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Abstract 
The shift of advertising revenue from news media to digital platforms has coincided with sustained contraction in 
the journalism industry, particularly at the local level. Several jurisdictions have responded by requiring platforms 
to compensate news publishers for content displayed on their services. This paper surveys evidence from three 
major policy experiments—Australia’s News Media Bargaining Code (2021), the European Union’s Article 15 
press publishers’ right (2019), and Canada’s Online News Act (2023)—and evaluates the trade-offs such policies 
involve. Taking the sustainability of news production as a legitimate policy objective, the paper asks when 
mandatory transfers from platforms to publishers improve welfare and how design choices shape outcomes. 
Mandatory bargaining has generated substantial payments—over AUD$200 million in Australia and CAD$100 
million annually in Canada—but has also been followed by platform withdrawal, with Meta blocking news access 
for Canadian users since August 2023. The paper identifies design features that appear to influence platform 
responses, examines distributional consequences for local journalism, and offers recommendations for 
policymakers seeking to sustain news production in the digital age. 

 

Kushniryk is a PhD Candidate in the Department of Economics at Queen’s University, where his dissertation 
focuses on Industrial Organisation, including news media competition and online auctions.  

  



2 
 

Introduction 
The economic foundations of news production have 
changed substantially over the past two decades. 
Advertising revenue, which historically sustained the 
journalism industry, has shifted toward digital 
platforms. In Canada, online advertising expenditure 
grew from $12.3 billion in 2021 to a projected $21.9 
billion in 2025—an 80 per cent increase over five 
years—with Google and Meta accounting for most 
of the increase (CRTC 2025). Since 2008, Canada 
has experienced a net loss of 11 per cent of print 
media outlets, with 2023 marking the worst year on 
record owing to the Metroland bankruptcy and 
Métro Média closures in Quebec (Macdonald and 
Macdonald 2025). The consequences extend 
beyond industry economics: approximately 2.5 
million (~6.2%) Canadians now live in areas with 
only one or no local news outlets, up from three per 
cent of the population a decade and a half ago 
(Macdonald and Macdonald 2025). 

The decline of local journalism has civic implications. 
Research finds that the provision of local news 
reduces political polarisation, increases citizen 
engagement, and enhances accountability of local 
officials (Gentzkow et al. 2011; Barclay et al. 2024). 
Local news outlets function as political institutions as 
well as information providers, conferring authority, 
scrutinising power, and binding communities 
together. 

A further feature of the platform-news relationship is 
an asymmetry in bargaining power. The Australian 
Competition and Consumer Commission’s 2019 
Digital Platforms Inquiry identified this asymmetry, 
finding that for many media businesses, Google and 
Facebook have become “unavoidable trading 
partners“ (ACCC 2019). News publishers cannot 
afford to be absent from these platforms, which 
serve as essential distribution channels for reaching 
audiences. Yet the platforms derive substantial 
value from news content, which increases user 
engagement and enhances the quality and 
trustworthiness of their services. 

The decline has prompted government inquiries 
and policy interventions across mature democracies. 
Australia, the European Union, and Canada have 
each implemented distinct regulatory frameworks 
aimed at compelling platforms to compensate news 
publishers. These interventions share a common 
premise—that market forces alone will not produce 
adequate investment in news production—but differ 
substantially in their mechanisms and have 
produced markedly different outcomes. This paper 
does not take platform compensation to be an end 
in itself. Rather, it treats the sustainability of news 
production as a legitimate policy objective—
supported by evidence on the civic value of local 
journalism cited above—and examines bargaining 
codes as one instrument whose effectiveness and 
trade-offs are open questions. 

Theoretical work on platform-media bargaining 
helps explain when policy intervention is welfare-
improving. Sandrini and Somogyi (2024) 
demonstrate that platforms may voluntarily 
contribute to news development, as higher-quality 
content attracts more consumers and increases 
advertising revenue. However, these voluntary 
contributions are always suboptimal from a social 
welfare perspective because platforms do not fully 
internalise the positive externalities of news 
production. A regulator can improve welfare by 
mandating transfers from platforms to news 
publishers—provided the mandated payment does 
not exceed the threshold at which platforms would 
prefer to “go dark“ and remove news content 
entirely. 

Mandatory bargaining creates a threat that can 
induce platforms to negotiate and pay for news 
content; if the perceived cost exceeds the value 
platforms derive from news, however, they may 
choose withdrawal over compliance. Canada 
appears to be a case in point: Meta blocked news 
content for Canadian users in August 2023 rather 
than negotiate payments under the Online News 
Act. 

This paper surveys evidence from three major policy 
experiments in platform-news compensation: 

https://crtc.gc.ca/eng/publications/reports/ona25.htm
https://crtc.gc.ca/eng/publications/reports/ona25.htm
https://www.policyalternatives.ca/news-research/news-deprivation/
https://www.policyalternatives.ca/news-research/news-deprivation/
https://www.policyalternatives.ca/news-research/news-deprivation/
https://www.policyalternatives.ca/news-research/news-deprivation/
https://www.policyalternatives.ca/news-research/news-deprivation/
https://www.policyalternatives.ca/news-research/news-deprivation/
https://www.policyalternatives.ca/news-research/news-deprivation/
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.101.7.2980
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.101.7.2980
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Australia’s News Media Bargaining Code, the 
European Union’s Article 15 press publishers’ right, 
and Canada’s Online News Act. Each represents a 
distinct approach to addressing the bargaining 
power imbalance, and each has generated different 
outcomes. 

