

Publishers generally participate in YouTube on the same Partner Programme terms as any other 
creator. There is no news-specific licensing arrangement between any VSP and UK news 
publisher. 

 

 
10 Reuters Institute for the Study of Journalism, Journalism, media, and technology trends and predictions 
2024, January 2024 
11 Nieman Lab, Social traffic kinda stinks for news publishers now, in 3 charts, April 2026 
12 BBC News, Facebook News will pay UK outlets for content in 2021, December 2020 
13 Press Gazette, Meta to wind down Facebook News tab and stop funding Community News Project, 
September 2023 
14 Meta, An Update on Facebook News, February 2024 
15 Ofcom, Transmission Critical The future of Public Service Media, July 2025 
16 YouTube, Exploring YouTube’s UK Impact in 2024, September 2024; YouTube, Exploring YouTube’s U.S. 
Impact in 2025, July 2026 
17 Press Gazette, The news publishers on Tiktok with biggest growth since 2024, August 2026 

https://reutersinstitute.politics.ox.ac.uk/journalism-media-and-technology-trends-and-predictions-2024
https://reutersinstitute.politics.ox.ac.uk/journalism-media-and-technology-trends-and-predictions-2024
https://www.niemanlab.org/2026/04/social-traffic-kinda-stinks-for-news-publishers-now-in-3-charts/
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/technology-55137096
https://pressgazette.co.uk/platforms/meta-to-end-facebook-news-tab-stop-funding-community-news-project/
https://about.fb.com/news/2024/02/update-on-facebook-news-us-australia/
https://www.ofcom.org.uk/siteassets/resources/documents/public-service-broadcasting/public-service-media-review/transmission-critical-the-future-of-public-service-media.pdf?v=400631
https://services.google.com/fh/files/misc/impact-report-uk.pdf
https://blog.youtube/news-and-events/2025-us-youtube-impact-report/
https://blog.youtube/news-and-events/2025-us-youtube-impact-report/
https://pressgazette.co.uk/social_media/the-news-publishers-on-tiktok-with-biggest-growth-since-2024/
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3.1.3 Search 

Publishers 

Google traffic from organic search to more than 2,500 news sites fell by a third globally between 
November 2024 and November 2025, and publishers expect search referrals to fall by a further 
43% over the next three years.18 Ahrefs’ February 2026 study found a 58% reduction in click-
through rates for top-ranking pages where an AI Overview is present.19  

The losses fall hardest on the smallest publishers – the local and regional titles the Green Paper 
says it wishes to protect. Search referral traffic to small publishers (1,000–10,000 daily page 
views) fell 60% over two years, compared with 22% for the largest.20  

Partnerships 

Search is the one channel where a licensing programme for news exists at scale. Google News 
Showcase launched in the UK in February 2021 – the first time Google paid for news content in 
this country – with more than 120 publications at launch and over 280 UK titles since, more than 
90% of them local newspapers. But Showcase payments are modest relative to the actual value 
of news to Google, and are calculated and paid entirely at Google’s discretion.  

It is precisely this imbalance that the CMA has sought to correct using its powers under the 
DMCCA: having designated Google with Strategic Market Status (“SMS”) in general search in 
October 2025,21 it imposed a Publisher Conduct Requirement in June 2026 – a world first – giving 
publishers the ability to opt out of having their content used in AI Overviews and AI Mode without 
penalty in rankings, and a Fair Ranking Conduct Requirement obliging Google to rank organic 
results on objective and non-discriminatory criteria.22 

3.1.4 AI 

Publishers 

AI assistants and AI-generated search results are fast becoming a primary way in which the 
public encounters news. Whether consumers get reliable answers through those services 
depends directly on whether AI products have access to professionally produced news.23 A 
recent study for the Association of Online Publishers found “a direct correlation between trust 
in the source and the trust in an AI answer: a completely trusted source results in more than 
90% trust in the answer, while a completely distrusted source results in trust of around 10%. 

 
18 Reuters Institute for the Study of Journalism, Journalism, media, and technology trends and predictions 
2026, January 2026 
19 The Next Web, Google updates AI Overviews with Further Exploration links, subscription labels as 58% 
publisher click decline triggers antitrust suits, May 2026 
20 Search Engine Journal, Search Referral Traffic Down 60% For Small Publishers, Data Shows, March 
2026 
21 CMA, Google’s general search and search advertising services: SMS designation decision, October 
2025 
22 CMA, Google search publisher conduct requirement, June 2026; CMA, Google search fair ranking 
conduct requirement, June 2026 
23 Amazon Web Services, What is RAG (Retrieval-Augmented Generation)?, accessed August 2026 

https://reutersinstitute.politics.ox.ac.uk/journalism-media-and-technology-trends-and-predictions-2026
https://reutersinstitute.politics.ox.ac.uk/journalism-media-and-technology-trends-and-predictions-2026
https://thenextweb.com/news/google-ai-overviews-publisher-links-search-traffic
https://thenextweb.com/news/google-ai-overviews-publisher-links-search-traffic
https://www.searchenginejournal.com/search-referral-traffic-down-60-for-small-publishers-data-shows/569959/
https://www.gov.uk/cma-cases/googles-general-search-and-search-advertising-services
https://www.gov.uk/find-digital-markets-measures/google-search-publisher-conduct-requirement
https://www.gov.uk/find-digital-markets-measures/google-search-fair-ranking-conduct-requirement
https://www.gov.uk/find-digital-markets-measures/google-search-fair-ranking-conduct-requirement
https://aws.amazon.com/what-is/retrieval-augmented-generation/
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Even neutral is not good enough for AI users. A source that is neither trusted nor distrusted 
returns an average trust in the AI answer of around 25%”.24 

This makes news content from trusted commercial news brands an immensely valuable input: 
access to up-to-date, reliable content is the key differentiator between the quality of answers one 
AI product provides and another.25 It is precisely because fresh journalism is so valuable that AI 
companies seek to acquire it with or without permission.  

Publishers are taking action for the use of their content by AI firms without permission or 
remuneration. The New York Times’s claim against OpenAI and Microsoft for the use of millions 
of its articles without consent is proceeding to trial; in June 2026 a coalition of publishers owning 
nearly 400 US newspapers sued OpenAI and Microsoft for scraping their content without 
permission or compensation.26  

Partnerships 

A licensing market for AI is emerging. OpenAI has signed the most deals, including with the 
Financial Times and Guardian Media Group, alongside Axel Springer and the Associated Press.27 
Other large AI firms have struck deals with UK publishers, and DMG Media, Sky News and 
Guardian Media Group have signed with the attribution-based start-up ProRata.28  

The AI licensing market, while growing, is generally focused on larger news brands, with the long 
tail of regional and local publishers unable to negotiate fair terms. Even the largest brands do not 
have deals with all the major AI firms.29 

3.2 How a single story actually travels online: two case studies 

Any Government response to the issues outlined should be holistic. The Green Paper’s focus is 
social media and VSPs – but why does its market analysis stop there, when this does not reflect 
the ecosystem in which news media content is actually consumed by the public? 

A single story published today will typically reach its audience through print; the publisher’s own 
website and app; email newsletters; various podcast platforms; audio and video versions on the 
publisher’s own channels; social media posts and clips; VSPs; search engines and news 
aggregators; AI assistants and AI search features; and, further downstream, PSB news bulletins 
and creators on social media and VSPs which pick the story up. 

This is a key part of the plurality that comes from different media operating under different 
regulatory regimes. A prominence regime – and indeed any other intervention intended to combat 
misinformation and improve the visibility of news or media sustainability – must not undermine 
this. The press will often conduct initial investigations of stories that would generally not be 

 
24 Press Gazette, New research reveals AI answers only as trusted as the newsbrands they cite, July 2026 
25 Vu et al, FreshLLMs: Refreshing Large Language Models with Search Engine Augmentation, November 
2023 
26 Press Gazette, News generative AI deals revealed: who is suing, who is signing?, August 2026; 
Bloomberg Law, OpenAI, Microsoft Sued by Publishers for Scraping Articles, June 2026 
27 Press Gazette, Guardian OpenAI deal: Publisher latest to sign licensing agreement, February 2025 
28 Financial Times, Start-up ProRata.ai valued at $130mn after signing up UK publishers, November 2024 
29 Center for Journalism and Liberty, Same Gatekeepers, New Tollbooths, April 2026 

https://pressgazette.co.uk/comment-analysis/new-research-reveals-ai-answers-only-as-trusted-as-the-newsbrands-they-cite/
https://arxiv.org/abs/2310.03214
https://pressgazette.co.uk/platforms/news-publisher-ai-deals-lawsuits-openai-google/
https://news.bloomberglaw.com/litigation/publishers-sue-microsoft-openai-over-unauthorized-content-use
https://pressgazette.co.uk/publishers/guardian-openai/
https://www.ft.com/content/c917a1e1-60a5-42c5-9158-6199f8a1f9ab?syn-25a6b1a6=1
https://www.openmarketsinstitute.org/publications/report-mapping-the-ai-content-licensing-market
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covered in the first instance by PSBs or other media outlets; but these stories are then covered, 
and sometimes developed further, by media outlets such as PSBs. 

This is illustrated below by examining two pieces of original investigative journalism, one national 
and one local, tracing how each story moved through the information ecosystem.  

3.2.1 Example A – The Sunday Times: George Cottrell / Nigel Farage (2026) 

This example shows how a national publisher’s investigative journalism reaches readers across 
the many platforms on which the publisher is present, is picked up by PSBs, and is presented in 
AI.  

On 4 July 2026, The Sunday Times published a piece of original investigative journalism by its 
Insight Team, Revealed: Nigel Farage secretly funded by convicted criminal, on its website, 
accompanied by an audio version.30 The investigation reported that George Cottrell – a financier 
and long-standing associate of the Reform UK leader, who was jailed in the United States in 2017 
for wire fraud – had paid for staff, security, drivers and social media support for Nigel Farage in 
the year before the 2024 general election, and that these benefits had not been declared. It was 
the product of months of resource-intensive work by a team of Sunday Times journalists. 

       

Figure 1 (left to right): (a) The Sunday Times’s audio version of the story on TikTok, 4 July 2026; (b) 
the original Sunday Times article on thetimes.com, 4 July 2026; (c) The Times and The Sunday 
Times’s post on TikTok, 4 July 2026; (d) The Times and The Sunday Times’s post on Facebook, 5 
July 2026. 

The Sunday Times published an accompanying podcast series – Posh George: The Criminal 
Behind Farage by Times Investigates – which was also discussed and promoted on Times Radio. 
The podcast is distributed through third-party podcast platforms, including Apple Podcasts, 
Spotify and YouTube, where it reached number one in the series charts.31 

 

 
30 The Sunday Times, Revealed: Nigel Farage secretly funded by convicted criminal, July 2026 
31 The Sunday Times, published by Apple Podcasts, Posh George: The Criminal Behind Farage, July 2026 

https://www.thetimes.com/uk/politics/article/revealed-nigel-farage-secretly-funded-by-convicted-criminal-j0brtrlnk
https://podcasts.apple.com/gb/podcast/posh-george-the-criminal-behind-farage-times-investigates/id1630722986


9 
 

   

Figure 2 (left to right): (a) Times Originals and Times News, “Posh George: The Convicted Criminal 
Secretly Funding Farage”, on YouTube, July 2026; (b) Posh George: The criminal behind Farage | 
Times Investigates, on Apple Podcasts, trailer and episodes from 4 July 2026. 

The following day, 5 July, the story was picked up by PSBs, including the BBC and ITV News. For 
instance, the story appeared on the BBC’s bulletins and on Sunday with Laura Kuenssberg, where 
Reform’s Robert Jenrick was interviewed about it, and the BBC produced a dedicated Newscast 
episode, Who is the Fraudster Who Paid for Farage’s Security?32 

 

   

Figure 3 (left to right): (a) The Guardian, Today in Focus, “Farage under pressure over gifts from 
convicted fraudster”, podcast, 6 July 2026; (b) BBC, Newscast, “Who Is The Fraudster Who Paid 
For Farage’s Security?”, podcast, 5 July 2026. 

