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Research Article 

 

Accountability in name only: Fact-checking under the EU’s 

Code of Practice on Disinformation 
 

Major platforms constantly claim to fight disinformation and support the fact checking community, but 

their transparency reports and the empirical evidence from a survey of expert fact checkers across 21 EU 

countries show a different reality. This study finds that despite commitments made under EU regulations, 

expert fact checkers remain largely peripheral actors within the existing platform governance framework, 

with limited insight into how their work influences platform decisions. As Brussels rolls out its new 

Democracy Shield (European Parliament, 2025), our study exposes that the promise of algorithmic 

transparency remains largely unfulfilled, leaving frontline fact checkers locked out of the very governance 

systems they are meant to support.  
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Research questions  
• How do major online platforms (Meta, Google, Microsoft, and TikTok) operationalize their 

commitments to cooperate with fact-checking organizations under the CoPD? (RQ1) 

• To what extent do fact checkers have access to relevant data, tools, and feedback mechanisms so 

that they can perform their role attributed within the broader European Union’s (EU) 

disinformation governance framework? (RQ2) 

• What structural conditions shape the effectiveness and sustainability of partnerships between 

fact-checking organizations and platforms? (RQ3) 

• How do fact checkers perceive their role and influence within the EU’s multi-stakeholder 

governance of disinformation, and what barriers prevent them from having true policy impact? 

(RQ4) 

 

Essay summary 
• Online disinformation has become a persistent challenge for democracies; in response, the 

European Union (EU) has developed an anti-disinformation regulatory architecture, central to 

which is the Code of Practice on Disinformation (CoPD). The CoPD was strengthened in 2022 and 

 
1 A publication of the Shorenstein Center on Media, Politics and Public Policy at Harvard University, John F. Kennedy School of 
Government. 
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transitioned to a Code of Conduct in 2025 to include more granular commitments for online 

platforms to mitigate systemic risks related to disinformation. The Code recognizes that trusted 

third parties, such as fact checkers, play a vital role in the ecosystem by identifying and 

contextualizing misleading content (Bélair-Gagnon et al., 2023; Bleyer-Simon, 2025; Cazzamatta, 

2025). Specifically, fact checkers fulfill three distinct functions within the governance framework: 

operational detection, public contextualization, and systemic accountability. While their primary 

tasks involve fragging misinformation, their accountability role is equally critical, as they provide 

empirical evidence to policymakers to inform future regulations (Lauer & Graves, 2024; Mündges 

& Park, 2024).  

• However, the stability of these partnerships is increasingly precarious. As noted by Rone (2021, p. 

173), platform governance often oscillates between preemptive and conflictual cooperation, 

where platforms integrate civil society at a symbolic level to send a political signal or suggest 

compliance while in effect maintaining a strict control over governance processes. Meta’s 2025 

decision to withdraw from its Third-Party Fact-Checking Program exemplifies the shift from a 

supportive, at least in theory, partnership to a more conflictual modus operandi, in which 

platforms prioritize their own moderation interest over the fact-checking ecosystem.  

• Despite formal agreements, this study finds that platform cooperation is more performative than 

substantive. By juxtaposing platform transparency reports with survey data from professional fact 

checkers across EU countries, the analysis reveals discrepancies between the commitments 

agreed upon by platforms and actual practice. The performative nature of these partnerships 

represents more than a breach of promise and suggests a potential gap in DSA compliance and 

the broader EU Democracy Shield. 

 

Implications 
 

Our findings reveal a significant gap between the EU’s normative ambitions as formulated in the CoPD 

and the operational realities experienced by fact checkers across Europe in their day-to-day partnership 

with platforms. At the heart of this gap lies a tension that is increasingly visible across EU’s digital 

governance: while non-platform/civil-society actors are formally integrated into multi-stakeholder 

arrangements (Meyer & Vetulani-Cęgiel, 2024; Urman & Makhortykh, 2023), the conditions under which 

they function prevent them from having a meaningful impact (Graves & Amazeen, 2019). The implications 

of this tension extend beyond fact-checking alone and raise broader questions about how co-regulatory 

approaches could be recalibrated in order to be more effective (Borz et al., 2024; Gorwa, 2019; Marsden 

et al., 2020). 