The Economics of Platform-
News Relationships 
Two questions underlie bargaining code policy: 
whether news aggregators help or harm publishers, 
and when mandatory transfers from platforms to 
publishers improve welfare. 

The Platform-Publisher Relationship 
Digital platforms and news publishers exist in a 
relationship characterised by both complementarity 
and competition. Platforms aggregate news 
content, allowing users to discover and consume 
news with minimal search effort. This aggregation 
generates two countervailing effects (Jeon 2018; 
Jeon and Nasr 2016). The market expansion effect 
arises because aggregators reduce search costs and 
improve the match between readers and content, 
potentially driving traffic to news sites. The 
substitution effect occurs because aggregators may 
divert traffic away from publisher homepages or 
retain user attention on the platform itself. 

Empirical evidence from Google News’s exit from 
Spain in 2014—following the introduction of a 
mandatory licensing fee—suggests that the market 
expansion effect tends to be larger. Calzada and Gil 
(2020) find that the shutdown reduced overall traffic 
to Spanish news sites, with smaller outlets 
experiencing the largest declines. These findings 
are consistent with aggregators expanding, on net, 
the audience for news content. 

However, even when aggregators increase total 
readership, the distribution of benefits remains 
uneven. Platforms capture the majority of 
advertising revenue generated by news-related 
engagement, while publishers bear the costs of 
content production. This creates an 

underinvestment problem: publishers cannot fully 
appropriate the returns to investments in news 
quality. 

When Do Transfers Improve Welfare? 
Sandrini and Somogyi (2024) develop a formal 
model that illuminates when mandatory transfers 
from platforms to news publishers improve social 
welfare. In their model, a social media platform and 
a news website compete to attract advertisers. The 
platform is more efficient at targeting consumers, 
making it the dominant advertising channel. The 
news website must invest in content quality to 
attract readers, but these investments are costly. 
Consumers value news content positively, so higher-
quality news increases overall consumer 
participation in the market. 

The model identifies a trade-off that platforms face. 
On one hand, platforms benefit indirectly from news 
quality because it increases consumer engagement 
and thus advertising revenue. On the other hand, if 
platforms fully free-ride on publishers’ investments 
without compensation, publishers will underinvest in 
quality—or exit the market entirely. This creates 
scope for voluntary platform contributions to news 
production, as with Google News Showcase and 
Meta’s Journalism Project. 

However, Sandrini and Somogyi show that voluntary 
contributions are always suboptimal from a social 
welfare perspective. Because platforms maximise 
their own profits rather than total welfare, they 
contribute less than the socially efficient amount. A 
regulator can improve welfare by mandating larger 
transfers, provided the mandate does not exceed 
the threshold at which platforms would prefer to 
stop displaying news content entirely. The “going 
dark” constraint binds: if mandated payments 
exceed the value that platforms derive from news, 
platforms will withdraw rather than comply. This 
threshold lies below the socially optimal transfer 
level, since platforms internalise only their private 
value from news, not the broader social benefits of 
an informed citizenry, and will therefore exit before 
the welfare-maximising payment level is reached. 

https://doi.org/10.1287/mksc.2019.1150
https://doi.org/10.1287/mksc.2019.1150
https://www.zew.de/en/publications/news-media-bargaining-codes
https://www.zew.de/en/publications/news-media-bargaining-codes
https://www.zew.de/en/publications/news-media-bargaining-codes
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The model yields three central insights for policy 
design. First, well-designed transfers generate 
positive incentives for publishers to invest in 
additional news quality, benefiting consumers 
directly. Second, by strengthening publishers’ 
competitive position, transfers intensify competition 
in the advertising market, which can benefit 
advertisers and indirectly benefit consumers through 
lower prices. Third, the structure of the transfer 
matters: payments tied to observable measures of 
news quality or output are more effective than 
unconditional lump-sum transfers, which provide no 
incentive for quality investment. 

The intuition for policy readers is straightforward. 
Platforms will contribute a positive amount for news, 
because news contributes to their own revenue; but 
they will not contribute as much as society would 
want them to, because they do not internalise the 
civic value of journalism. Policy can push payments 
upward, but only within a bounded range: beyond a 
certain point, a platform prefers to drop news 
altogether rather than pay. That ceiling lies below 
the socially optimal level, and it differs across 
platforms depending on how much news 
contributes to their business. Regulation therefore 
operates within a constraint it cannot relax, and the 
practical question is how close to the ceiling 
policymakers can get without triggering withdrawal. 

The Going Dark Constraint 
The credibility of the going-dark threat depends 
upon how much platforms value news content. 
Recent evidence suggests this value may be lower 
than previously assumed, at least for Meta. Song 
and Manchanda (2025), studying Meta’s brief news 
blackout in Australia in 2021, document that 
engagement with non-news content declined only 
modestly, with estimated advertising revenue losses 
of approximately 4.3 per cent. 