 
32 BBC News, Jenrick says Farage broke no rules over ally benefits claim, July 2026; BBC News, Who is the 
fraudster who paid for Farage’s security?, July 2026 

https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/live/cqx1l1y3z2yt
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TpkCgFpmK2o
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TpkCgFpmK2o
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Within a day, the original news story made its way into international news, with Al Jazeera 
publishing a story: Reform UK’s Farage failed to disclose funds from convicted criminal: Report.33 
Over the following week, national British news publishers published original follow-up reporting, 
such as The Guardian’s reporting on Cottrell’s wider relationship with Reform and Farage.34 
Parallel to continued reporting on publishers’ websites, in print, and on podcast platforms, clips 
from broadcast footage were widely circulated on social media platforms and VSPs. 

The story also appeared in AI assistants and Google’s AI Overviews, although with mixed levels of 
attribution and referral back to the original Times piece. When the prompt ‘Explain the George 
Cottrell story released by the Times’ is given, ChatGPT provides links to The Times’s The criminal 
behind Farage podcast, one of The Times’s follow-up reports, and a Guardian follow-up report. 
Google Gemini links only to the Guardian story and George Cottrell’s Wikipedia page, not to the 
original story.  

   

 

Figure 4 (left to right): (a) and (b) ChatGPT (chatgpt.com) responses to the prompt “Explain the 
George Cottrell story released by the Times”, with sources panel, accessed July 2026; (c) Google 
Gemini response to the same prompt, accessed July 2026. 

Tracing the distribution of one national story demonstrates the multifaceted and heterogeneous 
landscape of news media. In this case, the original story was picked up by PSBs; giving 
prominence to PSBs only – either on social media or VSPs – would therefore undermine the 
incentive to produce that detailed and resource-intensive original investigative journalism. 

 
33 Al Jazeera, Reform UK’s Farage failed to disclose funds from convicted criminal: Report, July 2026 
34 The Guardian, Reform UK, Nigel Farage and George Cottrell: the wider relationship, July 2026 

https://www.aljazeera.com/news/2026/7/5/reform-uks-farage-failed-to-disclose-funds-from-convicted-criminal-report
https://www.theguardian.com/politics/2026/jul/06/reform-uk-nigel-farage-george-cottrell
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Clips of broadcast interviews stemming from the original reporting then become widely shared 
on social media and VSPs, and become a story in themselves. And the original publisher content 
– and follow up coverage from other news outlets – is surfaced on different platforms, each 
subject to a different commercial arrangement (or none at all). 

3.2.2 Example B – The Courier: Sandie Peggie / NHS Fife tribunal (2025–26) 

This example shows how local news reporting can set the agenda for national press titles and 
PSBs. Local news is a critical part of the information ecosystem: as discussed below, a 
prominence regime cannot proceed unless the Government can guarantee that local reporting 
will not be placed at a structural disadvantage against PSBs and national titles – a guarantee that 
matters all the more as the devolution agenda proceeds. Preserving the incentive for publishers 
to produce original journalism, at national and local level, should be central to any Government 
intervention. 

The Courier, a local news title, began reporting on the employment tribunal brought by Sandie 
Peggie, a nurse, against NHS Fife and Dr Beth Upton, which opened on 3 February 2025 in 
Dundee. The case concerned a complaint by Sandie Peggie about sharing a changing room with 
a transgender colleague, and NHS Fife’s subsequent handling of that complaint. The tribunal was 
unequivocally a matter of public interest: it concerned the conduct of a public health board, the 
application of equality law in the workplace, and the spending of public money on the board’s 
defence. It became one of the most widely reported employment cases in recent memory – and 
it was a local title that led the reporting. 

Through its original journalism, The Courier actively shaped the national conversation on the 
story, and the course of the tribunal itself. The paper secured the first sit-down interview with 
Sandie Peggie herself.35 It also fact-checked the judgment after the ruling was found to contain a 
false quote attributed to a major gender campaigner’s separate 2021 tribunal, leading to the 
judgment being amended.36 

The Courier consistently pushed its reporting through multiple channels – through live blogs, 
online publication and social media.37 

 
35 The Courier, Sandie Peggie on tribunal, NHS Fife chiefs and racist messages, April 2026 
36 The Courier, Sandie Peggie NHS Fife judgment amended over ‘bogus quote’, December 2025 
37 The Courier, Sandie Peggie tribunal: Live Blog, July 2025; Facebook, The Courier UK, NHS Fife urge 
tribunal to throw out Sandie Peggie’s trans row claim, September 2025 

https://www.thecourier.co.uk/fp/politics/5476837/sandie-peggie-nhs-fife-tribunal-questions-racist-messages/
https://www.thecourier.co.uk/fp/news/5391599/sandie-peggie-nhs-fife-bogus-quote-judgment/
https://www.thecourier.co.uk/fp/politics/5290564/sandie-peggie-live-blog-fife-trans-tribunal/?utm_content=409767148&utm_medium=social&utm_source=facebook&hss_channel=fbp-325681791214
https://www.facebook.com/thecourieruk/posts/kirkcaldy-nurse-sandie-peggie-crossed-the-line-in-her-treatment-of-ae-medic-dr-b/1368799178588757/
https://www.facebook.com/thecourieruk/posts/kirkcaldy-nurse-sandie-peggie-crossed-the-line-in-her-treatment-of-ae-medic-dr-b/1368799178588757/
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Figure 5: The Courier (@thecourieruk), post on X linking to its live tribunal coverage, 16 July 2025. 

The Courier’s reporting on the story was picked up by broadcasters and national press titles. On 
11 December 2025 The Courier published an exclusive establishing that the 300-page judgment 
handed down by Employment Judge Sandy Kemp contained a quotation attributed to the 2021 
Forstater v CDG Europe ruling which did not exist in that judgment. The story was built on original 
reporting: Maya Forstater, chief executive of Sex Matters, told The Courier’s reporters that the 
words were simply not in her own judgment, which she knew well.38 

The consequences were immediate. Judge Kemp acknowledged the error and the judgment was 
amended within around two hours of The Courier publishing.39 Press Association wire copy 
carried the story to dozens of regional and national titles the same day, expressly attributing the 
disclosure to The Courier.40 The BBC subsequently covered corrections to the ruling, and Sky 
News covered news of Peggie’s appeal following the reporting on the ‘made up’ quote in the 
judgment.41 

The significance is that a regional title with a print circulation of around 13,000 forced a correction 
to a judgment in one of the most closely watched employment cases in the UK, prompted 
questions at Holyrood about the possible use of generative AI in judicial drafting, and was a key 
element of the national news agenda. It became one of the most widely reported stories of 2025, 
leading to The Courier being named Scottish Newsbrand of the Year at the 47th Scottish Press 
Awards.42 

 
38 The Courier, Sandie Peggie NHS Fife tribunal judgment amended to remove bogus quote, December 
2025 
39 ibid 
40 Press Association copy, published by Hackney Gazette, Amended version of Sandie Peggie tribunal 
decision to be released, December 2025 
41 BBC News, Sandie Peggie tribunal judge issues 11 more ruling corrections, December 2025; Sky News, 
Nurse Sandie Peggie to appeal trans doctor row judgment following ‘completely made up’ quote claim, 
December 2025 
42 The Courier, Scottish Press Awards: Courier crowned Newsbrand of the Year, May 2026 

https://www.thecourier.co.uk/fp/news/5391599/sandie-peggie-nhs-fife-bogus-quote-judgment/
https://www.hackneygazette.co.uk/news/national/25690408.amended-version-sandie-peggie-tribunal-decision-released/
https://www.hackneygazette.co.uk/news/national/25690408.amended-version-sandie-peggie-tribunal-decision-released/
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/articles/cg7vk9nzjk5o
https://news.sky.com/story/sandie-peggie-tribunal-judgment-amended-amid-completely-made-up-quote-row-13482047
https://www.thecourier.co.uk/fp/news/5496711/courier-scottish-press-awards-newsbrand/
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Figure 6 (left to right): (a) ITV News, “NHS nurse cleared of bullying over changing-room complaint 
involving transgender doctor”, video on Facebook, 8 December 2025; (b) BBC Scotcast, “What 
the Sandie Peggie ruling means”, podcast, 9 December 2025; (c) BBC Scotcast, “Sandie Peggie 
tribunal: what’s going on?”, podcast, 2025. 

4. Why prominence is the wrong instrument 

The NMA supports the objective of users seeing more high-quality, trusted journalism and 
improving media sustainability. But we question whether a prominence regime:  

1. can workably define which publishers, and which content, should qualify;  

2. is compatible with the freedom of the press;  

3. is technically feasible and capable of being audited; and 

4. would benefit, rather than harm, the news market and the UK’s information ecosystem.  

The regime as described in the Green Paper raises concerns which are potentially 
insurmountable and which – if left unaddressed – would undermine the sustainability of the 
commercial news media sector, press freedom and public trust in news. The point we press 
throughout is that the Government cannot currently set out how or whether this policy would help 
news publishers or users. That must be set out and evidenced much more clearly before any 
legislation is brought forward. 

4.1 The definitional trap – there is no workable way to decide which publishers, or which 
content, qualify for prominence 

4.1.1 Selecting eligible publishers – prominence will either distort the market or be 
meaningless 

A news prominence regime must answer the question of what content qualifies, and there is no 
good answer.  

A narrow definition – for example, PSBs and a minority of press titles – would ensure that 
prominence would be more likely to be effective in terms of materially increasing the number of 
users viewing eligible titles’ content. Yet it would unfairly exclude many publishers producing 
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public-interest content, handing a structural advantage to those inside the category. As set out 
below, it would also edge towards press regulation, and disincentivise the creation of original 
journalism. Users would find it harder to access journalism from excluded titles, while those titles 
would lose the traffic and revenue that fund their journalism. Ultimately, this would reduce the 
amount of quality journalism available to the public, weakening the UK’s information ecosystem. 
This impact would not just be through a reduction in press stories, but it would also impact the 
PSBs that lead their bulletins with press stories. 

By contrast, a broad definition would potentially mitigate impacts on press freedom and reduce 
the chance of market distortion, but it would be less likely to materially increase the number of 
users viewing eligible titles’ content. In short: if everyone is prominent, then effectively no one is 
prominent. As set out below, the only acceptable definition of a ‘trustworthy’ news provider is one 
already agreed by Government and industry and on the statute book: the Recognised News 
Publisher definition in Section 56 of the OSA 2023.43 Any additional layer of criteria would be 
unacceptable, for reasons set out below regarding press freedom.  

The NMA’s members alone publish around 900 titles, all of which would be eligible from the 
outset under the Recognised News Publisher definition, so the total number of eligible outlets 
would comfortably exceed a thousand. And even the Recognised News Publisher definition 
would very likely exclude magazines and more niche news outlets which – while not meeting it – 
still produce significant public interest journalism, so there would still be a risk of market 
distortion. 

There does not appear to be a sweet spot. This is precisely the risk the Green Paper identifies in 
warning against being ‘so prescriptive that we risk exacerbating the commercial challenges faced 
by many news publishers online or impacting plurality of news’; the definitional trap makes that 
risk very difficult to avoid. We put the question directly: where, between a narrow pool that 
distorts the market and a pool of more than a thousand titles that renders prominence 
meaningless, does a workable definition lie? 

4.1.2 Promoting only hard news will damage publisher sustainability, and reduce 
investment in hard news 

A regime that made a publisher’s hard news prominent while effectively de-ranking its other 
coverage – its sport, culture and lifestyle, etc. – would have a devastating effect on the 
commercial model that funds hard news in the first place. Publishers rely on revenue from 
popular soft content to fund the expensive, long-term investigations which may have the most 
substantial public interest impact, but may not be as widely read. A prominence regime could, 
therefore, result in less of the journalism that the Government wishes to surface being produced 
in the first place.  

A distinction between hard and soft news does not reflect how press publishers’ content is 
produced. All NMA members’ journalism is produced to the same editorial standard: a sports 
writer, an arts critic or a lifestyle reporter on a national or local title is subject to the same Editors’ 
Code, the same legal review and the same complaints process as a reporter on the news desk. 
The position is different for PSBs, whose output includes large volumes of entertainment made 

 
43 Legislation.gov.uk, Online Safety Act 2023, Section 56, 2023 

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2023/50/section/56
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by people who are not journalists and are not held to journalistic standards: the producers of Love 
Island are not bound by the code that binds ITV News.  