A central implication of the findings is that fact checkers occupy a peripheral position within the 

disinformation ecosystem. This peripheral status is not a consequence of exclusion—fact checkers are 

formally acknowledged, there are existing contractual arrangements, which are prominently referenced 

in platforms’ self-reports—but of structural marginalization. They are included without being empowered. 

In response to RQ1, the findings show that major online platforms operationalize their commitments in 

uneven and often minimal ways. While formal cooperations exist, as indicated in both transparency 

reports and the expert survey, they don’t translate into meaningful transparency. Platform practices tend 

to prioritize symbolic compliance—such as the application of labels, which is rarely presented in a 

disaggregated manner—over technical access to tools or mechanisms that would allow fact checkers to 

understand how their outputs influence moderation, ranking, or algorithmic visibility.  

Addressing RQ2, the study finds that fact checkers’ access to relevant data, tools, and feedback 

mechanisms is insufficient. The lack of reliable, granular (ideally at national-level) impact data—such as 

information on misleading information reach reduction, user exposure to disinformation, or platform 
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decisions based on verified content—prevents fact checkers from evaluating how effective their work is 

or from verifying platform claims related to content moderation decisions. As a result, even when fact-

checking outputs are incorporated into platform systems—the extent of which cannot be quantified due 

to opacity—this integration is done without any evaluative insight offered to fact checkers.  

With respect to RQ3, the analysis indicates several structural conditions that shape the effectiveness 

and sustainability of partnerships with fact checkers, which include asymmetries in access to data and, in 

general, discussers that are controlled and attentively curated by platforms. These empirical findings 

suggest that fixing technical shortcomings, ensuring clear data protocols, and minimum impact metrics 

would be minimal conditions for functional cooperation with fact checkers.  

Fact checkers perceive their role in the anti-disinformation governance model as peripheral rather 

than influential, which directly answers RQ4. This research identifies multiple barriers that prevent these 

practitioners from having a policy impact. Specifically, platforms reduce insight into the decision-making, 

omit formalized feedback loops formalized from contractual agreements, and exclude fact-checkers from 

data governance models. Because the cooperation framework lacks a clear institutional embedding for 

fact checkers, they remain mere implementers of platform-defined processes. Consequently, they cannot 

inform policy recommendations or conduct independent risk assessments in an effective manner.  

The combined findings suggest several ways in which platforms could move beyond symbolic 

disclosures and informal ad hoc interactions with fact-checking organizations. In countries where fact-

checking agreements are very limited (e.g., in Greece and Hungary), expanding the coverage of these local 

agreements should be a priority. Taking this step recognizes the importance of fact checkers in 

strengthening local resilience against disinformation. The findings also point to a strong need for platforms 

to make better use of fact checks by integrating them more visibly into platform services. This includes 

improving the visibility of fact-checked content to inform algorithms, as well as clearly communicating 

corrections and contextual information to users.  

More broadly, the results point to the need for a recalibration of how fact checkers are integrated 

into EU disinformation governance. While assessing specific enforcement mechanisms falls beyond the 

scope of this research, the findings suggest that empowerment needs more than recognition. A gradual 

shift toward co-enforcement is necessary to address the persistent power and information asymmetries 

this study documented. This means moving away from a voluntary basis toward mandatory rules under 

the DSA. In this context, measures that support the fact-checking community while intersecting with 

enforcement mechanisms under the DSA—such as standardized data access protocols for fact checkers, 

technical API specifications so that they can see how disinformation spreads, minimum impact metrics 

(e.g., how much a fact check reduced the reach of a false post), and transparent feedback loops (how 

much did fact checks influence moderation decision)—could solve the limitations identified. 

These implications should be read not as direct policy prescriptions, but rather as analytically 

grounded observations about the structural conditions necessary for the current Code of Conduct to 

function as originally intended: a true partnership in which fact checkers contribute not only to verifying 

content but also to shaping better policy through evidence (European Commission, 2024).  