This asymmetry between Google and Meta matters 
for policy design. Google’s search product relies 
more heavily on news content to deliver relevant, 
timely results. Meta’s social media platforms can 
substitute user-generated content, entertainment, 
and other engagement drivers for news with less 

impact (Bossio et al. 2025). These differences may 
help explain why Google has generally negotiated 
agreements under bargaining codes while Meta has 
been more willing to withdraw. 

Implications for Policy Design 
The theoretical literature suggests several design 
principles. Effective policies should create credible 
threats that induce negotiation while remaining 
below the withdrawal threshold. They should tie 
payments to measures of news production or quality 
rather than providing unconditional transfers 
(Sandrini and Somogyi 2024). And they should 
account for heterogeneity across platforms in the 
value they derive from news content (Bossio et al. 
2025). 

Collective bargaining is also important. Individual 
news publishers, particularly small and local outlets, 
have minimal leverage in negotiations with 
dominant platforms (ACCC 2019). Collective 
arrangements—such as the Canadian Journalism 
Collective, which negotiated Google’s CAD$100 
million annual contribution on behalf of over 1,400 
news businesses (CRTC 2025)—can partially address 
this imbalance. 

Australian and European 
Approaches 
Australia and the European Union represent 
contrasting approaches to platform-news 
compensation: competition law backed by 
arbitration versus copyright-based ancillary rights. 
The two cases differ in how they enforce platform 
participation. 

Australia’s News Media Bargaining Code 
Australia’s News Media Bargaining Code (NMBC), 
effective March 2021, emerged from the ACCC’s 
2019 Digital Platforms Inquiry. A notable feature is 
that it operates through threat rather than 
enforcement. The Code establishes mandatory 
bargaining backed by final-offer arbitration, but the 
Treasurer retains discretion over “designation,” and 

https://doi.org/10.1287/mksc.2024.0993
https://doi.org/10.1287/mksc.2024.0993
https://www.zew.de/en/publications/news-media-bargaining-codes
https://www.zew.de/en/publications/news-media-bargaining-codes
https://www.zew.de/en/publications/news-media-bargaining-codes
https://www.zew.de/en/publications/news-media-bargaining-codes
https://www.zew.de/en/publications/news-media-bargaining-codes
https://doi.org/10.1177/14614448231188420
https://crtc.gc.ca/eng/publications/reports/ona25.htm
https://crtc.gc.ca/eng/publications/reports/ona25.htm
https://crtc.gc.ca/eng/publications/reports/ona25.htm
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to date, neither Google nor Meta has been 
designated (Australian Government Treasury 2022). 

When the legislation was proposed, both platforms 
signalled opposition. Google threatened to remove 
its search product entirely. Facebook, in February 
2021, blocked all news and information content 
from Australian users’ feeds—including government 
health pages and emergency services (Bossio et al. 
2022). The ban lasted approximately one week 
before Facebook reversed course following direct 
negotiations. The resolution involved government 
concessions, including Treasurer discretion over 
designation and weakened algorithmic transparency 
provisions. 

Despite never being formally enforced through 
platform designation, the NMBC generated 
substantial payments. By late 2022, approximately 
30 commercial agreements had been reached, with 
total remuneration estimated at over AUD$200 
million (Bossio and Barnet 2023). As the MEAA 
characterised it, the Code functioned as a “Sword of 
Damocles“—the possibility of mandatory arbitration 
was sufficient to bring platforms to the negotiating 
table. 

However, deal-making patterns differed across 
platforms. Google reached agreements with 
approximately 23 news organisations through its 
News Showcase product. Meta reached deals with 
only about 13 publishers and was more selective, 
with several large publishers—including SBS and 
The Conversation—unable to reach agreements 
despite securing Google deals (Bossio and Barnet 
2023). 

The distribution of funds has been uneven. Major 
outlets like Nine Entertainment reportedly secured 
deals worth AUD$30 million per year, while Country 
Press Australia—representing 160 regional 
newspapers—secured under AUD$1 million annually 
(Bossio et al. 2025). Small media businesses with 
turnover below AUD$150,000 were ineligible to 
register at all. Multiple submissions to the Treasury 
Review highlighted how this allowed platforms to 
“pick winners and losers“ in the media landscape. 

Preliminary econometric evidence is consistent with 
this qualitative assessment. In ongoing work using 
monthly web-traffic data for approximately 425 
Australian news outlets over 2016–2024, with 
Canadian, New Zealand, and UK outlets as controls, 
Kushniryk (2026) finds that outlets whose parent 
companies secured Google or Meta agreements 
saw traffic gains of roughly 40 to 65 per cent over 6- 
to 12-month windows relative to non-agreement 
outlets, with similar magnitudes in propensity-score-
matched and triple-difference specifications. These 
estimates are consistent with the Code having 
channelled traffic gains toward larger publishers 
with the bargaining power to secure deals, while 
leaving smaller and independent outlets outside the 
payment pool. 