Nor should comment or opinion pieces be relegated versus hard news. Comment pieces are 
where much of the public debate the Green Paper wants to foster actually takes place, and they 
are edited and fact-checked to the same standard as news reporting. A regime confined to 
‘straight’ news would need to answer an awkward question: should an opinion piece written by 
the Prime Minister for a national newspaper be demoted in users’ feeds because it is not a news 
report? If the answer is yes, the regime suppresses exactly the material that informs democratic 
debate; if the answer is no, the line between ‘news’ and ‘not news’ collapses and platforms are 
left to draw it for themselves. 

4.1.3 Further problems in determining which outlets or content should be prominent 

Rewarding original journalism versus surfacing the most up-to-date journalism 

There is a tension between rewarding original journalism and serving users with the most up-to-
date account of a story. One title may spend months on the investigation that breaks a story; 
within hours, another title – or a PSB – may add a new line to it. Which should be prominent?  

A regime that favours the most recent content will, over time, reward the follow-up over the 
investigation, and with it erode the very incentive to invest in original reporting that the 
Government says it wishes to protect. And rewarding original reporting – whilst the best thing to 
do to incentivise the creation of public interest journalism – would risk leaving users reading old 
news if a story is swiftly developing.  

How to treat high-quality but paywalled journalism 

How would paywalled content be treated? The Green Paper does not say. Several of the UK’s 
trusted news brands – the Financial Times, The Times and The Telegraph among them – operate 
subscription models. If platforms were to de-rank paywalled content in a prominence regime on 
the grounds that users cannot read it in full, the effect would be to penalise the publishers seeking 
to monetise their content sustainably – including when they break a story – and to channel 
prominence towards free-to-access content. 

In practice, that would often mean channelling prominence towards the BBC. A regime which by 
default entrenched the position of a publicly funded broadcaster against commercial titles that 
have invested in sustainable subscription models would run directly counter to the Green Paper’s 
stated aim of a sustainable, plural news sector. 

4.2 The regime will undermine press freedom 

4.2.1 The problem with defining ‘trustworthy’ and ‘relevant’ news 

A judgement on what content is ‘trustworthy’ is not merely dangerous; it is unnecessary to the 
thing the Government is actually trying to achieve.  

Does ‘trustworthy’ mean ‘deserving of trust’? If so, that is a merit judgement about journalistic 
output that the state cannot make without appointing itself, or a regulator, as an arbiter of reliable 
news. 
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Or does it mean ‘actually trusted’? That is in principle measurable, but measured trust in news 
tracks the audience’s own beliefs and alignment far more than it tracks editorial process or the 
quality of newsgathering. What one reader regards as authoritative and impartial, another regards 
as establishment messaging; and the rising tide of mis- and disinformation shows that many 
readers will trust inaccurate information more than a professionally edited news outlet if it tells 
them what they already believe.  

On either reading, therefore, any official definition of ‘trustworthy’ will encode a cultural and 
political judgement – set by one government, inherited by the next – and that is a judgement that 
should never determine a publisher’s visibility online.  

In contrast, the Recognised News Publisher definition in the OSA rests on structural and 
organisational criteria that describe how a publisher operates.  

Even if one accepted trustworthiness as a proper criterion, none of the potential factors offered 
by the Government in the Green Paper – beyond falling within the Recognised News Publisher 
definition – can establish trustworthiness: 

• Greater transparency – transparency is not in itself any guarantee of trustworthiness. 
News publishers are frequently and rightly bound to withhold information from the public: 
to protect sources, to protect the vulnerable, to comply with data protection, and for 
many other reasons. A transparency expectation may also cut across legitimate 
competition between newsrooms, where sourcing and story development are 
commercially sensitive. What, precisely, would publishers be expected to disclose, and 
to whom? The Green Paper leaves this unclear. 

• Effective complaints processes – effective complaints processes matter in 
incentivising best practice, and the UK news industry already provides them through 
IPSO. But their existence is not itself an indicator or guarantee of trustworthiness. 

• More stringent standards in AI content use – it is again unclear what this requires. What 
is clear is that the editorial processes and legal responsibility that news publishers 
already carry for their journalism make separate regulation of newsrooms’ AI use 
unnecessary. 

• Promoting media literacy – the link between an organisation running media literacy 
initiatives and its journalism being trustworthy is unclear. We would want to understand 
how the Government could justify making a publisher ineligible for prominence purely 
because it lacks the resources to support the media literacy activity the Government 
favours. 

• Adherence to evolving best practice – it is unclear what this means, and it is perhaps 
the most concerning of the five. It implies that eligibility for a prominence regime would 
depend on compliance with standards that shift over time at the Government’s direction, 
with de-ranking the penalty for non-compliance. That would allow any government, with 
any motivation, to impose new requirements on the press in the name of ‘evolving best 
practice’ – potentially without the checks and balances the Green Paper itself 
acknowledges would be necessary to determine a trustworthy news provider. 
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The regime also requires someone to decide what news is ‘relevant’. Who would make that 
judgement, and against what criteria? If it is the Government or a regulator that sets out which 
topics or categories of content are relevant enough to warrant prominence, the state acquires a 
significant editorial role in determining which journalism the public sees – as dangerous for press 
freedom, and opening as much scope for state influence over the press, as the power to decide 
which publishers are ‘trustworthy’. 

4.2.2 Prominence risks press regulation by the back door 

The stated purpose of the prominence regime is the promotion of trustworthy news as a means 
of countering the mis- and disinformation, not regulating the press. So it would be entirely 
inappropriate for a prominence regime to be captured by those pursuing the separate and 
unrelated policy aim of compelling publishers to join a Press Recognition Panel (“PRP”) approved 
regulator (something the PRP itself is advocating for).44 We urge the Government to state, 
unambiguously, that eligibility for prominence will not be tied – directly or indirectly, now or in the 
future – to membership of a PRP-approved regulator. 

For a publisher, losing visibility in social media feeds because it declines to submit to state-
backed regulation, and gaining visibility if it agrees to do so, would operate as precisely the same 
carrot-and-stick as Section 40 of the Crime and Courts Act 2013. Section 40 was never brought 
into force, but had it been, it would have required a publisher that declined to join an approved 
regulator to pay both sides’ costs in relevant litigation even where it won – a penalty designed to 
make non-membership financially unsustainable.45 

We note that, in opposition, Labour supported retaining the incentive to join an approved 
regulator but nonetheless supported the repeal of the ‘stick’ – the punitive costs sanction that 
gave the incentive its coercive force.46 Prominence cannot supply an incentive without also 
supplying the corresponding threat. Ranking is zero-sum: to promote some publishers is 
necessarily to demote others. A prominence advantage for those inside an approved regulator is, 
by the same operation, a prominence penalty – a de-ranking – for those outside it. The ‘stick’ 
Parliament removed in 2024 would be reconstructed. 

We are also clear that, even if prominence was not made conditional on membership of a PRP-
approved regulator, requiring publishers to meet any conditions beyond those in the Recognised 
News Publisher definition would represent unacceptable regulation of the press by the state.  

A co-regulatory approach 

Those who introduce controls on press content invariably assume that they will be exercised 
wisely, and rarely consider how the same powers might be used by others in the future. We do not 
believe this is a policy problem that a better-designed governance structure can engineer away. 

 
44 Press Recognition Panel, Press Recognition Panel response to the Government’s Media Green Paper 
consultation, July 2026 
45 News Media Association, Media Bill: Time to Repeal Section 40 of the Crime and Courts Act 2013 
House of Lords 2nd Reading, 28th February 2024, February 2024 
46 Hansard, Thangam Debbonaire, Media Bill Report Stage and Third Reading, January 2024 

https://www.pressrecognitionpanel.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2026/07/Media-Green-Paper-PRP-consultation-response-FINAL.pdf
https://www.pressrecognitionpanel.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2026/07/Media-Green-Paper-PRP-consultation-response-FINAL.pdf
https://newsmediauk.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/02/2024.02.11-NMA-HoL-Media-Bill-2nd-Reading-Repeal-of-Section-40.pdf
https://newsmediauk.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/02/2024.02.11-NMA-HoL-Media-Bill-2nd-Reading-Repeal-of-Section-40.pdf
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2024-01-30/debates/60B0BCEC-E10B-4768-83E8-E930CB15739B/MediaBill#contribution-F31CD77E-4A31-4B42-95A6-A450B09BE254
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It is inherent in the exercise of creating a state-mandated regime to promote a certain category of 
news. 

We note that Demos has suggested that the difficulty of defining eligible news could be resolved 
by a co-regulatory system, under which a multi-stakeholder body would develop and maintain 
the definition of the news that qualifies for prominence.47 We do not accept that this design 
resolves the concern that press freedom could be negatively impacted by the regime. Removing 
the definition from direct Government control does not remove the risk of capture; it relocates it. 

The question that any such body must answer is who decides what counts as ‘trustworthy’ – or, 
in the formulation Demos prefers, what serves the ‘public interest’.48 Demos itself acknowledges 
that such a body must be subject to sufficient accountability, and notes the Advertising 
Standards Authority’s regulation of broadcast advertising through BCAP as an example of the co-
regulatory model.49 

Yet whilst BCAP writes and maintains the UK Code of Broadcast Advertising, Ofcom retains sign-
off on major changes, and while the ASA applies the Code it may refer broadcasters to Ofcom for 
further action.50 The statutory regulator sits behind the arrangement and is ultimately responsible 
for it. Replicating that structure for a prominence regime would place Ofcom, and through it the 
government of the day, behind the determination of which journalism is worthy of promotion – the 
very outcome co-regulation is said to avoid. Whilst this is acceptable for the regulation of 
advertising, it is not acceptable for a regulatory model which determines what news people see, 
and could have such severe consequences for press freedom. 

4.3 Feasibility 

4.3.1 Local and regional news cannot feasibly be made prominent 

The proposed regime risks diminishing the sustainability of the local media on which effective 
local scrutiny depends. The Green Paper does not explore how a prominence regime would work 
for local and regional news providers, despite a guiding principle being that the regime would be 
‘comprehensive and relevant [...] including at the local level’.  

We question whether it is possible to target local news accurately. Genuine local granularity 
would in practice require consent-gated, precise location data. Users are able to switch off 
geolocation data at both the device and app level, meaning that those who refuse consent could 
not be served local news.51 Other signals – likes, interactions with particular content and so on – 
could in principle fill the gap, but it is questionable whether that degree of intrusion is warranted, 
or whether it would be practically feasible for platforms to achieve the granularity required to 
serve the right local titles to the right audiences.  

IP addresses cannot be relied upon because they are very imprecise, reflecting the location of a 
network node – e.g. an ISP routing hub – not the location of the actual user. MaxMind – which 

 
47 Demos, Fairer Feeds: Public interest news, prominence rules, and the future of discoverability on 
platforms, June 2026 
48 ibid 
49 Demos, Fairer Feeds: Demos response to the DCMS Green Paper, August 2026 
50 ASA, Self-regulation and co-regulation, August 2026 
51 Facebook Help Centre, How Facebook’s location settings work, accessed August 2026 

https://demos.co.uk/research/fairer-feeds-public-interest-news-prominence-rules-and-the-future-of-discoverability-on-platforms/
https://demos.co.uk/research/fairer-feeds-public-interest-news-prominence-rules-and-the-future-of-discoverability-on-platforms/
https://demos.co.uk/research/fairer-feeds-demos-response-to-the-dcms-green-paper/
https://www.asa.org.uk/about-asa-and-cap/about-regulation/self-regulation-and-co-regulation.html
https://www.facebook.com/help/android-app/278928889350358?locale=en_GB
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provides location data for IP addresses – states that an IP address is only between 20% and 75% 
accurate for cities, and then only within a 50km radius. A 50km radius is not ‘local’ in any 
meaningful sense in the UK, spanning multiple local titles’ patches.52  

Nor can ISP data be relied upon, because traffic from multiple people is routed through a single 
data centre, making every user on that network appear to reside where the data centre is located. 
This has a particular effect on mobile phones – a study has found that mobile phone user ISP data 
located people an average of 197km to 207km away from where they are.53 

If local titles could accurately be made prominent, the regime would risk pitting local titles 
against one another. Local titles have overlapping coverage areas – a city daily, a county weekly 
and a hyperlocal title all serving the same postcode. The overlapping nature of the around 800 
local titles represented by the NMA alone would create thousands of geographic areas with 
different mixes of local titles. How would platforms operate thousands of different micro-
prominence regimes? The Green Paper does not contemplate the question. 