Furthermore, as an addendum to the study, this study’s findings must be re-evaluated in light of 

recent developments, such as Meta’s withdrawal from third-party fact-checking arrangements, 

predominately in the United States but with global implications. The reduced institutional support for fact 

checkers and the trend toward “community notes”—a crowdsourced model that relies on user-driven, 

algorithmic consensus rather than professional fact checkers or journalists to flag misleading content—

suggest a shift in platform governance. Consequently, in Europe, the Digital Services Act (DSA) and the 

Code of Conduct on Disinformation (CoCD) (used as a benchmark for compliance) now serve as the 

primary legal safeguards for the regional fact-checking ecosystem. In this context, independent audits, a 

requirement under the DSA, are more critical than ever to verify that platforms’ European operations and 

stated partnerships remain functional and effective.  
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Findings  
 

Finding 1: Cooperations with fact-checking organizations (Commitment 30). 

 

Drawing on both platform transparency reports and survey responses from fact-checking experts, the 

analyses show a clear gap between platforms’ formal promises and their day-to-day operations. While 

platforms use symbolic compliance, making high-profile public statements that look good on paper, they 

fail in the majority of cases to deliver meaningful results. This represents a form of structural 

marginalization where fact checkers are officially invited into the accountability system but are kept on 

the sidelines without the power or data they need to have an impact. 

An assessment of Commitment 30 (Table 1) shows a fragmented cooperation landscape (for more 

details, see Botan & Meyer, 2025). All major platforms claim to support fact-checking, but their reports 

lack details on the nature of the fact-checking partnerships, the countries they cover, and their potential 

impact on reducing disinformation. This lack of detail makes it quasi-impossible to evaluate the actual 

impact of this cooperation. 

Meta (Facebook & Instagram) reports various initiatives such as We Think Digital, News Integrity 

Initiative, and fact-checking partnerships with 29 organizations in 23 languages, without mentioning what 

the organizations are or where they are based. The reports also reference tools such as warning labels, 

fact-check panels, and the Meta Content Library via the Inter-university Consortium for Political and Social 

Research (ICPSR). Microsoft (Bing & LinkedIn) mentions NewsGuard, Page Insights, and general 

partnerships with the News Literacy Project and the Trust Project. Despite claims of access to beta 

research programs and access to open datasets like Microsoft Machine Reading Comprehension (MS 

MARCO), reports provide no documentation on their operational scope or researcher uptake. TikTok 

reports existing collaborations with fact checkers without detailed information on the scope or geography 

of these collaborations. Google (Search & YouTube) refers to its own Google News Initiative and offers a 

more detailed reporting on how information panels and labels are integrated into its YouTube service but 

provides no granular data on their financial contribution to fact-checking organizations.  

 

Table 1. Overall assessment of platforms’ support for fact checkers (Commitment 30 from the CoPD). 

 Meta Microsoft Google TikTok 

 
Facebook and 

Instagram 
Bing and LinkedIn 

Search and 

YouTube 
TikTok 

Compliance 

level 
Partial Low Partial Partial 

Notes 

Lists activities and 

partners but lacks 

detailed impact 

evaluation. 

Minimal reporting; 

Bing mentions 

language coverage 

without context. 

More details on 

integration 

processes, some 

testing data, EMIF 

support. 

Lists partners and 

processes, but 

limited impact 

metrics or external 

verification. 

 

The survey insights show a mixed experience with platform fact-checking programmes. While 

participation in such programmes is generally viewed as positive, the quality of collaboration is often rated 

slightly lower than the overall experience, reflecting persistent shortcomings, usually structural. 

Respondents acknowledge the value of existing cooperation frameworks, but point to platform-driven 

arrangements, in which they have limited control over terms, processes, and outcomes.  

The second analytical layer comes from the expert survey and offers a more fine-grained image of 

how fact checkers perceive existing partnerships. In terms of collaboration, the experts who took part in 
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the survey reported 50 fact-checking agreements. Respondents had fact-checking agreements with 

Facebook (18) and Instagram (18), Google Search (4), YouTube (2), TikTok (4), and Microsoft Bing (4) (see 

Table 2). LinkedIn was not engaged in any partnerships with the European Digital Media Observatory’s 

(EDMO) community of fact checkers.  