Recent research has identified an unintended 
consequence. Freimane (2025) finds that the Code 
significantly altered the composition of news 
content displayed on Google News Australia, 
increasing visibility of foreign publishers while 
reducing domestic content—consistent with the 
changed relative costs of displaying different 
content types. This substitution effect has 
implications for regulatory design: bargaining codes 
may prompt platforms to substitute toward cheaper 
sources outwith the compensation requirements. 

The Treasury Review, released in December 2022, 
concluded that it was “reasonable to conclude“ the 
Code had achieved success in generating 
payments—payments that were “highly unlikely to 
have been made“ without the legislation (Australian 
Government Treasury 2022). However, the Review’s 
narrow focus on competition objectives meant it did 
not address broader questions about whether the 
Code supported public interest journalism or 
whether its distributional outcomes served policy 
goals. The Review declined to mandate 
transparency around deal values or the investments 
with which publishers used NMBC funds, accepting 
the argument that such requirements would reveal 
commercially sensitive information. 

The sustainability of Australia’s approach remains 
uncertain. Many initial agreements were structured 

https://treasury.gov.au/publication/p2022-343549
https://treasury.gov.au/publication/p2022-343549
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2021-02-23/facebook-reverses-news-ban-on-australian-sites-media-code/13173984
https://treasury.gov.au/publication/p2022-343549
https://doi.org/10.1002/poi3.361
https://doi.org/10.1002/poi3.361
https://doi.org/10.1002/poi3.361
https://doi.org/10.1002/poi3.361
https://doi.org/10.1002/poi3.361
https://doi.org/10.1177/14614448231188420
https://doi.org/10.1177/14614448231188420
https://doi.org/10.1177/14614448231188420
https://doi.org/10.1177/14614448231188420
https://feb.kuleuven.be/research/MSI/
https://feb.kuleuven.be/research/MSI/
https://treasury.gov.au/publication/p2022-343549
https://treasury.gov.au/publication/p2022-343549
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as three-year deals, and as they come up for 
renewal, both platforms have signalled reduced 
willingness to continue. Meta in particular has 
indicated it will not renew contracts, consistent with 
its broader global retreat from news content (Bossio 
and Barnet 2023). Without the willingness of the 
Treasurer to designate platforms, the Code’s 
effectiveness going forward depends on whether its 
threat remains credible. 

European National Precursors and 
Empirical Evidence 
Before the EU’s harmonised approach, Germany 
and Spain implemented national ancillary copyright 
laws. Both cases are informative for what followed. 
Germany’s 2013 law allowed news aggregators to 
link freely using excerpts under seven words; longer 
excerpts required payment. Google responded by 
offering publishers an “opt-in” choice: accept free 
indexing or be excluded entirely. Corint Media 
(formerly VG Media) publishers initially refused, but 
reversed course after traffic losses. 

Spain’s 2014 law went further, making the licensing 
fee mandatory and inalienable—publishers could 
not waive their right to compensation. Google shut 
down Google News Spain rather than pay. 

Calzada and Gil (2020), using data from 151 
newspapers across Spain, Germany, France, and 
Italy, document the effects of these interventions. 
The shutdown of Google News in Spain reduced 
daily visits to Spanish news outlets by between 8 
and 14 per cent, with effects growing during the 
first six weeks. The impact was not uniform: outlets 
with smaller audiences and lower brand awareness 
suffered larger declines, consistent with the 
theoretical prediction that aggregators primarily 
benefit publishers who lack organic traffic. Regional 
and sports outlets experienced the largest effects, 
while established national outlets were relatively 
insulated. 

The German case illustrates a “competitive effect” 
that compounds the basic market expansion loss. 
When Corint Media publishers opted out and 
received only short snippets while competitors 

received full excerpts, traffic was redirected to 
competing outlets that opted in. One implication is 
that, where some publishers license content freely 
while others seek compensation, the latter face 
competitive disadvantage beyond the direct loss of 
aggregator traffic. 

These findings are consistent with aggregators 
providing a net positive market expansion effect. 
The German and Spanish evidence suggests that 
platforms generate meaningful referral traffic for 
publishers, particularly smaller outlets with limited 
brand recognition. One implication is that policies 
that induce platforms to withdraw may reduce traffic 
to the publishers they are intended to support. 

The EU Copyright Directive Article 15 
The CDSM Directive (2019) attempted to learn from 
these failures. Article 15 grants press publishers a 
new neighbouring right covering online uses of their 
publications by platforms. The right explicitly does 
not apply to hyperlinking or “individual words or 
very short extracts,“ lasts only two years, and 
excludes private, non-commercial uses. Commission 
officials argued that “the weight and authority of the 
European Union“ would prevent platform 
withdrawal (Furgał 2023). The assumption did not 
hold. 

France transposed Article 15 first, in October 2019. 
Google responded by announcing it would no 
longer include previews of European publishers’ 
content unless they explicitly opted in—without 
compensation. Payments were ultimately secured 
through competition law rather than the new right 
itself: French publishers filed complaints with the 
Autorité de la concurrence, which issued interim 
measures ordering Google to negotiate, 
subsequently imposing a €500 million fine for non-
compliance (Furgał 2023). Google eventually 
agreed to pay approximately US$76 million to 121 
French publishers, but this pales in significance 
compared to Australian figures (Bossio, Carson, and 
Meese 2022). 

