Supplementary written evidence from Dr Raffaello Rossi (GAM0017)

Q1B: How are children being exposed to gambling advertising?
Children are not just occasionally seeing gambling adverts – across this gambling marketing ecosystem they see it constantly: on video games, on social media, during sporting events, in the highstreet, etc.  They are growing up in a gambling-saturated environment.
 
In December 2025, I published a study together with YouGov, which was a representative GB survey of 3,260 children and young people aged 11–24.  The headline findings are striking:
 
· Two-thirds of 11–17-year-olds recalled seeing gambling marketing in the past month.
· 20% of 11–17-year-olds could name three or more gambling brands without prompts.
· 58% of 11–17-year-olds recognised three or more gambling logos when shown them.
· 61% of 11–17-year-olds said gambling adverts make gambling seem harmless.
· 15% of 11–17-year-olds reported some form of direct engagement with gambling companies online.
 
In this YouGov study, among 18+ respondents who had created a gambling account, 49% said they spend their account aged 18–19.  So, something is clearly happening before that age – and marketing is not the only factor – but I believe still an important one in normalising gambling, and making it seem 'more harmless' – as the kids themselves described it.  
 
 
Q3B: Policy recommendations:
 
Learning from other countries, the most effective way to prevent unintended consequences, including gambling marketing simply shifting from one medium to another, may be a comprehensive ban on gambling advertising, marketing and sponsorship. Partial restrictions can reduce exposure in one channel, but may also displace marketing activity into other, less visible or less regulated spaces, especially online. If a comprehensive ban is not considered feasible at this stage, I would recommend the following steps:

First, reduce volume. The most important shift is that we need to start regulating the volume of gambling advertising, not only the content. So, we need to come with a mechanism, that defines of what is too many. Traditionally, financial limitations of the brands would deal with this – but with digital advertising being so incredibly cheap, this does not work anymore. Alternatively, we have to start restricting certain forms for gambling marketing, which will in turn reduce the volume.
 
Second, I would ban gambling content marketing. These are posts that look like memes, sports humour, team news or fan engagement rather than obvious adverts. We know these formats are particularly appealing to children and difficult to recognise as advertising. The evidence is exceptionally strong in this area.
 
Third, I would ban direct gambling marketing. The evidence is now particularly strong here. Direct marketing reaches people who are already in gambling environments and can trigger further gambling and harm.
 
Fourth, I would remove gambling advertising and sponsorship from sport, especially football. This is not an extreme position. The Gambling Commission itself stated in their evidence submission to the Gambling Act White paper in 2023, that “targeted action around advertising and sponsorship is necessary”. It also recommended that Government should “limit the amount of gambling adverts and/or sport sponsorships promoted within elite sports stadia”

Fifth, we need a clear public repository of online gambling advertising. At the moment, we are largely in the dark about what is happening online. Regulators, researchers and the public should be able to see what ads are being run, by whom, to whom, when, and with what targeting criteria.
 

Q5: How effective has the current regulatory arrangement been?
In the third part of the Committee hearing, the Gambling Minister highlighted the need for evidence-based policymaking. I strongly agree with that principle. Where regulation concerns children, vulnerable groups, and an addictive product, decisions must be based on robust, independent evidence, not on assumption, industry reassurance, or opaque regulatory judgement.
My concern is that this is precisely where the current system falls short. The central problem is not simply that gambling advertising regulation in Great Britain is too permissive, although I believe it is. The more fundamental concern is that the ASA does not demonstrate that its rulings, guidance, or enforcement decisions are grounded in the best available independent evidence. Nor does it clearly explain how evidence is assessed, how conflicting evidence is weighed, or why peer-reviewed research and children’s own responses appear to be given limited weight in decisions. This is especially troubling where regulatory decisions depend on claims about what is, or is not, likely to appeal to children.
This point was raised directly during the Committee session, including in Lord Smith’s question about why public figures such as Harry Redknapp or Danny Dyer are treated as not being of strong appeal to children. That question goes to the heart of the issue. Assessing what appeals to children should not rest primarily on adult judgement, celebrity status, platform-reported follower data, or assumptions about whether children are likely to know a particular personality. It should be informed by evidence about how children actually encounter, recognise, interpret, and respond to gambling marketing. 
Bu this is precisely what the ASA, in my view, is not currently doing. Its gambling advertising rulings, guidance, and code changes rarely engage meaningfully with the evidence base, and its decisions are not sufficiently transparent or consistently informed by independent expertise. 
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This matters because the ASA’s own commissioned report highlighted that social media metrics are not a suitable measure of appeal.6 Indeed, Ofcom has also shown that a third of 8–17-year-olds with a social media profile have given a fake age on their social media profile, making platform-reported age data a weak basis for child protection.[endnoteRef:8] Yet shortly after publishing its commissioned research last year, the ASA introduced a 100,000 under-18 follower “rule of thumb” for strong appeal.[endnoteRef:9] In the Henry ruling – which does not cite any research evidence - this metric-led approach appears to have carried substantial weight, with the ASA concluding that Henry was not of strong appeal partly because he had around 20,000 UK-based under-18 followers.2  The concern is not only this individual ruling, but a wider regulatory approach that appears to prioritise unreliable platform metrics and judgement of adults in the ASA’s enforcement team, over evidence from more than 2,000 children across a body of literature.3-6  [8:  Ofcom. A third of children have false social media age of 18+ (2022). London: Ofcom. Available from: https://www.ofcom.org.uk/online-safety/protecting-children/a-third-of-children-have-false-social-media-age-of-18. 
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As I noted in oral evidence, two further examples illustrate the same problem. First, the ASA has been repeatedly warned since at least 2019 about gambling content marketing, including humour, memes and banter that blur the line between content and advertising. Research shows that this form of marketing is especially appealing to children and often not recognised by them as advertising, yet the regulator has still not treated it as a serious child protection issue – partly hiding behind remit technicalities around “editorial content”. Second, until September 2025, UK-licensed gambling operators could avoid ASA oversight of their own social media channels by registering their offices overseas. This loophole was raised repeatedly by researchers, parliamentarians and others, yet remained open for years, allowing tens of thousands of gambling adverts to fall outside the ASA’s remit. 
Taken together, these examples suggest that the ASA’s approach to gambling advertising does not currently meet the standard of evidence-led regulation that the Minister has rightly said should guide policy in this area. The concern is that the ASA has not shown, consistently or transparently, how the evidence base is used in its rulings, guidance, enforcement decisions, or responses to known regulatory loopholes. If the ASA cannot demonstrate this level of accountability, responsibility for gambling advertising regulation should be reconsidered and moved to a body that can show genuine independence, transparency, and engagement with the evidence.