 

Table 2. Expert survey: Fact-checking agreements to assess. 

 Collaborations to assess 

Parent company Platform # of fact checkers 

Meta 
Facebook 18 

Instagram 18 

Google 
Google Search 4 

YouTube 2 

Microsoft 
LinkedIn 0 

Bing 4 

TikTok TikTok 4 

 TOTAL 50 

 

On average, the fact-checking experts rate their overall experience regarding their partnerships with Meta 

and Google as “good” or “fair.” The overall experience of fact-checking agreements with Microsoft Bing 

is rated predominantly as “poor,” and the rating for TikTok ranges from “poor” to “very poor” (see Table 

3). 

 

Table 3. Expert survey: VLOPSE efforts on cooperation with fact checkers (Commitments 30–32). 

 Meta Microsoft Google TikTok 

 
Facebook and 

Instagram 
Bing and LinkedIn 

Search and 

YouTube 
TikTok 

Overall 

experience 
Good/Fair Fair/Poor Good/Fair Poor 

Quality Good/Fair Poor Good/Fair Very Poor 

 

A recurring concern across responses is the lack of transparency regarding how their work informs 

platform moderation decisions, particularly in relation to TikTok. Fact checkers frequently report 

insufficient feedback on whether and how their outputs lead to enforcement actions, ranking, or content 

visibility. Several respondents also stress slow, inconsistent, or ad hoc communication with platforms, 

which adds to the constraining nature of the collaborations.  

The asymmetries identified in our survey are best understood through Rone’s (2021) framework of 

platform governance, which characterizes interaction with state and civil actors as an oscillation between 

proactive and adversarial cooperation. Platforms often integrate just enough fact-checking to remain on 

the safe side from a regulation perspective without ceding control over their moderation systems. 

Concurrently, they maintain an adversarial stance by withholding the critical data fact-checkers need in 

order to achieve a meaningful impact.  
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As a postscript to the research findings, the “good” and “fair” ratings associated with Meta must be 

reevaluated in light of its recent withdrawal from professional fact-checking programs (predominantly in 

the United States and selected international markets). This strategic shift exemplifies the transition from 

structured moderation to information chaos as theorized by Cazzamatta (2026). In this context, the 

removal of institutional support for many fact checkers leaves a verification vacuum in the battle over 

accuracy and truth. Furthermore, while platforms claim to use fact checks for “down-ranking,” empirical 

evidence from Watt et al. (2025) and our own survey confirms that fact checkers do not have information 

on the degree of visibility reduction applied to posts. This opacity indicates that these partnerships are 

not operational. Rather than being integrated into functional, transparent, and collaborative daily 

workflows, they remain symbolic, serving primarily as public gestures designed to signal compliance while 

precluding meaningful oversight or a genuine role for fact-checking organizations in shared governance.  

 

Finding 2: Integration of fact-checking outputs (Commitment 31). 

 

How platforms actually use fact checks remains a black box (Table 4). Compliance here is partial at best. 

Most platforms claim to use labels or demote false content (reducing how many people see it), but they 

offer no proof of how well these tools work in practice through, for example, data on their reach and 

effectiveness. As a general observation, where metrics are reported, they are typically high-level and are 

not disaggregated at the country level.  

 

Table 4. VLOPSE efforts on fact-checking integration in services (Commitment 31). 

 Meta Microsoft Google TikTok 

 
Facebook and 

Instagram 
Bing and LinkedIn 

Search and 

YouTube 
TikTok 

Compliance 

level 
Partial Low Partial Partial 

Notes 

Labels and 

demotions used but 

lack comprehensive 

impact data. 

Minimal to no 

integration 

reported. 

Systematic 

integration with 

panels and A/B 

testing. 

Labels applied but 

lacks clarity on 

creator 

notifications and 

user impact. 
 