The European experience points to limitations of 
the copyright approach. As Furgał (2023) argues, 

https://doi.org/10.1287/mksc.2019.1150
https://doi.org/10.1287/mksc.2019.1150
https://doi.org/10.1287/mksc.2019.1150
https://doi.org/10.1287/mksc.2019.1150
https://doi.org/10.1093/grurint/ikad025
https://doi.org/10.1093/grurint/ikad025
https://doi.org/10.1093/grurint/ikad025
https://doi.org/10.1093/grurint/ikad025
https://doi.org/10.1002/poi3.299
https://doi.org/10.1002/poi3.299
https://doi.org/10.1002/poi3.299
https://doi.org/10.1002/poi3.299
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the press publishers’ right is “unable to force 
platforms to the negotiation table“ because it 
operates through exclusive rights rather than 
mandatory bargaining. If platforms can avoid 
triggering the right by not displaying excerpts, the 
right provides no leverage. The copyright approach 
contrasts with Australia’s framework, wherein the 
obligation to bargain does not depend upon 
platforms making particular uses of content. 

The Australian and European experiences informed 
Canada’s approach, which attempted to combine 
the strengths of both models: competition law’s 
mandatory bargaining framework with mechanisms 
designed to address Australia’s distributional 
shortcomings and Europe’s enforcement gaps. 

Canada’s Online News Act 
Canada’s Online News Act (Bill C-18), receiving 
royal assent in June 2023, builds explicitly upon 
lessons from Australia and Europe. The Act 
establishes a CRTC-administered bargaining 
framework with an exemption pathway allowing 
platforms to avoid mandatory bargaining by 
reaching agreements with a collective representing 
news businesses. 

Legislative Design 
The Act requires large platforms—those with annual 
revenues of at least CAD$1 billion and either 20 
million monthly unique visitors (search engines) or 
20 million monthly active users (social media)—to 
negotiate compensation agreements with eligible 
Canadian news businesses (CRTC 2025). If 
negotiations fail during a 90-day bargaining period 
and subsequent 120-day mediation period, final-
offer arbitration follows, in which an independent 
panel selects one party’s final offer in its entirety 
(CRTC 2025). This final-offer mechanism mirrors the 
Australian approach and creates strong incentives 
for both parties to submit reasonable offers. 

The exemption pathway allows platforms to avoid 
mandatory bargaining by reaching agreements with 
a collective representing news businesses. 
Compensation to broadcasters is capped at 30 per 

cent of total agreement value, with the CBC facing a 
7 per cent cap, ensuring most funds flow to print 
and digital-native outlets (CRTC 2025). These limits 
reflect the distinct market position of the public 
broadcaster (which already receives substantial 
government funding) while recognising that private 
broadcasters have legitimate claims to 
compensation. 

Eligibility extends through four pathways (CRTC 
2025). First, qualified Canadian journalism 
organisations (QCJOs) under the Income Tax Act 
automatically qualify. Second, broadcast licensees 
operating campus, community, or Indigenous 
stations are eligible. Third, businesses producing 
news content of public interest may qualify if they 
employ at least two journalists in Canada, operate 
with content edited in Canada, produce news not 
primarily focused upon a particular industry, and 
either belong to a recognised journalistic 
association or maintain their own code of ethics. 
Fourth, Indigenous news outlets producing content 
relating to Indigenous peoples’ rights are eligible 
even if they do not meet all other criteria. These 
provisions represent Canada’s attempt to balance 
breadth of coverage with quality controls while 
recognising the distinct role that Indigenous media 
play in community information ecosystems. 

Google’s Exemption 
Google pursued the exemption pathway. Following 
a 60-day open call receiving attestations from over 
1,400 news businesses, Google reached an 
agreement with the Canadian Journalism Collective 
(CJC) (CRTC 2025). The five-year agreement 
commits Google to contribute CAD$100 million 
annually, indexed to inflation (CRTC 2025). 

The CJC distributes funding based upon full-time 
equivalent employees engaged in producing 
original news content (CRTC 2025). Of 
approximately 600 applicants, approximately 450 
were determined eligible; by July 2025, 338 had 
received initial payments totalling CAD$55.2 million 
(CRTC 2025). 

https://doi.org/10.1093/grurint/ikad025
https://doi.org/10.1093/grurint/ikad025
https://crtc.gc.ca/eng/publications/reports/ona25.htm
https://crtc.gc.ca/eng/publications/reports/ona25.htm
https://crtc.gc.ca/eng/publications/reports/ona25.htm
https://crtc.gc.ca/eng/publications/reports/ona25.htm
https://crtc.gc.ca/eng/publications/reports/ona25.htm
https://crtc.gc.ca/eng/publications/reports/ona25.htm
https://crtc.gc.ca/eng/publications/reports/ona25.htm
https://crtc.gc.ca/eng/publications/reports/ona25.htm
https://crtc.gc.ca/eng/publications/reports/ona25.htm
https://crtc.gc.ca/eng/publications/reports/ona25.htm
https://crtc.gc.ca/eng/publications/reports/ona25.htm
https://crtc.gc.ca/eng/publications/reports/ona25.htm
https://crtc.gc.ca/eng/publications/reports/ona25.htm
https://crtc.gc.ca/eng/publications/reports/ona25.htm
https://crtc.gc.ca/eng/publications/reports/ona25.htm
https://crtc.gc.ca/eng/publications/reports/ona25.htm
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Meta’s Response: Withdrawal 
Meta blocked all news content for Canadian users 
beginning in August 2023—before the Act had fully 
taken effect (Media Ecosystem Observatory 2024). 
The company argued that news content represents 
a small fraction of engagement and that compliance 
costs exceeded the value that news provides. Unlike 
Google—whose search product depends on news—
Meta could substitute other engagement drivers 
with relatively modest impact. 