Perhaps most concerningly, it would not be practicable for a regulator to check social media 
firms’ compliance across thousands of different geographic areas. Even if eligible, local outlets 
could therefore be severely disadvantaged by a prominence regime with no means of detecting 
or rectifying non-compliance.  

So, while the Green Paper notes that ‘the right balance will need to be found between the 
prominence of national news media organisations and local providers’, we would urge the 
Government to take the time to consider whether it is feasible for local news to be made 
prominent at all.  

The Government must demonstrate that local content can be served to local readers without 
intrusive tracking, in a way that a regulator can audit, and without disadvantaging local outlets (in 
relation to PSBs and national titles) or pitting local titles against each other before any legislation 
is brought forward. If this is not possible, the policy should be abandoned.  

4.3.2 The absence of a clear picture of what ‘good’ prominence would look like 

The Government should answer a simple question before going further: what is this regime 
designed to achieve, and how can results be judged? A regime with no definition of success and 
no means of independent audit cannot succeed. The Green Paper offers no picture of what 
prominence would look like on any platform, and no statement of what success would look like 
or how it would be measured. 

Public reaction and trust 

There is no guarantee that prominence of news would in fact lead to improved outcomes for 
citizens.  

 
52 MaxMind, Geolocation accuracy, accessed August 2026; MaxMind, IP geolocation accuracy, accessed 
August 2026 
53 Syed et al, Lost in the Prefix: Revisiting IP Geolocation Accuracy Across Networks and Geographies, May 
2026 

https://support.maxmind.com/knowledge-base/articles/maxmind-geolocation-accuracy
https://www.maxmind.com/en/geoip/ip-geolocation-accuracy
https://arxiv.org/html/2605.21937v1
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In fact, there is a real risk that prominence alienates people from news rather than drawing them 
to it: a user who has chosen to follow friends, sport and entertainment, and who finds hard news 
pushed into that feed, is as likely to resent the intrusion – and to associate news with it – as to 
engage. Users of highly curated feeds have shaped them closely around their own interests, and 
can be correspondingly sensitive to content they find jarring. They may well mute or block 
sources repeatedly surfaced to them but which they do not wish to see, and it is unlikely that any 
form of regulation could override that. 

The perverse consequence is that a regime designed to increase the trusted news people see 
could reduce it: a user who blocks the publishers surfaced to them will thereafter see less of their 
journalism than before the regime existed – not merely in prominent positions, but at all. 

The very existence of a prominence regime may also make people suspicious about the news 
they see on social media, even if a particular article was not surfaced by the regime.  

Auditing and enforcement 

A regulatory regime’s credibility depends on the practical ability to enforce the rules and 
understand if platforms have adhered to the regime. Auditing prominence on social media is 
significantly different from its equivalent on TV sets, and the Green Paper offers no picture of 
where prominent news would actually sit. 

Prominence on TV sets operates within a fixed environment. There is a neutral menu, predictable 
ordering and a clear ‘shop-window’ that allows consumers to make decisions about what content 
they want to engage with and from which brand. Users give affirmative decisions to engage with 
content. A static environment like this makes auditing easy – a regulator can simply look at where 
a given service sits in the Electronic Programme Guide (“EPG”) at any time and compare that 
against the specific applicable rules. 

Social media and VSPs are disaggregated, algorithmically personalised streams where news 
content sits alongside creators, advertising, personal updates, and entertainment. All of this 
content is interwoven with a ranking system that is opaque and unique to each user and 
constantly changing so that no one feed is the same day to day. How is a regulator to verify 
compliance in that environment? Prominence is not meaningfully auditable, and regulators 
would inevitably be forced to rely on platform self-assessment.  

Any metric must apply across tens of millions of personalised feeds, and the most readily 
available metrics are the least meaningful. A volume-based test – a proportion of items in a feed, 
or a requirement that users encounter a set percentage more news – could be satisfied in 
aggregate by super-serving a minority who already consume news heavily, leaving those the 
Government most wishes to reach no better informed. A percentage target increase for news 
across all user feeds would not measure the thing the Government actually wants: that users 
encounter more news items is no guarantee the news is engaged with. 

Interaction between the social media and VSP regime 

The Government has not set out how the two regimes it proposes – news prominence on social 
media, and PSB prominence on VSPs (which we discuss in detail below) – would interact. The 
distinction between a social media service and a VSP is not a clean one. Would a YouTube feed 
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be subject to a news prominence duty, a PSB prominence duty, or both? If both, would PSB news 
content count towards compliance with each, giving it a double advantage? Would a news 
publisher’s video on YouTube be ‘news’ for the purposes of one regime and ineligible non-PSB 
content for the purposes of the other? The Green Paper does not say, and until it does the 
combined effect of the two regimes on publishers cannot be assessed. 

Gaming by platforms 

It may not be possible to develop a regime that both: (a) prevents ‘gaming’ or avoidance of the 
rules by platforms; and (b) allows sufficient agency to platforms to implement the requirements 
in a way that makes sense for their specific social media platform. 

If the regime is more prescriptive – specifying what must be shown, where, and how often – it 
cannot work across the very different services the Government is targeting, from a chronological 
feed to an algorithmic short-video network, and it will be out of date the moment those services 
change. If it is more discretionary – an outcomes-based duty which leaves the means to the 
platform – then platforms will comply in the way that costs them least, which will not be the way 
that serves news publishers or the public. 

A discretionary regime leaves scope for news to be made prominent in a feature or surface that 
most users ignore – ring-fenced online spaces such as separate sidebars or tabs, or dedicated 
areas of a website/app – while its prominence on the main feed is reduced further.  

A mandate forcing prominence for hard news alone could also lead platforms to actively 
suppress publishers’ softer content to limit their regulatory exposure, compounding the 
sustainability harm set out at Section 4.1.2. 

4.4 Prominence will harm the news media sector, and be ineffective in achieving its aims 

4.4.1 Structural advantage for public service broadcasters 

Even if a broad range of news titles are eligible in a prominence regime, platforms will have an 
incentive to comply in a manner that has profoundly negative consequences for the news media 
sector, reducing investment in high quality original journalism. 

From the perspective of the platforms, the easiest route to signal compliance will be to promote 
content from PSBs. It is also likely that, in practice, some eligible publishers would be excluded 
altogether. The effect is a transfer of visibility – and with it traffic and revenue – from commercial 
publishers to broadcasters already in receipt of public funding and other regulatory advantages.  

In this scenario, content from news media is put at a disadvantage even if the commercial sector 
is the first to ‘break’ a story. This would likely lead to newsrooms being disincentivised to produce 
public interest journalism that, while it has high societal value, may not produce sufficient 
commercial returns because PSBs would receive the benefits of prominence. 

4.4.2 Prominence will likely not deliver benefits to news publishers 

The PSB prominence model on TV EPGs works because prominence brings extra viewers and 
extra viewers enable commercial broadcasters to charge more for advertising. No carriage fee is 
required because there is a fair value exchange – the PSB compact.  
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The same logic will not work for prominence on social media. Greater visibility is by no means 
certain to lead to materially more news readers and greater revenue. It is likely – as set out above 
– that many citizens will ignore or even block news sources surfaced in their feeds. Even if they 
are interested, many users will simply read the headline and/or summary within the social media 
platform’s ecosystem, and not click through to the article.54 In these scenarios, any value created 
is retained by the platform. And, even when a user does click through, the nature of the digital 
advertising market – dominated by Google – means that publishers will not receive significant 
value.  

4.4.3 Interaction with commercial agreements and the DMCCA 

Prominence risks cutting across remedies to support the information environment that 
Parliament has already provided. The DMCCA allows the CMA to impose Conduct Requirements 
on firms designated with SMS, including a requirement to trade on fair and reasonable terms – 
including negotiating fair payment terms.55 

These provisions were designed with the relationship between platforms and news publishers 
specifically in mind: in their November 2021 advice to DCMS, the CMA and Ofcom concluded 
that platforms with significant bargaining power – Google and Meta – should be required to agree 
fair payment terms for the news content they use.56 

Five years on, no such requirement has been imposed on Meta (which has not even been 
designated with SMS) and it is needed as urgently as it was then: Meta has since withdrawn from 
every commercial arrangement it had with UK publishers. Yet if a prominence regime were in 
place and a platform such as Meta, YouTube, or TikTok were designated with SMS and made 
subject to a fair and reasonable terms requirement, it could plausibly argue – on freedom-of-
contract grounds – that it should not have to negotiate for content it is legally required to carry. A 
‘fair and reasonable’ requirement presupposes bargaining taking place, and a must-carry 
obligation removes the platform’s choice about whether to carry the content at all. If platforms 
are required by law to carry news, on what basis would the CMA then require them to pay fairly 
for it?  

More broadly, by replicating the logic of the PSB compact, there is a real danger that prominence 
would come to be seen as the only value publishers should receive, undercutting commercial 
deal-making. The potential value of direct commercial deals which actually reflect the value that 
news content brings to platforms is likely far greater than the value of any increased revenue 
emanating from a prominence regime. 

The need for consistency in good regulation demands that new rules should be joined up with the 
rest of the statute book rather than pulling against it. DCMS should urgently engage with the CMA 
to understand the potential impact of a prominence regime on a requirement on a social media 
platform to agree fair and reasonable payment terms with news publishers – the remedy we set 
out at Section 6.1. 

 
54 Nature Human Behaviour, Sharing without clicking on news in social media, November 2024 
55 CMA, How the UK’s digital markets competition regime works, January 2025 
56 CMA, Ofcom, Advice to DCMS on how a code of conduct could apply to platforms and content 
providers, May 2022 

https://www.nature.com/articles/s41562-024-02067-4
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/how-the-uks-digital-markets-competition-regime-works
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/advice-to-dcms-on-how-a-code-of-conduct-could-apply-to-platforms-and-content-providers
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/advice-to-dcms-on-how-a-code-of-conduct-could-apply-to-platforms-and-content-providers
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5. Establish the evidence, and review the regulatory landscape and potential policy options, 
before legislating 

DCMS should take the opportunity that the machinery of government changes were intended to 
create: to address issues shaping the UK’s information environment in the round.57 That 
consolidation is itself an acknowledgement that these questions cannot sensibly be separated; 
whether trusted news reaches audiences online is determined not by any single factor or policy. 
Many of the levers most relevant to the Government’s objective have already been provided by 
Parliament or are presently in development.  

We recommend that DCMS complete a joined-up review – mapping the combined effect of the 
DMCCA regime, the OSA, the Media Act, emerging AI policy, and other existing or potential policy 
areas impacting the information environment online – before any White Paper is brought forward. 
If there are any gaps identified, the Government should consider the many alternatives to a 
prominence regime before proceeding with it. 

6. Faster, more effective and less intrusive routes to the Government’s aim 

The review we recommend would surface a number of routes to the Government’s objective that 
are faster, more effective and less intrusive than a prominence regime – several of them already 
provided by Parliament. We set them out below, beginning with the powers the CMA already holds 
under the DMCCA, which in our view is the single most effective route to delivering that. 

6.1 The DMCCA: the fastest and most effective route to achieve the Government’s aim, 
without the unintended consequences of a prominence regime 

If the Government wants people to see more trusted news and support a healthier information 
ecosystem, supporting the CMA to use the Digital Markets Competition Regime (created by the 
DMCCA) is the quickest and most effective route. The Government could maximise the CMA’s 
effectiveness by issuing a new Strategic Steer, directing the regulator to use its powers robustly, 
including to improve the UK’s information environment. 