Survey responses corroborate such reports’ findings while also revealing discrepancies between platform 

self-reporting and fact checkers’ experiences. Respondents rated the use and integration of fact-checking 

in Meta’s products on average as “good” or “fair.” In contrast, TikTok’s integration of fact checks was 

assessed more critically, with ratings ranging from “poor” to “very poor.” Across platforms, the main issue 

is a lack of feedback. Fact checkers rarely know if their work led to a content label or a change in the 

algorithm. The majority of respondents pointed to insufficient data access and feedback, limited 

availability of usable APIs or structured datasets, and reliance on self-reported metrics. Without this data, 

fact checkers could not measure their own effectiveness and reach.  

Our survey findings are strongly supported by recent empirical work. Watt et al. (2025) argue that the 

“art of the platform deal” involves keeping fact checkers in the dark regarding the technical specifics of 

downlinking, that is, the degree to which a post’s visibility is reduced. As Cazzamatta (2026) and Graves 

(2025) demonstrate, fact checkers report having no visibility into the consequences of their labels at the 

algorithmic level. This transparency deficit suggests that platforms may treat fact-checking as a symbolic 

input rather than an operational component of a collaborative governance framework. 
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Finding 3: Data access for fact-checking organizations (Commitment 32). 

 

The analysis of self-reports indicates a structurally weak implementation of Commitment 32. From both 

a quantitative and qualitative reporting perspective, all major platforms demonstrate limited compliance 

(see Table 5). Meta reports the existence of tools specifically designed for fact checkers, but there is no 

substantial evidence on their uptake, usage frequency, or analytical values. Microsoft performs the 

weakest in this regard, offering no reporting at all on tools, interfaces, or data access specifically designed 

for fact checkers. Google, despite referencing several fact-checking partnerships, similarly fails to describe 

any concrete mechanisms, tools, or data channels through which fact checkers can access platform data. 

TikTok reports the availability of dashboards for fact checkers and provides some quantitative information 

on their existence, yet offers no evidence regarding the outcomes of these tools or whether the data has 

sufficient depth and is offered in a timely manner. There is no documentation on whether fact checkers 

have access to key metrics such as impressions, reach, or user engagement. 

 

Table 5. VLOPSE efforts on access to relevant information for fact checkers (Commitment 32 from the 

CoPD). 

 Meta Microsoft Google TikTok 

 
Facebook and 

Instagram 
Bing and LinkedIn 

Search and 

YouTube 
TikTok 

Compliance 

level 
Low Low Low Partial 

Notes 

Mentions 

dashboards but 

provides no clear 

data or external 

verification. 

No interfaces or 

tools detailed. 

No detailed support 

described. 

Provides 

dashboards with 

limited metrics; 

lacks systematic 

external validation. 

 

The reporting gaps are directly corroborated by our survey findings. Fact checkers reported insufficient 

access to actionable data; limited, non-functional, or non-existent APIs; and dashboards that were not 

designed for independent analysis. Respondents emphasized that available tools rarely allow for 

longitudinal or cross-platform evaluation and provide little to no feedback on how fact checks influence 

platforms’ decisions. Where data access exists, it is described as controlled by platforms, delayed, or 

selectively disclosed; all these aspects illustrate the asymmetrical relationship where one side (the 

platforms) holds all the data and power, while the other side (the fact checkers) has limited insight and 

influence. 

Survey findings are summarized in Table 6 and show, in general, systemic weaknesses in the 

implementation of all of CoPD’s commitments towards fact checkers. While some platforms, most notably 

Meta, are perceived by fact checkers as offering relatively strong cooperation frameworks, the reliance 

on short-term arrangements undermines the stability and the institutional capacity of the fact-checking 

community. These structural fragilities are amplified by the limited and opaque integration of fact-

checking outputs into platform products, where fact checkers report a lack of feedback, restricted access 

to original content, and no visibility into the impact of fact-checked content.  

Recent developments related to platforms’ reduced support for professional fact-checking programs 

that signal a policy shift at the corporate level support our argument that cooperation is performative—

platforms still use fact-checking arrangements in the EU because they have to, not because they view 

them as core partnerships. In fact, the DSA seems to be the only element keeping the European fact-

checking ecosystem from the “chaos” seen in the United States (Cazzamatta, 2026). While platforms 
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maintain their fact-checking commitments in Europe to comply with regulation, the current transatlantic 

divergence represents a good illustration of what Rone (2021) describes as “preemptive cooperation.” 