Consequences of Meta’s News Ban 
The Media Ecosystem Observatory’s analysis 
provides the most detailed assessment to date of 
platform withdrawal consequences. Prior to the ban, 
many Canadian news organisations, particularly 
local outlets, heavily relied upon Facebook to 
promote content and connect with readers (Media 
Ecosystem Observatory 2024). Many smaller outlets 
lacked profiles on other platforms owing to the 
difficulty of establishing new audiences and the 
costs of producing audiovisual content required for 
platforms like YouTube and TikTok. 

In the short run, news organisations have recorded 
substantial engagement losses. Canadian news 
outlets have lost 85 per cent of their engagement 
on Facebook and Instagram—an estimated 11 
million fewer views per day (Media Ecosystem 
Observatory 2024). This loss has not been 
compensated by increases on other platforms: while 
TikTok engagement increased by 24 per cent, 
overall engagement across all platforms declined by 
43 per cent, representing a net loss of 8.2 million 
engagements per month. 

Local journalism appears to have been 
disproportionately affected within the first year of 
the ban. Of 770 news outlets active on social media 
in June 2023, 555 remained active one year later. 
Following the ban, 215 Canadian news 
organisations have gone entirely dark on social 
media—98 per cent of them local outlets (Media 
Ecosystem Observatory 2024). Over this window, 
then, roughly 30 per cent of Canadian local news 
outlets previously active on social media were no 

longer sharing content or building readership 
through these channels. 

Despite the ban, news content continues to 
circulate through various workarounds. Some users 
share links by altering URLs and instructing others 
how to fix the link in their browser. Others share 
links to news outlet posts on X (formerly Twitter). 
The sharing of screenshots of news articles has 
tripled since the ban took effect (Media Ecosystem 
Observatory 2024). Yet only 22 per cent of 
Canadians know that news is banned on Facebook 
and Instagram—even among users who self-report 
using these platforms for news, only half are aware 
that news organisation content has been blocked 
(Media Ecosystem Observatory 2024). Without 
awareness, users have not sought substitute 
sources. 

The consequences extend beyond the news 
industry. Canadians continue to learn about politics 
through Facebook and Instagram, but now through 
a “more biased and less factual lens“ (Media 
Ecosystem Observatory 2024). The ban occurred 
during one of the deadliest wildfire seasons in 
Canadian history and continued through the lead-up 
to the 2025 federal election, raising concerns about 
voters’ access to reliable political information, 
though the longer-run equilibrium—how users, 
outlets, and the platforms themselves ultimately 
adjust—remains uncertain. 

Lessons from the Canadian Experience 
Canada’s experience offers several lessons for 
policymakers. The collective bargaining structure 
and explicit distributional requirements suggest that 
it is possible to design frameworks that reach 
beyond the largest publishers, addressing concerns 
from Australia’s bilateral negotiation approach. The 
exemption pathway worked for Google, providing a 
streamlined process that avoided bilateral 
negotiations with hundreds of individual publishers 
while reducing the power imbalance that would 
characterise such negotiations. 

At the same time, the Canadian case points to a 
limitation common to bargaining code policies: 

https://meo.ca/work/old-news-new-reality-a-year-of-metas-news-ban-in-canada
https://meo.ca/work/old-news-new-reality-a-year-of-metas-news-ban-in-canada
https://meo.ca/work/old-news-new-reality-a-year-of-metas-news-ban-in-canada
https://meo.ca/work/old-news-new-reality-a-year-of-metas-news-ban-in-canada
https://meo.ca/work/old-news-new-reality-a-year-of-metas-news-ban-in-canada
https://meo.ca/work/old-news-new-reality-a-year-of-metas-news-ban-in-canada
https://meo.ca/work/old-news-new-reality-a-year-of-metas-news-ban-in-canada
https://meo.ca/work/old-news-new-reality-a-year-of-metas-news-ban-in-canada
https://meo.ca/work/old-news-new-reality-a-year-of-metas-news-ban-in-canada
https://meo.ca/work/old-news-new-reality-a-year-of-metas-news-ban-in-canada
https://meo.ca/work/old-news-new-reality-a-year-of-metas-news-ban-in-canada
https://meo.ca/work/old-news-new-reality-a-year-of-metas-news-ban-in-canada
https://meo.ca/work/old-news-new-reality-a-year-of-metas-news-ban-in-canada
https://meo.ca/work/old-news-new-reality-a-year-of-metas-news-ban-in-canada
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platforms retain the option to withdraw rather than 
comply. The Online News Act has generated 
CAD$100 million annually from Google, but Meta’s 
response has, to date, removed the social media 
distribution channel that many news organisations 
had relied upon for audience development. 
Whether the compensation gains from Google 
offset the engagement losses from Meta is an 
empirical question that cannot yet be answered 
from one year of data, and any net assessment will 
depend on how both publishers and platforms 
adjust over a longer horizon. 