The DMCCA gave the CMA a dedicated Digital Markets Unit with powers to impose Conduct 
Requirements on firms designated with SMS.58 These powers allow targeted, platform-by-
platform interventions, designed and enforced by a regulator with the technical capacity to do so, 
and without the need for primary legislation. A statutory prominence regime, by contrast, would 
have to be built from scratch. 

A key aim of the DMCCA was to improve the relationship between platforms and publishers, with 
recommendations in the Cairncross Review in 2019, and the CMA and Ofcom’s Advice to DCMS 
in 2021 setting out how the (then forthcoming) regime could be leveraged to improve publisher 
sustainability and outcomes for platform users accessing news.59 

So far, however, the regime’s pace and impact have fallen well short of what Parliament intended. 
The previous administration prioritised inward investment from US tech firms over fairer, more 

 
57 Cabinet Office, Machinery of Government changes: Fact Sheet, July 2026 
58 CMA, How the UK’s digital markets competition regime works, January 2025 
59 DCMS, The Cairncross Review: a sustainable future for journalism, February 2019; CMA, Ofcom, Advice 
to DCMS on how a code of conduct could apply to platforms and content providers, May 2022 

https://www.gov.uk/government/news/machinery-of-government-changes-fact-sheet
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/how-the-uks-digital-markets-competition-regime-works
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-cairncross-review-a-sustainable-future-for-journalism
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/advice-to-dcms-on-how-a-code-of-conduct-could-apply-to-platforms-and-content-providers
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/advice-to-dcms-on-how-a-code-of-conduct-could-apply-to-platforms-and-content-providers
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competitive digital markets – and the productivity and innovation that competition drives. It 
forced the resignation of the CMA’s Chair in January 2025 – widely seen as the most overtly 
political regulatory intervention in recent years – and issued a Strategic Steer in May 2025 
directing the regulator to prioritise ‘pro-investment’ interventions, widely read as an instruction 
to soften enforcement in order to attract Big Tech investment.60 The DMU has since shrunk – its 
headcount falling to around 60 staff, rather than scaling up towards the 200 originally envisaged 
– and the regime has proceeded far more cautiously than the legislation permits.61 

A new administration is a chance to change course. The Government should issue an updated 
Strategic Steer that backs the CMA to use its digital markets powers in full, reaffirms the 
regulator’s independence, and directs it to use the regime to strengthen the UK’s information 
ecosystem.62 

Encouragingly, the CMA has already introduced requirements on Google Search to:63 

• give publishers control over how their content is used in AI answers, in both Search and 
Gemini; 

• tell publishers what content is used to train Gemini and to ground AI Overviews and AI 
Mode; 

• provide transparency metrics for AI features (impressions, clicks and click-through rates); 

• attribute publisher content accurately and fairly in AI answers, so users can reach the 
original source; 

• publish how content is selected for attribution, and how publishers can flag errors; 

• rank content fairly, to give users the ‘most relevant and high-quality results’; 

• be more transparent about ranking algorithms, and give advance warning of changes; and 

• let publishers give feedback on changes that harm them, and request reconsideration of 
manual ranking actions. 

These interventions strengthen publisher sustainability, but they also improve outcomes for 
users. Greater control – and the added leverage it gives publishers in licensing negotiations with 
Google – supports more public-interest journalism over time. Others benefit users directly: 
better, more relevant Search results, and AI answers whose sources can be verified because they 
are accurately attributed. 

The same backing could deliver similar outcomes on YouTube, Meta, TikTok and Instagram, all of 
which have already been designated as ‘gatekeepers’ (equivalent to SMS) under the EU’s 

 
60 Bloomberg, UK Ousts Chair of Antitrust Watchdog to Send Growth Signal, January 2025; IPPR, 
Bottleneck Britain: How digital competition could power UK growth and sovereignty, August 2026 
61 Macfarlanes, Confirmation of CMA permanent Chair highlights the political tightrope it is currently 
walking, March 2026 
62 IPPR, Bottleneck Britain: How digital competition could power UK growth and sovereignty, August 2026 
63 CMA, Google search publisher conduct requirement, June 2026; CMA, Google search fair ranking 
conduct requirement, June 2026 

https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2025-01-21/uk-ousts-chair-of-antitrust-watchdog-to-send-growth-signal
https://www.ippr.org/articles/bottleneck-britain
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https://www.macfarlanes.com/insights/102mo5w/confirmation-of-cma-permanent-chair-highlights-the-political-tightrope-it-is-curr/
https://www.ippr.org/articles/bottleneck-britain
https://www.gov.uk/find-digital-markets-measures/google-search-publisher-conduct-requirement
https://www.gov.uk/find-digital-markets-measures/google-search-fair-ranking-conduct-requirement
https://www.gov.uk/find-digital-markets-measures/google-search-fair-ranking-conduct-requirement
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equivalent regime, the Digital Markets Act.64 All would comfortably meet the threshold for SMS 
designation in the UK. To ensure speed and coherence – whilst also creating efficiencies for the 
regulator – SMS investigations could be opened in parallel (as the CMA has already done for the 
SMS investigations of Google and Apple’s mobile ecosystems).65 Once designated with SMS, 
Conduct Requirement investigations could also be conducted in parallel (as the CMA is currently 
doing for a steering remedy for Google and Apple’s mobile ecosystems).66 

Once designated, the CMA could impose requirements on these platforms similar to those 
placed on Google Search, including providing transparency over ranking algorithms (ensuring 
news publishers can optimise content to make it visible) and providing more user data (allowing 
publishers to better understand audience needs and how best to engage with them on a given 
platform). Measures could also include requiring payment for the value that trusted news brings 
to these platforms, which the CMA is already considering for Google Search.67  

In addition, there could also be Conduct Requirements focused on preserving publisher control 
over how their content and brand is presented to users, so that trusted news media mastheads 
are recognisable to users as a sign of quality. This would allow publishers to make their brand – 
acting as a kitemark of quality journalism – clearly visible to users. Other ways for the CMA to 
encourage a more direct relationship between users and trusted news brands include allowing 
easy routes to subscription or newsletter sign-up within a platform’s ecosystem.   

This regime could also be an appropriate mechanism through which to introduce the user choice 
requirements set out below, giving users greater ability to choose what they see or choose 
between different recommender systems – or even potentially allow users to plug in third-party 
recommender systems. 

This route has decisive advantages over a statutory prominence regime, including: 

• it can be targeted at the way specific platforms operate, therefore being more effective; 

• the regime is future-proofed, so can account for platform developments as well as being 
responsive to the increased use of AI platforms for news;  

• it would achieve results far more quickly than a prominence regime; 

• it raises no press-freedom concerns; 

• it improves the whole UK information ecosystem rather than privileging particular players; 
and 

• it would ensure the introduction of – rather than cut across – a key remedy to improve the 
sustainability of UK journalism: requiring fair and reasonable payment terms from 
dominant tech platforms. 

 

 
64 European Commission, Digital Markets Act: Commission designates six gatekeepers, September 2023 
65 The Guardian, UK competition watchdog to act over Apple and Google’s mobile platforms, July 2025 
66 CMA, CMA consults on new requirements for Apple and Google’s mobile platforms, June 2026 
67 CMA, CMA secures fairer deal for publishers and improves Google search services in UK, June 2026 

https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/news/digital-markets-act-commission-designates-six-gatekeepers
https://www.theguardian.com/business/2025/jul/23/uk-watchdog-to-take-action-over-apple-and-googles-mobile-platforms
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/cma-consults-on-new-requirements-for-apple-and-googles-mobile-platforms
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/cma-secures-fairer-deal-for-publishers-and-improves-google-search-services-in-uk
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6.2 Other more effective and less intrusive remedies to achieve the Government’s aims 

6.2.1 Transparency and user choice tools 

Transparency and user choice remedies should be considered before a prominence regime is 
implemented. These were the first-order remedies Ofcom itself identified in its 2022 media 
plurality work, highlighting them as the less interventionist options before turning to prescriptive 
measures such as prominence.68 The Green Paper departs from that sequencing without 
explanation. 

Transparency should come first because it is the precondition for everything else. Neither 
Government nor Ofcom has a clear, evidenced picture of how platform algorithms weight and 
distribute news. Ofcom was candid on this point in 2022: it attributed the gaps in its own 
assessment to ‘the lack of available data on what online intermediaries are showing to their users 
and how this affects their behaviour’, and found that without greater transparency it could not 
even determine whether there is systematic bias in news recommendations.69 Requiring that 
visibility would generate precisely the insight on which any credible prominence regime would 
have to be built.70  

User choice offers a second, complementary route. Giving users the ability to tailor what they see 
– for instance, to upweight particular outlets or topics in their feeds – would advance the same 
underlying goal of ensuring trusted news reaches audiences, but by empowering the reader 
rather than mandating an outcome from Whitehall. Placing the choice with the individual is both 
more proportionate and considerably more defensible; a regime built on user agency avoids the 
obvious objection that Government is directing what citizens should be shown. 

There is a statutory precedent for this, in a framework Ofcom already oversees. Section 15 of the 
OSA requires Category 1 services to give adult users features increasing their control over the 
categories of legal content defined at Section 16(3) to 16(5).71 Parliament has therefore already 
accepted that users should have regulated tools to shape what appears in their feeds. Those 
duties run in one direction only: they allow a user to see less of what they do not want, e.g. legal 
content that is abusive and targets certain characteristics such as race, religion and sex. 

Extending the same architecture so users may also elect to see more of what they do want – 
including trusted news from publishers of their own choosing – would be a modest development 
of an existing regime. 

The Government’s own Better Regulation Framework requires that intervention be proportionate 
and targeted only at cases in which action is needed, and that a regulatory route be adopted only 
where satisfactory outcomes cannot be achieved by less intrusive means.72 Before a prominence 
duty of this kind is contemplated, these alternatives should be properly explored. 

 
68 Ofcom, Discussion document: Media plurality and online news, November 2022 
69 ibid 
70 ibid 
71 Legislation.gov.uk, Online Safety Act 2023, Section 15, 2023; Legislation.gov.uk, Online Safety Act 2023, 
Section 16, 2023 
72 Department for Business and Trade, Better Regulation Framework Guidance, September 2023 
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https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/67587ba55a2e4d4b993bfa83/better-regulation-framework-guidance-2023.pdf


27 
 

The consultation asks whether users should be able to switch prominence off. The ability to opt 
out is the minimum safeguard separating a regime that helps enable access to trusted news from 
one that dictates its consumption. Prominence will invite distrust in news precisely because it is 
in conflict with the key attribute of the UK press – being free and independent of the state. An off-
switch would not make prominence the right instrument, but its absence would make an already 
flawed one particularly indefensible. 

Yet once the necessity of an off-switch is conceded, the case for prominence itself largely 
dissolves. The Government will have accepted that the individual, not the platform or the state, 
is the right decision-maker. The more coherent design is then to require user choice tools. 

A user-choice model is also the stronger answer on the Green Paper’s own terms of media literacy 
and trust. Media literacy is advanced by giving people an active role in their news diet, not by 
altering it surreptitiously beneath them. A default that quietly reweights a feed does the opposite 
of building literacy: it makes the very influence over news consumption that Ofcom found people 
were unaware of harder still to see.73 Users are also likely to be more receptive to trusted news 
they have proactively chosen than to news pushed at them in a manner they may find jarring or 
paternalistic.  

6.2.2 Weighting engagement signals towards UK audiences 

One option the Government should examine is requiring platforms to weight the engagement 
signals that drive ranking towards UK users, so that what is surfaced to a UK audience is shaped 
principally by UK engagement rather than by foreign activity. Coordinated and state-linked 
influence operations exploit engagement signals, and even authentic engagement from overseas 
audiences can shape what UK users see about UK affairs.74 The domestic information 
environment can therefore be moved by actors with no stake in it at all, or whose objective is to 
sow division and distrust. 

Giving more weight to engagement signals from UK users would strengthen the resilience of the 
UK information ecosystem against foreign interference, a key driver of dis- and misinformation 
that the Green Paper proposals do not address. We flag it here as an example of the kind of 
design-level, content-neutral intervention that would do more to protect the integrity of UK 
information flows than a prominence regime. 