Platforms may keep symbolic ties in strictly regulated markets such as the EU, while simultaneously 

dismantling the fact-checking infrastructure where regulatory pressure is lower or where it is lacking.  

 

Table 6. Expert survey: Thematic summary table (Commitments 30–32 from the CoPD). 

Commitment Theme 

Relevant quotes 

from open-ended 

questions Assessment Recommendation 

Empowering fact-

checking 

community (30) 

Partnerships and 

contracts 

“The Meta Third-

Party Fact 

Checking Program 

is outstanding 

among the 

platforms… but 

yearly contracts 

make it difficult to 

establish a 

consistent team.” 

Moderate – Good 

cooperation but 

unstable 

contracts and 

uneven 

participation. 

Establish multi-

year agreements 

and ensure 

symmetrical 

cooperation 

frameworks. 

Use and 

integration of 

fact-checking 

outputs (31) 

Data access and 

transparency 

“We don’t have 

access to any sort 

of data which 

could help us 

understand the 

impact of our 

activity. The only 

data available is in 

the transparency 

reports, and we 

can’t verify that it 

is accurate.” 

Weak – Data 

access is partial, 

often self-

reported and 

unverifiable. 

Create 

standardized 

reporting with 

machine-readable 

data. Data access 

protocols (APIs, 

downloadable 

CSVs) with clear 

provenance for 

independent 

verification. 

Data access and 

impact of fact-

checking (32) 

Data access and 

transparency 

“We don’t have 

access to any sort 

of data which 

could help us 

understand the 

impact of our 

activity. The only 

data available is in 

the transparency 

reports, and we 

can’t verify that it 

is accurate.” 

Weak – Data 

access is partial, 

often self-

reported, and 

unverifiable. 

Create 

standardized 

reporting with 

machine-readable 

data. Data access 

protocols (APIs, 

downloadable 

CSVs) with clear 

provenance for 

independent 

verification. 
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Methods  
 

This study employed a mixed-methods research design combining a systematic review of platform 

transparency reports with an expert survey of fact-checking practitioners. This approach allowed for 

triangulation between platform self-reporting and independent assessments by actors directly involved 

in the implementation of the CoPD. The objective is not to measure the effectiveness of fact-checking 

interventions per se, but to examine how platforms operationalize their commitments toward fact 

checkers and whether these arrangements support meaningful participation in the EU’s anti-

disinformation governance framework.  

The first component of the study consisted of an analysis of transparency reports published in 2024 

and the first quarter of 2025 by very large online platforms (VLOPs) that are signatories of the CoPD, 

namely Meta (Instagram & Facebook), Google (Search & YouTube), Microsoft (LinkedIn & Bing), and 

TikTok. These reports constitute the primary source through which platforms communicate their 

compliance with voluntary commitments and, more recently, with regulatory expectations under the DSA. 

Reports were analyzed using a structured coding framework (see a sample in Appendix A and, for a 

detailed reporting, see Botan & Meyer, 2025). Particular attention was paid to the quality, completeness, 

and verifiability of the reported information. When available, external data sources were consulted to 

verify how accurate reported metrics and claims were.  

To complement platform self-reporting, and to answer, the study draws on an original survey 

conducted in February 2025 among fact-checking professionals affiliated with or collaborating with the 

European Digital Media Observatory (EDMO) and its national hubs.2 A total of 41 expert respondents from 

21 European countries3 participated in the survey, representing a diverse range of institutional contexts 

and platform partnerships (50 in total). While the sample provides broad geographical coverage, the 

distribution reflects the varying density of the EDMO hubs network. Higher concentrations of respondents 

were recorded in countries with hubs that are very well integrated, such as Belgium and France 

(approximately seven to nine respondents each), while other countries (e.g., Estonia, Latvia, and Portugal) 

are represented by single high-level experts. From a professional perspective, the sample is characterized 

by a high degree of seniority: in the majority of cases, respondents hold leadership or very specialized 

oversight roles, such as Editor-in-Chief, CEO, Head of Fact-Checking Unit, or Lead Disinformation 

Researcher. This means, in practice, that the qualitative insights they provided reflect the perspectives of 

those with direct responsibility for overseeing partnerships with platforms and monitoring Code of 

Practice (under the DSA) compliance. 