Comparative Analysis and 
Policy Recommendations 
The preceding case studies describe three distinct 
mechanisms for compelling platform payments. This 
section compares their enforcement logic and 
outcomes. 

Comparative Assessment 
The three approaches differ in their enforcement 
logic. Australia’s designation threat operates 
through anticipated costs: platforms negotiate to 
avoid the possibility of mandatory arbitration, not its 
certainty. The European copyright approach 
operates through legal entitlement—publishers gain 
rights they can assert in court. Canada’s mandatory 
bargaining operates through regulatory compulsion: 
platforms must negotiate or face arbitration. 

These different logics produce different 
vulnerabilities. The Australian approach depends 
upon credible threat, which erodes if never 
exercised; as Meta signals reduced willingness to 
renew expiring deals, policymakers face a choice 
between designation and deterrent decay. The 
European approach depends upon platforms 
making uses that trigger the right; when Google 
simply stopped displaying excerpts, French 
publishers had to pivot to competition law 
remedies. The Canadian approach depends upon 
platform participation being preferable to exit; 
when Meta calculated otherwise, the mandatory 
framework could not prevent withdrawal. 

A pattern across the three cases is that enforcement 
mechanisms appear to matter more than legal 
framing. France secured payments not because 
copyright provided superior legal footing but 
because the Autorité de la concurrence issued 
binding orders with substantial penalties. Australia 
generated payments not because competition law is 
inherently preferable to copyright but because the 
threat of final-offer arbitration created sufficient 
uncertainty to induce negotiation. For policymakers, 
the relevant question may be the credibility of the 
enforcement threat rather than the choice between 
copyright and competition law. 

The divergent responses of Google and Meta across 
all three jurisdictions are consistent with the 
theoretical prediction that platforms differ in how 
much they value news content. This heterogeneity 
suggests that uniform policy may be limited in what 
it can achieve: requirements calibrated to extract 
payments from search engines may exceed social 
media platforms’ willingness to pay. 

The Designation Dilemma 
Sandrini and Somogyi (2024) show that the 
threshold transfer above which platforms prefer 
going dark lies below the socially optimal transfer 
level. The welfare-maximising transfer therefore 
exceeds what can be extracted without triggering 
withdrawal. 

Australia used designation as threat rather than 
enforcement tool, which generated payments but 
left platforms in control of which publishers to 
negotiate with and on what terms. Canada made 
bargaining mandatory, which removed platform 
discretion but also removed the flexibility that 
allowed Australia to avoid withdrawal. Neither 
approach dominates the other. Effective design may 
require calibrating enforcement stringency to 
platform characteristics, with stronger requirements 
for platforms more dependent upon news content. 

Distributional Outcomes 
Bargaining code policies consistently favour large 
publishers over small ones. In Australia, major media 

https://www.zew.de/en/publications/news-media-bargaining-codes
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secured deals worth AUD$30 million annually while 
160 regional newspapers collectively received under 
AUD$1 million (Bossio et al. 2025). In Canada, 
roughly 150 of 600 applicants were determined 
ineligible or remain pending (CRTC 2025). 

These patterns reflect underlying economics: large 
publishers offer greater value to platforms through 
exclusive content and substantial audiences. They 
possess the resources to engage in extended 
negotiations and the bargaining power to extract 
favourable terms. Small and local publishers lack 
these advantages and face additional constraints—
limited staff for administrative requirements, narrow 
geographic focus that reduces platform interest, 
and dependence upon platforms for audience 
development that weakens their negotiating 
position. 

The content substitution effect identified by 
Freimane (2025) adds another dimension to 
distributional concerns. When bargaining codes 
increase the cost of displaying domestic content, 
platforms may substitute toward foreign sources or 
smaller publishers outwith compensation 
requirements. This effect was strongest for world 
news, where Australian content could readily be 
replaced by international English-language sources. 
While the substitution did not significantly affect 
local news coverage (which cannot easily be 
sourced from abroad), it suggests that bargaining 
codes may inadvertently advantage foreign 
competitors at the expense of domestic publishers 
in internationally contested content categories. 

A further dimension is transparency around deal 
terms. In Australia, commercial confidentiality 
provisions prevent public disclosure of agreement 
values, which limits systematic assessment of the 
Code’s effects. Canada’s approach offers greater 
transparency: the Canadian Journalism Collective 
publishes information about recipients and 
disbursements, and the CRTC’s annual reporting 
requirements provide data absent in the Australian 
context. Transparency enables evaluation of 
whether funds flow to public interest journalism and 

supports accountability for both platforms and the 
collective organisations distributing funds. 