6.2.3 Strengthening the OSA 

Prominence is intended to counter mis- and disinformation, but the Green Paper does not explain 
why the Government has not considered tackling this directly. This omission is notable, because 
the OSA framework already provides an obvious vehicle for doing so. 

As enacted, the OSA addresses mis- and disinformation only through an advisory committee and 
Ofcom’s media literacy duties, neither of which places any obligation on platforms to reduce the 
spread of such content.75 

 
73 Ofcom, Discussion document: Media plurality and online news, November 2022 
74 RUSI, How Did Foreign Actors Exploit the Recent Riots in the UK?, August 2024 
75 Legislation.gov.uk, Online Safety Act 2023, Section 152, 2023; Legislation.gov.uk, Online Safety Act, 
Section 165, 2023 
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Rather than promoting designated publishers, the Science, Innovation and Technology 
Committee proposed content-neutral duties requiring platforms to slow the algorithmic 
amplification of demonstrably misleading content – deprioritising, rather than removing, material 
found to be false – while expressly protecting lawful expression.76 It also recommended that the 
Government commission independent research into how recommender systems operate, on the 
basis that the current lack of algorithmic transparency makes these harms impossible to identify 
or address.77 

For the avoidance of doubt, were the OSA to be amended to create provisions of this kind, the 
existing protections for Recognised News Publisher content must be maintained – and, if 
necessary, expanded – so that such content is neither de-ranked nor removed by any new duty. 

6.3 The urgent need to address AI and news sustainability 

Without remuneration for the use of content in AI training, publishers’ revenues will fall as fewer 
and fewer people access news content directly. Failing to take action in this area would fatally 
undermine any prominence regime, as there will be less and less high-quality news available to 
promote. 

One of the Green Paper’s key objectives for the social media prominence regime is that it be 
‘future-proofed’, able to ‘evolve with technology and AI advancements’. However well the regime 
is optimised for AI developments within social media, it is a glaring omission that a Paper 
intended to ‘set a new strategic direction for the government’s media policy’ does not address the 
need for news media to be remunerated for the value their content brings to AI. 

The value of news content to AI is immense – not only in training and fine-tuning, but particularly 
in retrieval-augmented generation (RAG), or grounding. RAG optimises a model’s output by 
grounding its response in authoritative information from outside the training data after a user 
makes a query, such as a quality news article on an item in the day’s news.78 Without it, AI answers 
are markedly more likely to be unreliable and out of date – an outcome the Green Paper’s concern 
with inaccurate narratives should make a priority for policy development. 

Therefore, it is disappointing that the workstream on ‘creator control and transparency’, 
announced in the Government’s March Report, appears to have made little to no progress.79 The 
NMA is supporting a Private Member’s Bill – the Automated Online Software (Access and 
Transparency) Bill, brought forward by Damian Hinds MP – that would require the operators of 
bots that systematically access and copy content from UK websites to declare their identity, who 
owns the bot, and the purpose of their activity.80 

The Bill will take a focused, light-touch approach. It does not regulate AI models, dictate what 
bots can or cannot do, or reopen debates about copyright. Transparency of this kind is the 
necessary baseline for any functioning market in content access: it allows web operators to 

 
76 Science, Innovation and Technology Committee, Social media, misinformation and harmful algorithms, 
July 2025 
77 ibid 
78 Amazon Web Services, What is RAG (Retrieval-Augmented Generation)?, accessed August 2026 
79 DSIT, DCMS, IPO, Report on Copyright and Artificial Intelligence, March 2026 
80 The House, Anonymous bots are stealing from British businesses, August 2026 
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distinguish benign bots from malicious ones and to take action to block bots if they wish to – 
giving publishers the leverage to facilitate the licensing marketplaces through which content can 
be made available for AI on fair terms. The Government should either work with Damian Hinds 
MP to produce a Bill that industry and Government can support, or bring forward its own 
proposals rapidly. 

6.4 The urgent need to address AI firms’ lack of responsibility for their outputs 

The lack of core focus on AI chatbots and assistants in this Green Paper is particularly troubling, 
given the focus on mis- and disinformation. The way in which AI models co-mingle multiple 
inputs, to create outputs according to editorial perspectives encoded in the policies of those AI 
models, demolishes the idea that technology companies are neutral pipes through which news 
and information is accessed.  

As a court recently found in Germany, AI-powered products like Google AI Overviews go much 
further than providing a series of links to third party sources of news. Instead, they create ‘an 
independently generated statement that, based on the weighting of the search results and an 
evaluation of the content, formulates its own answer (not question) and offers it to the user’ 
[English translation].81 

The court found that Google’s reliance on small disclaimers associated with its AI products and 
services – suggesting that users should conduct their own research before accepting Google’s 
answers as the truth – did not absolve it of responsibility or liability. It stated that ‘the possibility 
that a statement can be falsified through further research does not generally absolve the author 
from liability for that statement’ [English translation].82 

This raises fundamental questions about legal liability and editorial influence. Google cannot 
simultaneously claim that AI Overviews are Google’s answer to the user’s question (and has 
claimed that they are ‘transformative’ in defending itself against accusations of copyright theft) 
whilst at the same time stating the answer is merely third-party content for which Google isn’t 
responsible.83 

This is an urgent issue – data from SimilarWeb suggests that the proportion of Google searches 
that contain AI Overviews has almost tripled from 15% to 43% in 12 months.84 Data from Pew 
Research in the United States suggests that when there was no AI Overview, users clicked a 
conventional Google result on 15% of searches. When an AI Overview appeared that reduced to 
8%, roughly a 47% reduction in the likelihood of clicking a traditional search result. Pew also 
found that users in their study clicked a source inside the AI Overview on just 1% of visits.85 

This means the gateway through which the vast majority of UK citizens search for information, 
owned by a US technology company, is increasingly in editorial control of the news and 
information presented to the UK public. 

 
81 Munich Regional Court, Final judgement of 28.05.2026 – 26 O 869/26, June 2026 
82 ibid 
83 Google, Google at the Global Forum on Intellectual Property, August 2026 
84 TechCrunch, Google’s AI search is rapidly becoming the default, new data shows, July 2026 
85 Pew Research Center, Google users are less likely to click on links when an AI summary appears in the 
results, July 2025 
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We believe the Government should consider these issues, and note that the media literacy policy 
proposals we set out for AI models below will necessarily be limited unless AI firms have direct 
legal responsibility for their outputs.  

6.5 Partnerships 

The Government could play a convening role in encouraging greater partnerships between news 
publishers and social media firms, encouraging – not mandating – routes to greater visibility of 
news content on social media. 

The Green Paper does not explore initiatives that have already been deployed by platforms that 
empower user choice around how their news content is served to them, such as Google’s 
‘preferred sources’, nor the news partnerships which platforms have entered into with 
publishers.86 It is striking that, for PSB prominence on VSPs, the Government proposes that 
commercial negotiation between broadcasters and platforms should come first, with regulation 
held in reserve. Why is the same sequencing – negotiation and transparency first – not proposed 
for news on social media? 

7. If algorithms are regulated to improve information surfaced on social media, regulate 
outcomes for all content, not news specifically 

Whilst we strongly disagree with the policy set out by Government, we do acknowledge that the 
Green Paper marks an important moment. The Government has decided that algorithms 
operated by social media firms play such a significant role in shaping public life that the state has 
a legitimate interest in ensuring good outcomes for citizens. This moves beyond the model of the 
OSA and the social media ban for under-16s. Both are policies concerned with mitigating harms. 
The proposed prominence regime moves the focus to more positive approaches to improve the 
quality of citizens’ online experience. That is a consequential step, and the NMA supports the 
principle behind it. 

Platforms optimise for engagement, and a prominence obligation would not change that. A 
platform required to surface ‘trustworthy’ content has every incentive to meet the obligation in 
the way that minimises the impact on its business model – by placing that content alongside the 
more provocative, polarising material that keeps users on the service.  

The evidence suggests that this would not be effective policy. Repeated exposure to a false claim 
increases belief in it even where the claim is accompanied by a warning.87 Where only some 
content is labelled as verified or false, users treat the unlabelled remainder as implicitly validated 
– an ‘implied truth’ effect that can leave untagged false content more credible, not less.88 There is 
evidence – albeit contested – that corrections presented alongside misinformation can harden 
rather than dislodge false beliefs among those predisposed to hold them.89  

 
86 Google, How to select your preferred sources in Top Stories in Search, August 2025 
87 Pennycook et al, Prior exposure increases perceived accuracy of fake news, September 2018 
88 Pennycook et al, The implied truth effect: attaching warnings to a subset of fake news headlines 
increases perceived accuracy of headlines without warnings, January 2020 
89 Nyhan and Reifler, When corrections fail: the persistence of political misperceptions, March 2010 

https://blog.google/products-and-platforms/products/search/preferred-sources/
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/327866113_Prior_Exposure_Increases_Perceived_Accuracy_of_Fake_News
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=3035384
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=3035384
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11109-010-9112-2
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In short, surfacing trustworthy news next to disinformation may not be a reliable way of increasing 
engagement in trusted news or reducing engagement with mis- and disinformation. A regime that 
measured its success by the volume of trusted content served, rather than seeking to understand 
what content users actually engage with, would be a missed opportunity. 

Solutions to improve the user experience should address algorithm design holistically, not 
mandate the promotion of a single content category. This reflects the Green Paper’s own principle 
that any measures should be ‘outcomes-based, giving platforms the flexibility to deliver these 
outcomes in a proportionate manner’: a prescriptive mandate to promote one content category 
is difficult to reconcile with that commitment. 

This argument is developed at length in the Knight-Georgetown Institute’s Better Feeds: 
Algorithms That Put People First and its accompanying model legislation.90 The KGI guidelines 
centre on long-term user value, with outcomes aligned with users’ considered preferences rather 
than short-term attention-grabbing. There are three key components: design transparency; user 
choices and protective defaults, including the ability to switch between recommendation 
systems; and publicly audited assessments of long-term impact.91 

Each component is designed to shift the incentives underlying feed design rather than to dictate 
its output. On transparency, platforms would publicly disclose the input data and weightings 
used in their recommender systems, and the metrics they use to measure long-term user value. 
On user choice, platforms would offer an accessible choice between different recommender 
systems, at least one of which is optimised for long-term value, honour users’ stated preferences 
about what to see or avoid, and default minors to systems optimised for their long-term interests. 
On impact, platforms would run continuous long-term ‘holdout’ experiments (exempting a group 
of users from design changes for twelve months or more to measure real effects over time) with 
aggregated results published and independently audited.92 

Critically, the KGI warns that solutions focused on prescribing what content is surfaced – such as 
mandating chronological feeds – fail to address the core design problem, because they treat a 
symptom while leaving the underlying incentive untouched.93 A similar logic applies directly to 
news prominence. 

8. A constructive approach if the prominence proposals proceed, and red lines the 
Government must not cross 

8.1 A prominence regime that does not harm press freedom or distort the news market 

As set out, the NMA does not consider a news prominence regime to be either a necessary or a 
desirable policy, and believes the Government’s objectives would be better served by other 
measures. 

 
90 Knight-Georgetown Institute, Better Feeds: Algorithms That Put People First, March 2025 
91 ibid; Knight-Georgetown Institute, Introducing Modular Legislative Components to Help Spur 
Algorithmic Feeds that Put People First, July 2025 
92 Knight-Georgetown Institute, Better Feeds: Algorithms That Put People First, March 2025 
93 ibid 

https://kgi.georgetown.edu/research-and-commentary/better-feeds/
https://kgi.georgetown.edu/research-and-commentary/introducing-modular-legislative-components-to-help-spur-algorithmic-feeds-that-put-people-first/
https://kgi.georgetown.edu/research-and-commentary/introducing-modular-legislative-components-to-help-spur-algorithmic-feeds-that-put-people-first/
https://kgi.georgetown.edu/research-and-commentary/better-feeds/
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However, we have considered the construction of a prominence regime if the Government does 
decide to proceed, designed to minimise the harm to news publishers – in terms of both press 
freedom and commercial sustainability. This is not an endorsement of the policy, and we 
continue to urge that the other options set out above be prioritised. 