All respondents were directly engaged in fact-checking activities and were invited via an official EDMO 

email, based on their professional experience, prior work relevant to the CoPD and disinformation 

research, and representation across different institutional and geographic contexts. All participants were 

required to have relevant subject-matter expertise and to contribute in line with the objectives and the 

scope of the EDMO survey.  

The survey combined closed-ended questions (Likert-type assessments of cooperation quality, 

integration, and data access) with open-ended questions inviting respondents to elaborate on their 

experiences, challenges, and perceptions of impact. Questions were explicitly mapped to Commitments 

 
2 Greece – Mediterranean Digital Media Observatory (MedDMO); Croatia – Adria Digital Media Observatory (ADMO); Hungary 
– Hungarian Digital Media Observatory (HDMO); Austria/Germany – German-Austrian Digital Media Observatory (GADMO); 
France – Observatoire de l’Information et des Médias (ODIM) and Agence France Presse (AFP); Belgium/Luxembourg – BeLux 

Digital Media Observatory; Spain – Iberian Digital Media Research and Fact-Checking Hub; Bulgaria/Romania – Bulgarian-
Romanian Observatory of Digital Media (BROD). 
3 Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czechia, Denmark, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Latvia, Malta, 
Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Spain, and Sweden.  
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30–32, enabling systematic comparison with platform disclosures (a sample blank copy of the survey is 

available in Appendix B). 

Participants assessed the availability and relevance of cooperation agreements, data-access 

protocols, and independent verification tools, and provided qualitative comments as well. The insights 

extracted from the survey were then cross-referenced with findings from the platforms’ transparency 

reports, allowing for a more robust evaluation of how platforms meet the objectives under the CoPD.  

Several limitations should be acknowledged. First, transparency reports are selective and often 

attentively curated, reflecting a platform’s strategic communication choices rather than verifiable 

accounts of practice (Botan & Meyer, 2025). Second, while the survey identifies experts’ perspectives 

across a wide range of European contexts, the sample size does not allow for statistical representation at 

the country or EU level. Thus, the survey serves not as a statistically representative map but as a critical 

cross-reference to the selective narratives found in platform transparency reports. Third, the study does 

not directly observe platform moderation processes or algorithmic systems, relying instead on reported 

practices and practitioner experience. Future studies could benefit from trying to cross-validate platform 

practices and practitioners’ perspectives.  

Finally, ongoing changes to platform policies and to the regulatory environment mean that practices 

and collaborations evolve over time, which underscores the need for continued empirical monitoring of 

how voluntary commitments related to fact-checking are implemented in reality. Despite these 

limitations, the integration of reports analysis and expert testimony provides a solid basis for assessing 

how the CoPD’s commitments toward fact checkers are currently implemented and where their design 

prevents meaningful platform transparency and accountability. 
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Appendix A: Assessment grid—Quality, completeness, and verifiability 

of VLOPSE reported information on selected CoPD commitments  
 

Commitment 30: Cooperation with fact checkers 

 

Part A: Quality and completeness of reported information 

 

A.6.a. Has [name of VLOPSE’s service] provided details for your country on the following aspects of 

cooperation with fact checkers? (Yes/No) 

• List of fact-checking partners and their accreditation (e.g., IFCN, EFCSN) 

• Languages and countries covered by these partnerships 

• Description of the cooperation framework (e.g., advisory role, content review, moderation 

workflows) 

• Description of any financial or technical support provided to fact checkers 

• Any collaborative mechanisms for addressing country-specific misinformation 

• Trends 

 

Part B: Evidence in support of reported information 

 

B.6.a. Has [name of VLOPSE’s service] provided the following data for your country? (Yes/No) 

• Number of fact checks published by partners 

• Number of pieces of content treated based on fact checker input 

• Metrics on the visibility or reach of fact checker contributions 

• Any evaluations or user research on the effectiveness of these partnerships 

 

B.6.b. Were you able to verify the data provided by the Signatory through independent or public sources? 