Limitations of the Evidence 
Several caveats apply to the conclusions drawn 
here. The Canadian evidence covers only the first 
year following Meta’s withdrawal; longer-term 
effects upon news organisation viability and 
information quality remain uncertain. Australian deal 
values are estimates based upon media reports and 
industry sources, as commercial confidentiality 
prevents verification. The Freimane (2025) content 
substitution analysis relies upon web-scraped data 
that may not fully capture platform algorithmic 
changes. More fundamentally, the counterfactual—
what would have happened to news organisations 
absent these policies—is unobservable. Payments 
secured under bargaining codes represent gross 
transfers; whether they translate into net increases in 
journalism investment, rather than substituting for 
other revenue or flowing to shareholders, requires 
further research. 

Policy Recommendations 
Based upon the comparative evidence, this paper 
offers the following recommendations. 

Design for platform heterogeneity: Legislators 
drafting bargaining codes should incorporate tiered 
requirements that calibrate obligations to platform 
characteristics. Search engines, which depend upon 
news for core functionality, might face mandatory 
bargaining with binding arbitration; social media 
platforms, for which news is more substitutable, 
might face lighter disclosure requirements or 
voluntary contribution frameworks. One-size-fits-all 
mandates risk either under-extraction from 
platforms that value news highly or withdrawal by 
those that do not. 

Build in distributional safeguards: Future legislation 
should specify minimum allocations for local and 
small publishers—for example, requiring that at 
least 30 per cent of funds flow to outlets below a 
revenue threshold, or establishing dedicated 
streams for regional and community journalism. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/14614448231188420
https://crtc.gc.ca/eng/publications/reports/ona25.htm
https://crtc.gc.ca/eng/publications/reports/ona25.htm
https://lirias.kuleuven.be/retrieve/d2951492-141e-4393-b6f7-64ada6e8a019
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Canada’s FTE-based formula and broadcaster caps 
provide models, though administrative support for 
small publishers navigating application processes is 
equally important. 

Require public reporting of deal terms: Bargaining 
codes should mandate that platforms disclose 
aggregate payment amounts and that distributing 
organisations publish recipient-level data within 90 
days of disbursement. Without transparency, neither 
researchers nor policymakers can assess whether 
funds support public interest journalism. 

Establish complementary direct support: Bargaining 
codes cannot reach journalism in communities too 
small to generate meaningful platform payments. 
Governments should establish or expand grant 
programmes for local journalism—the ACCC’s 
recommended AU$50 million annually provides a 
benchmark (ACCC 2019)—administered by 
independent bodies at arm’s length from 
government and platform influence. 

Develop withdrawal contingency plans: Before 
enacting bargaining codes, policymakers should 
prepare for platform exit: identifying which outlets 
depend most heavily upon platform distribution, 
establishing emergency funding mechanisms, 
developing public communication strategies, and 
exploring alternative distribution infrastructure. The 
Canadian experience, in which most users remained 
unaware of the news ban, suggests that proactive 
public information is one component worth 
considering. 

Pursue international coordination: Individual 
countries negotiating separately with global 
platforms operate at a structural disadvantage. 
Regulatory agencies should share implementation 
data, align definitional frameworks where possible, 
and consider coordinated enforcement actions. 
Meta’s similar response across jurisdictions suggests 
that the bargaining position of any single country 
may be weaker than that of a coordinated group. 

Conclusion 
The three policy experiments surveyed here address 
a common underlying problem: platforms derive 
value from news content while publishers bear most 
of the production costs. The available evidence 
indicates that mandatory bargaining frameworks can 
generate substantial payments—over AUD$200 
million in Australia and CAD$100 million annually in 
Canada from Google alone. 

These payments come with limitations. Platforms 
retain the option to withdraw, and for social media 
services, where news appears to contribute 
relatively little to engagement, the going-dark 
threshold may lie below what policymakers can 
extract without triggering exit. Meta’s withdrawal 
from Canadian news—accompanied, in the first 
year, by sharp drops in news engagement and in 
the share of outlets active on social media—
illustrates that a policy structured around the 
cooperating platforms can still leave the overall 
information environment worse off than the status 
quo ante, at least over a short horizon. 

The distributional outcomes of current frameworks 
have favoured large publishers over small ones, 
national outlets over local ones, and platforms’ 
preferred partners over the broader journalism 
sector. Australia’s bilateral negotiation approach 
allowed platforms to pick winners and losers; 
Canada’s collective model offers more equitable 
distribution but has not prevented Meta’s 
withdrawal from removing an audience 
development channel on which many local outlets 
relied. 

On current evidence, bargaining codes alone 
appear insufficient to sustain journalism. They can 
extract resources from platforms—particularly 
search engines that depend on news content—but 
cannot compel participation from platforms for 
which news is substitutable, and cannot on their 
own ensure that funds flow to the local journalism 
most at risk of under-provision. Bargaining codes 
are therefore likely to work best alongside 
complementary mechanisms: direct subsidies for 
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local journalism, tax incentives for philanthropic 
support, public broadcasting investment, 
institutional capacity for ongoing monitoring as the 
platform-news relationship evolves, and 
coordination across jurisdictions facing the same 
global platforms. 

How much weight to place on each of these 
instruments is an empirical question that current 
evidence does not yet resolve
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