The framework we set out below is inspired by the CMA’s own approach to fair ranking: if the 
Government is determined to proceed, that model offers the least harmful template.94 

A potentially workable framework might then operate as follows: 

• Eligibility would be drawn from the settled pool of OSA Recognised News Publishers and 
PSBs, avoiding any need for a new definition (this would draw on a broad pool of 
publishers, but is absolutely necessary to mitigate press freedom and market distortion 
concerns). 

• Like the CMA’s Fair Ranking Conduct Requirement, prominence of content within that 
pool would be determined by objective criteria on:95 

o (a) content quality; and  

o (b) relevance criteria. 

• Quality would be judged by the platform in the first instance, with compliance overseen 
by a regulator (as under the Fair Ranking Conduct Requirement), while relevance would 
be informed by users’ pre-existing interests.96 

• Transparency and appeals (also found in the CMA’s Fair Ranking model) would ensure 
that the criteria for prominence are published and that affected publishers have an 
effective route to raise concerns and seek reconsideration.97 

8.2 Why this approach would achieve better outcomes than that set out in the Green Paper 

Beyond mitigating press freedom concerns to an extent, our approach has a number of 
advantages over the Government's proposals and those advanced by others: 

• It requires no new definition of eligible news. Eligibility rests on a pool already settled by 
Parliament and accepted by industry, so no new arbiter of who counts as a trusted 
publisher is needed. 

• It keeps Government out of editorial judgements. No decision about which kinds of news 
matter, or what constitutes news, falls to the state or a regulator. 

• It narrows prominence to what is useful to each user. Anchoring relevance in a user's own 
pre-existing interests means trusted reporting reaches them on the topics they already 
engage with, where it is most valuable in countering any misinformation they may have 
encountered. 

 
94 CMA, Google search fair ranking conduct requirement, June 2026 
95 ibid 
96 ibid 
97 ibid 

https://www.gov.uk/find-digital-markets-measures/google-search-fair-ranking-conduct-requirement
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• It reduces the risk of users disengaging from news. Content that matches a user's 
interests is far less likely to be resented or blocked than news pushed into a feed curated 
for other interests. 

• It protects soft journalism. Because relevance spans whatever a user is interested in, 
cultural coverage, features and comment are surfaced on the same basis as hard news. 

• It removes the structural advantage for PSBs. With a broad eligible pool and objective 
criteria, promoting broadcaster content is no longer the path of least resistance for 
platforms. 

• It draws on a model already being implemented. Fair ranking is being applied to Google 
Search under the DMCCA, so the criteria, transparency and appeals architecture is 
tested rather than invented from scratch. 

• It is genuinely outcomes-based and future-proofed, adapting as services change. 

8.3 Why some concerns about the Recognised News Publisher definition are not warranted 

The Green Paper identifies the OSA’s definition of a Recognised News Publisher as a possible 
starting point for identifying the news eligible for prominence, while noting that additional 
responsibilities may need to attach to it. We note that some argue that the Recognised News 
Publisher definition is open to extremist publishers, or those that publish false information, 
dressing themselves up as legitimate news outlets.98 We do not accept that characterisation, for 
three reasons. 

First, the objection is premature. The additional Category 1 duties relating to news publisher 
content will not take effect until the relevant Code and guidance are finalised and in force. Ofcom 
published its draft News Publisher Content Guidance and is consulting on the operation of the 
Recognised News Publisher provisions, with final guidance expected in 2027.99 It is therefore too 
early to say that the definition has failed in operation, or that platforms and Ofcom will struggle 
to assess whether an outlet qualifies. Any prominence regime would be legislated for well after 
that operational picture has become clear, and the Government would have the benefit of 
Ofcom’s findings before it acted. The prudent course is to let the OSA regime bed in rather than 
to pre-judge it. 

Second, we believe the Recognised News Publisher definition will prove robust. It is not a low bar 
that any bad actor can vault. To qualify, an entity must have the publication of news-related 
material as its principal purpose; that material must be subject to editorial control and produced 
in accordance with a standards code; the entity must have a registered office or business address 
in the United Kingdom; and it must operate a recognised complaints-handling procedure and 
have a person with legal responsibility for its material.100 In its consultation on the application of 
the definition under the OSA regime, Ofcom states that the ‘criteria in the Act which RNPs need 

 
98 Demos, Fairer Feeds: Demos response to the DCMS Green Paper, August 2026 
99 Ofcom, Giving users more choice, control and trust in their online experience – Volume 3: News 
publisher content, journalistic content and content of democratic importance, and freedom of expression 
and privacy impact assessments, July 2026 
100 Legislation.gov.uk, Online Safety Act 2023, Section 56, 2023 

https://demos.co.uk/research/fairer-feeds-demos-response-to-the-dcms-green-paper/
https://www.ofcom.org.uk/siteassets/resources/documents/consultations/giving-users-more-choice-control-and-trust-in-their-online-experience/documents/volume-3.pdf?v=421931
https://www.ofcom.org.uk/siteassets/resources/documents/consultations/giving-users-more-choice-control-and-trust-in-their-online-experience/documents/volume-3.pdf?v=421931
https://www.ofcom.org.uk/siteassets/resources/documents/consultations/giving-users-more-choice-control-and-trust-in-their-online-experience/documents/volume-3.pdf?v=421931
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2023/50/section/56
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to meet are specific, numerous and detailed, which we consider mitigates the risk of bad actors 
satisfying them’.101 

Critically, the Act expressly excludes proscribed terrorist organisations and sanctioned entities 
from the definition altogether.102 Taken together, they screen out the bad-faith actors that critics 
invoke while protecting the independently regulated press. Qualification is not easy to achieve: 
under Ofcom’s proposed approach a publisher must approach each Category 1 service 
proactively, complete a self-identification process, and evidence how it meets each statutory 
condition.103 And, of course, this process could be strengthened further – without impinging on 
press freedom – for a prominence regime. 

Third, during the passage of the OSA, Ministers declined to narrow the definition, warning that 
doing so would risk undermining the Government’s commitment to self-regulation of the press 
and to media freedom more widely.104 The alternative repeatedly urged by critics, namely tying the 
definition to membership of an approved regulator, was considered and rejected by Parliament, 
and would reintroduce through the back door a definition that sought to compel independent 
commercial news publishers to submit to state-backed regulation. 

8.4 Red lines that no prominence regime should cross 

Our proposal is deliberately constructed to stay within the limits that a free and commercially 
sustainable press requires. Whatever form a regime may take, the following red lines must hold: 

• No new state definition of ‘trustworthy’ or ‘public interest’ news. Eligibility must rest on 
the settled Recognised News Publisher definition in Section 56 of the OSA 2023 and the 
existing PSB pool, not on any new criterion of trustworthiness devised by the state or a 
body accountable to it. 

• No state or regulator determining which news topics, subjects or categories are ‘relevant’ 
or worthy of prominence. Relevance must be anchored in users’ own pre-existing 
interests, not in a judgement by Government or a regulator about which journalism the 
public should see. 

• No condition limiting prominence to ‘impartial’ coverage. To do so would conflate 
journalism written from a perspective with mis- and disinformation – two entirely different 
things – and would exclude much of the legitimate, opinionated journalism that is central 
to public debate. 

• No new conditions on editorial processes, and no ‘further responsibilities’ attached to 
eligibility. A regime that rewards publishers who accept state-defined conditions with 
visibility, and penalises those who do not with obscurity, would reintroduce by other 

 
101 Ofcom, Giving users more choice, control and trust in their online experience – Volume 3: News 
publisher content, journalistic content and content of democratic importance, and freedom of expression 
and privacy impact assessments, July 2026 
102 Legislation.gov.uk, Online Safety Act 2023, Section 56, 2023 
103 Ofcom, Giving users more choice, control and trust in their online experience – Volume 3: News 
publisher content, journalistic content and content of democratic importance, and freedom of expression 
and privacy impact assessments, July 2026 
104 DCMS, Fact Sheet on Enhanced Protections for Journalism within the Online Safety Bill, August 2022 

https://www.ofcom.org.uk/siteassets/resources/documents/consultations/giving-users-more-choice-control-and-trust-in-their-online-experience/documents/volume-3.pdf?v=421931
https://www.ofcom.org.uk/siteassets/resources/documents/consultations/giving-users-more-choice-control-and-trust-in-their-online-experience/documents/volume-3.pdf?v=421931
https://www.ofcom.org.uk/siteassets/resources/documents/consultations/giving-users-more-choice-control-and-trust-in-their-online-experience/documents/volume-3.pdf?v=421931
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2023/50/section/56
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https://www.ofcom.org.uk/siteassets/resources/documents/consultations/giving-users-more-choice-control-and-trust-in-their-online-experience/documents/volume-3.pdf?v=421931
https://www.ofcom.org.uk/siteassets/resources/documents/consultations/giving-users-more-choice-control-and-trust-in-their-online-experience/documents/volume-3.pdf?v=421931
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means the incentive to submit to state-backed regulation that Parliament rejected when 
it declined to commence, and then repealed, Section 40 of the Crime and Courts Act 
2013. 

• No structural advantage for PSBs over commercial press publishers. No regime should 
transfer visibility, traffic and revenue to PSBs – or to PSBs plus a narrow group of national 
titles – at the expense of the commercial national, regional and local press that produce 
the majority of original journalism. 

• No disadvantaging of local or regional press content. Local content must be capable of 
being served to local readers without intrusive tracking, in a way a regulator can audit, 
without disadvantaging local outlets relative to PSBs and national titles, and without 
pitting local titles against one another. A regime that cannot effectively promote local and 
regional news should be abandoned. 

• No demotion of soft news, features, comment or cultural content as a consequence of 
prominence. Both hard and soft journalism serve the public interest, and neither the 
design of the regime nor platforms’ chosen route to compliance should result in the down-
ranking of content that falls outside a narrow conception of hard news. 

• A prominence duty must not undercut the DMCCA regime. A requirement to carry news 
content must not become a ground on which platforms argue, on freedom-of-contract 
reasoning, that they need not negotiate fair and reasonable terms for the content they are 
required to carry. 

• A genuine user off-switch, platform transparency, an effective right of appeal, and 
success metrics defined up front and resistant to gaming by platforms. A user switch-off 
must mean only that the platform ceases to promote eligible content to that user. It must 
not operate – by design, or through the platform’s chosen route to compliance – to remove 
or suppress eligible publishers’ content from that user’s feed altogether. Otherwise 
opted-out users would see less journalism than had the regime never existed. 

9. PSB prominence on VSPs 

A prominence regime for VSPs built around a broad category of British content would deliver the 
Government’s cultural and economic aims more fully than a PSB-only regime. It would do so 
without disadvantaging the commercial journalism that produces much of the trusted news the 
Green Paper wants audiences to see, or the wider community of UK creators. 

A regime confined to PSB content would carry across many of the same problems we have 
identified with news prominence on social media. A PSB-only regime hands a structural 
advantage – by design, rather than merely as a risk – to broadcasters, transferring visibility, and 
with it traffic and revenue, away from commercial publishers and independent creators.  

VSPs are open ecosystems – not closed ecosystems like EPGs – on which every form of media is 
converging, with broadcasters, the commercial press, podcasters and hundreds of thousands of 
independent creators competing for the same attention on the same surfaces. A measure that is 
proportionate in a bounded ecosystem cannot be assumed proportionate when transposed to an 
unbounded one. 
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More fundamentally, it also misdiagnoses the opportunity: the cultural and democratic value the 
Government wishes to protect is produced by many different creators – the commercial national, 
regional and local press, and by the many UK creators who make work specifically for these 
platforms – and not by PSBs alone. 

As it stands, Britain is not reaping the rewards for the content it contributes to VSPs. Ofcom’s own 
analysis found that UK-originated content accounts for only around a fifth of UK users’ viewing on 
YouTube, while over half goes to content from North America.105 The result is stark: YouTube 
contributed £2.2 billion to UK GDP in 2024 versus the $60 billion it contributed to the United 
States in 2025.106 The platform retains 45–55% of advertising revenue before any reaches 
creators, so the value generated by British attention flows overseas. 