(Yes/No) 

 

Please insert any additional comments you may have: 

 

Commitment 31: Fact-checking integration in services 

 

Part A: Quality and completeness of reported information 

 

A.7.a. Has [name of VLOPSE’s service] documented the following for your country? (Yes/No) 

• Description of how fact-checking labels are integrated into content (e.g., labels such as “False 

Information”) 

• Explanation of how visibility or engagement with labeled content is limited (e.g., demotion, 

warning screens) 

• Information on whether creators are notified when their content is labeled 

• Description of how these measures are applied across different content formats (e.g., images, 

videos, links) 

 

Part B: Evidence in support of reported information 
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B.7.a. Has [name of VLOPSE’s service] provided the following data for your country? (Yes/No) 

• Number of labeled content items 

• Impact metrics (e.g., reduction in shares, visibility) 

• User interaction data with labeled content (e.g., click-through, engagement rates) 

• Evaluations of user understanding or behavior change 

 

B.7.b. Were you able to verify the data provided by the Signatory through independent or public sources? 

(Yes/No) 

 

Please insert any additional comments you may have: 

 

Commitment 32: Access to relevant information for fact checkers 

 

Part A: Quality and completeness of reported information 

 

A.8.a. Has [name of VLOPSE’s service] described the following support provided to fact checkers for your 

country? (Yes/No) 

• Access to internal dashboards or data reporting tools 

• Metrics on labeled content reach, engagement, and reshare rates 

• Feedback mechanisms or regular consultations with fact checkers 

• Description of any real-time or near real-time data access 

• Information on financial or operational support for fact-checking organizations 

 

Part B: Evidence in support of reported information 

 

B.8.a. Has [name of VLOPSE’s service] provided verifiable data or evidence of the following? (Yes/No) 

• Number of fact checkers with access to internal tools 

• Usage metrics of these tools (e.g., frequency, number of accessed items) 

• Evaluations or feedback from fact checkers on the usefulness of the tools 

• Any independent audits or external evaluations of these support systems 

 

B.8.b. Were you able to verify the data provided by the Signatory through independent 

or public sources? (Yes/No) 

 

Please insert any additional comments you may have: 
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Appendix B: Survey questions (only questions & answers pertaining to 

Commitments 30–32 from the Code of Practice on Disinformation were 

included in the present study) 
 

Section 1: About you (non-personal information) 

 

• Please specify your role. 

• Please select the type of institution you work for. 

o News agency/Media outlet 

o Fact-checking organisation 

o Media literacy organisation 

o Civil society organization 

o NGO 

o Other (please specify) 

• Please specify the country in which you operate. 

• If applicable, please select the Hub you work for. 

• Please choose one or more sections among the below for which you will be answering. YOU DO 

NOT NEED TO RESPOND TO ALL SECTIONS. PLEASE RESPOND ONLY TO THE SECTION WHICH IS 

RELATED TO YOUR EXPERTISE. 

 

Commitment 30: Cooperation with fact checkers 

 

• If your organisation currently has an agreement/contract with [name of VLOPSE’s service], could 

you please assess the below. 

o Your overall experience: Very poor, poor, fair, good, excellent 

o The quality of the cooperation framework with respect to the requirements for 

Commitment 30: Very poor, poor, fair, good, excellent 

• Please insert below any other comments you might have. 

 

Commitment 31: Fact-checking integration in services (measure 31.1) 

 

• If your organisation currently has an agreement/contract with [name of VLOPSE’s service], could 

you please assess the below. 

o The use and integration of your work in the platform’s products. Very poor, poor, fair, good, 

excellent 

• Please insert below any other comments you might have. 

 

Commitment 32: Access to relevant information for fact checkers (measure 32.1) 

 

• Could you please assess the availability and relevance of the data provided by [name of VLOPSE’s 

service] on the impact of fact-checking activities? 

o Availability: Very poor, poor, fair, good, excellent 

o Relevance: Very poor, poor, fair, good, excellent 

• Please insert below any other comments you might have. 

 