With four fifths of UK viewing going to content made elsewhere, the scope for upweighting UK 
content is significant, so this need not be a zero-sum contest between PSBs and everyone else: 
improving the discoverability of British content generally would be expected to increase its supply 
as well as its consumption, strengthening the creator economy and the commercial news sector 
alongside public service media. 

The case for promoting British content, not just PSB content 

The Green Paper commits to VSP prominence being audience-led, and to measures that ‘balance 
prominence of PSM content with users continuing to feel empowered to choose the content they 
want to see’. Measured against that commitment, a narrow PSB pool does not work: content 
pushed from a small, fixed set of broadcasters is the version of prominence most likely to feel 
imposed rather than chosen. A broad British-content category serves the principle far better, 
ensuring users encounter content genuinely relevant to them.  

It also better delivers the Government’s stated aim of ‘supporting a shared cultural identity’: that 
identity is expressed across the whole of British content, and a thin slice of PSB output cannot 
capture it alone. An approach focused on British content is also the stronger answer on the 
Government’s growth agenda, keeping more of the value created by UK content in the United 
Kingdom and supporting creative and news businesses across every region and nation.  

A PSB-only regime also fails to reflect how content is actually distributed by news media 
publishers. Publishers already place substantial public-interest content on VSPs as the channels 
on which PSBs and news publishers appear are steadily converging. A category focusing on PSBs 
is, in this respect, difficult to reconcile with the Green Paper’s own requirement that ‘prominence 
measures will need to be flexible and able to evolve with technology and changing business 
practices’. 

Finally, whatever approach is taken should follow the sequencing the Green Paper itself proposes 
for PSBs on VSPs: commercial negotiation between content providers and platforms first, with 
regulation held in reserve. And, if regulatory action is necessary, the Government should also 
consider if the DMCCA framework is the best way to achieve the data sharing and fair commercial 

 
105 Ofcom, Transmission Critical The future of Public Service Media, July 2025 
106 YouTube, Exploring YouTube’s UK Impact in 2024, September 2024; YouTube, Exploring YouTube’s U.S. 
Impact in 2025, July 2026 
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terms that would support high-quality UK content on YouTube. The Government should play a 
convening role to encourage partnerships between VSPs and the broad swathe of UK content 
creators – including with press publishers and independent creators – not just PSBs. 

10. Media literacy 

The NMA supports the Government’s ambition to raise media literacy, and the sector has much 
to contribute. But as set out above, we are clear that eligibility for any prominence regime must 
not be conditional on a publisher’s participation in media literacy initiatives. The burden for 
mandatory initiatives would fall hardest on the smaller local and regional titles least able to 
resource them, de-ranking them for want of resources rather than any failing in their journalism. 
This would run entirely counter to the aims of the Local Media Action Plan.  

10.1 Addressing AI literacy 

The Green Paper gives too little weight to the fastest-growing dimension of media literacy: news 
consumed through AI chatbots and AI-generated search summaries, where users meet 
journalism at second hand – summarised and often stripped of its source – without reaching the 
original reporting. A strategy that does not address AI will be quickly overtaken. 

The most effective intervention here is to place obligations on the AI firms themselves. We would 
highlight three potential options. First, clear and prominent disclosure that an output is AI-
generated and may be inaccurate or out of date: the EU’s Artificial Intelligence Act already 
requires providers to tell users they are interacting with an AI system and to mark AI-generated 
content as artificially generated.107 Second, prominent source attribution with clear links back to 
the original journalism, so users can both verify an answer and reach – and help sustain – the 
reporting behind it; the CMA’s Publisher Conduct Requirement on Google, discussed above, 
already establishes this. Third, an accessible explanation of how these systems are built and 
where they fail – for example, the role of training data and publisher content, and the potential for 
hallucination and bias.  

Crucially, these are responsibilities for the AI firms, not for news publishers – and that distinction 
must hold as the Government develops its wider approach to AI-generated content. For example, 
any AI-labelling regime must not capture professionally edited journalism. The editorial 
processes behind news media publishers’ journalism – fact-checking, legal review and editorial 
responsibility for every item published – are themselves the guarantee of its veracity, and are 
precisely what a label is meant to flag the absence of. The EU’s Artificial Intelligence Act 
recognises this, exempting AI-generated public interest text from its labelling duty where the 
content has undergone human review or editorial control and a person holds editorial 
responsibility for it.108 A UK regime should follow the same logic, so that a label marks 
unaccountable machine output, not journalism that already carries human accountability.  

 
107 EU Artificial Intelligence Act, Chapter IV: Transparency Obligations for Providers and Deployers of 
Certain AI Systems, 2024 
108 ibid 

https://artificialintelligenceact.eu/chapter/4/
https://artificialintelligenceact.eu/chapter/4/
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The same principle applies to any regime governing digital replicas: rules aimed at deepfakes 
must contain clear carve-outs for news reporting, so that journalists remain free to use and show 
such material in the public interest. 

10.2 Explaining how journalism is produced and held to account 

We recognise that there is an opportunity to use media literacy to build public understanding of 
how professional journalism is produced and held to account. Helping the public see that 
professional journalism operates with high standards, with a route to redress when it falls short, 
is one of the clearest ways to distinguish it from the mass of unaccountable content online.  

Most of the industry is regulated by IPSO under the Editors’ Code of Practice, with some titles – 
including The Guardian and the Financial Times – operating equivalent codes of their own.109 That 
system is externally scrutinised: the second independent review of IPSO, conducted by Sir Bill 
Jeffrey in 2023, found the regulator well run and operating independently, with no sign of improper 
industry influence over its complaints decisions, and concluded that IPSO had ‘influenced the 
industry for the better’.110 It described IPSO’s approach to raising standards (constructive, but 
prepared to challenge publishers) as the mark of an effective regulator. A media literacy strategy 
that made this existing accountability better understood would serve the public well.  

11. Summary of recommendations 

The NMA supports the Government’s objective of surfacing more high-quality, trusted journalism 
and improving the sustainability of the news media. For the reasons set out in this response, we 
do not consider a news prominence regime to be the best way to achieve it. Our 
recommendations are as follows. 

Establish the case, and review the regulatory landscape, before legislating 

1. Set out and evidence the benefit before any legislation. DCMS cannot currently show how, 
or whether, a prominence regime would help news publishers and users. That must be set out 
and evidenced – against the Government’s own test of impact on users – before any legislation is 
brought forward, supported by a fuller market analysis that reflects how news actually reaches 
audiences today, including through search and AI, and not through social media and VSPs alone. 

2. Complete a joined-up review of the existing regulatory landscape before any White Paper. 
This should map the combined effect of the DMCCA, the OSA, the Media Act and emerging AI 
policy, to establish where the Government’s objective can already be met by tools Parliament has 
provided, or by policies already in development, and to reserve new intervention for the gaps that 
genuinely remain. The Government should consider policies other than a prominence regime to 
fill those gaps, before determining that prominence is the more effective and proportionate 
policy. 

Faster, more effective and less intrusive routes that should be explored first 

 
109 IPSO, The Editors’ Code of Practice, accessed August 2026; Guardian News & Media, Editorial code of 
practice and guidance, accessed August 2026; Financial Times, FT Editorial Code Of Practice, accessed 
August 2026  
110 Sir Bill Jeffrey, Independent External Review of IPSO, April 2023 
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3. Empower the CMA under the DMCCA as the faster and more effective route. The 
Government should issue an updated Strategic Steer backing the regulator to use its digital 
markets powers in full; designate the relevant platforms – including Meta, YouTube and TikTok – 
with SMS; and impose Conduct Requirements on fair ranking, algorithmic transparency, the 
provision of meaningful data on user engagement, and publisher control over and fair attribution 
of news content used in new AI features. Fair and reasonable payment terms for the value of 
journalism should be the most urgent priority. 

4. Consider transparency and user-choice remedies. Transparency and user choice were the 
first-order remedies Ofcom identified in its 2022 media plurality work. Requiring greater 
algorithmic transparency could build the evidence base any credible regime would need, and 
giving users tools to tailor their own feeds could advance the same objective as a prominence 
regime by empowering citizens rather than mandating an outcome – options that merit full 
exploration before any prominence mandate is contemplated. 

5. Examine content-neutral, design-level options. One such option the Government could 
examine is requiring platforms to weight the engagement signals that drive ranking towards UK 
users, so that what a UK audience sees is shaped principally by UK engagement rather than by 
foreign activity. An intervention of this kind could strengthen the resilience of the UK information 
environment against foreign interference, which the Green Paper’s proposals do not properly 
address. 

6. Consider whether the OSA could be strengthened. There may be scope to introduce 
content-neutral duties requiring platforms to slow the algorithmic amplification of dis- and 
misinformation, and to expand Ofcom’s transparency powers to require reporting on how news is 
ranked and suppressed – placing accountability for disinformation with the platforms whose 
systems amplify it, rather than relying on prominence as a substitute. Any such duties should 
maintain, and if necessary expand, existing protections for Recognised News Publisher content 
under the OSA. 

7. Act on AI now. The Government should require AI developers to disclose their crawling of 
publisher content and their use of that content in AI answers, with clear attribution so users can 
verify outputs. The Government must rule out any copyright exception and either back the 
Automated Online Software (Access and Transparency) Bill or bring forward equivalent proposals 
rapidly. 

If algorithms are to be regulated to promote better content, do so on an outcomes basis for all 
content 

8. Adopt an outcomes-based framework for recommender systems. If the Government does 
regulate algorithms, it should do so on the model of the Knight-Georgetown Institute’s Better 
Feeds work – design transparency; user choice and protective defaults; and publicly audited 
assessment of long-term impact, not with a news-specific mandate. This regulates the cause of 
the harm, applies across platforms, and avoids any state definition of ‘trustworthy’ news. 
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An acceptable model of prominence if the Government proceeds 

9. Draw eligibility from the settled pool. Eligibility should rest on the OSA’s Recognised News 
Publisher definition and the existing PSB pool, set in primary legislation, with prominence within 
that pool determined by platform-set, objective quality and relevance criteria on the model of the 
CMA’s Fair Ranking Conduct Requirement. Relevance would be anchored in users’ own pre-
existing interests, and with similar transparency and appeal safeguards to the fair ranking model.  

10. Observe red lines that any regime must respect: 

• no new state definition of ‘trustworthy’ or ‘public interest’ news; 

• no tying of prominence eligibility to membership of a PRP-approved regulator; 

• no state or regulator determining which topics or categories are ‘relevant’; 

• no condition limiting prominence to ‘impartial’ coverage; 

• no new conditions on editorial processes, and no ‘further responsibilities’ attached to 
eligibility; 

• no structural advantage for PSBs over the commercial press; 

• no disadvantaging of local or regional press content; 

• no demotion of soft news, features, comment or cultural content; 

• no cutting across the CMA’s remedies or reduction in the likelihood of commercial deals; 

• a user switch-off that does not remove trusted news from a user feed altogether; and 

• platform transparency and an effective right of appeal. 

PSB prominence on VSPs: promote British content, not PSBs alone 

11. Build any VSP prominence regime around British content generally, with eligibility open to 
all British content providers – including the commercial press and independent creators – rather 
than a narrow PSB pool. ‘British content’ should be defined through a light-touch test, such as an 
analogue of the British Film Institute’s cultural test or a registration or self-certification model. 
Commercial negotiation should come first, with regulation held in reserve and the Government 
playing a convening role. 

Media literacy: address the AI gap, and explain how journalism is held to account 

12. Place media-literacy duties on AI chatbots and AI search: prominent disclosure that 
outputs are AI-generated and may be inaccurate; prominent source attribution with links back to 
the original journalism; and an accessible explanation of how these systems are built and where 
they fail. Any AI-labelling regime must exempt professionally edited journalism, which already 
carries human editorial accountability. 

13. Use media literacy to build public understanding of how journalism is produced and held 
to account – educate the public on publishers’ editorial standards, fact-checking, legal review, 
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and independent press regulation – on a voluntary basis that is never a condition of eligibility for 
prominence or any other regulatory advantage. 
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