Age discrimination in the UK press: the need for regulatory reform
Abstract
This article examines how the UK press perpetuates ageism and the regulatory failures that enable it. Drawing on Fraser’s model of recognition, redistribution, and representation, it argues that ageist reporting is a form of structural injustice. Empirical studies show newspapers rely on homogenising labels, deficit narratives, visual stereotypes, and gendered framings, with COVID-19 intensifying portrayals of older people as vulnerable and expendable. Yet IPSO’s Editors’ Code excludes age from its discrimination clause and restricts group complaints. By contrast, the NUJ and IMPRESS Codes prohibit ageist reporting and permit representative complaints. Reform is achievable through regulatory and cultural change.
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Introduction
Ageism has been described by the World Health Organization (WHO) as ‘stereotypes (how we think), prejudice (how we feel), and discrimination (how we act) based on age’ (WHO, 2025). These processes operate at structural, interpersonal, and intrapersonal levels, and their consequences are far-reaching (Chang et al., 2021, Levy et al., 2022, WHO, 2021). The press plays a central role in both reflecting and shaping cultural attitudes towards ageing (Centre for Ageing Better, 2020b, Centre for Ageing Better, 2020a, Centre for Ageing Better and the Older People’s Commissioner for Wales, 2022). Yet age discrimination is often marginalised in media regulation, treated as less urgent than other forms of prejudice despite extensive evidence of its harms. This article situates ageism in the press within a broader regulatory and cultural context, drawing on Nancy Fraser’s tripartite model of justice - recognition, redistribution, and representation (Fraser, 1977, Fraser, 1996, Fraser, 2000) - to argue for meaningful reform.
Regulatory context: contradictions and gaps
Age discrimination - the act of treating people less favourably on the basis of age (Ayalon and Tesch-Römer, 2018, Nelson, 2005, WHO, 2021) - is prohibited in only some jurisdictions, and even then in highly variable ways. In many countries, legal protections extend only to employment, leaving other areas of life uncovered. At the international level, there is not yet a UN convention on the human rights of older persons, although one is currently under development (United Nations Human Rights Council, 2025, Human Rights Watch, 2025, GAROP, 2024). In the meantime, the UN Principles for Older Persons set out several key commitments, which include:
17. Older persons should be able to live in dignity and security and be free of exploitation and physical or mental abuse.
18. Older persons should be treated fairly regardless of age, gender, racial or ethnic background, disability or other status, and be valued independently of their economic contribution.
In the United Kingdom, the Equality Act 2010 (‘the Act’) prohibits unlawful discrimination (direct and indirect), harassment, and victimisation in relation to nine protected characteristics, one of which is age. It also created the Public Sector Equality Duty (s149), which requires public authorities to consider how their policies or decisions affect people with protected characteristics. This duty does not apply to private organisations or individuals, although many larger private bodies voluntarily undertake Equality Impact Assessments as part of their broader equality and diversity strategies.
Prior to the Act, age did not benefit from the same level of protection as other protected characteristics. Its inclusion was therefore a landmark development in strengthening the rights of older people. However, the significance of this progress has been constrained by a previous Conservative/LibDem government’s decision not to implement dual discrimination under Section 14 of the Act (HM Treasury, 2011). As a result, claims of intersectional discrimination - for example, where age intersects with disability, gender reassignment, race, religion or belief, sex, or sexual orientation - cannot be brought (Westwood, 2024).
Furthermore, the Act has been criticised as a blunt instrument, particularly in its treatment of age. Jonathan Herring has argued that:
Britain is still in the early days of finding an effective response to age discrimination. The difficulties in drafting an appropriate legislative response reflect the extent to which British society has been based on ageist assumptions and practices. The Equality Act 2010 is a welcome recognition of the need to challenge age discrimination in a variety of ways... [However] Simply stopping individuals from performing acts of discrimination is unlikely on its own to effectively combat the impact of ageism on older people…The starting point should be agreement that to discriminate against persons on the grounds of their age is to show a lack of respect towards their humanity and is degrading to them…Treating people with dignity may be expensive, but it is price well worth paying. (Herring, 2011)
This underscores the limitations of a purely legalistic approach and the need for broader cultural and institutional change.
A further area of concern arises in journalism, where there is a discrepancy between the ethical standards adopted by journalists themselves and the rules enforced by press regulators. The National Union of Journalists’ (NUJ) Code of Conduct (2011) provides that a journalist:
9. Produces no material likely to lead to hatred or discrimination on the grounds of a person’s age, gender, race, colour, creed, legal status, disability, marital status, or sexual orientation. (The National Union of Journalists’ (NUJ), 2011)
By contrast, most of the UK national press is regulated by the Independent Press Standards Organisation (IPSO), which enforces the Editors’ Code of Practice (IPSO, 2025). Clause 12 of that Code prohibits discriminatory language in relation to certain characteristics, but unlike the NUJ Code, it does not cover age:
12. Discrimination
i) The press must avoid prejudicial or pejorative reference to an individual's race, colour, religion, sex, gender identity, sexual orientation or to any physical or mental illness or disability.
ii) Details of an individual's race, colour, religion, gender identity, sexual orientation, physical or mental illness or disability must be avoided unless genuinely relevant to the story.
This approach is focused narrowly on individual, not group, harms. Yet discrimination by definition harms individuals because they belong to a group; the injury is therefore collective as well as personal. This weakness was recognised by the Leveson Inquiry, which criticised the press self-regulatory system for failing to provide avenues for complaints about group-based discrimination . Leveson recommended that individuals belonging to representative groups should be able to bring such complaints, but his recommendation has not been implemented.
Portilla has noted the shortcomings in IPSO’s structure:
It is therefore disappointing that neither the concerns of the public already identified by the PCC and then exposed by Leveson made any difference in either the development of IPSO’s Editor’s Code nor in its complaints procedure. (Portilla, 2016)
She highlights that, according to the Media Standards Trust, IPSO’s regulations set obstacles that make representative group complaints almost impossible. Regulation 8 of the IPSO CIC Regulations 2013 requires that a complaint demonstrate both a “significant” Code breach and a “substantial” public interest. These undefined and high thresholds mean very few complaints from representative groups are ever likely to succeed. For example, in practice IPSO has tended to treat “significant” as requiring a Code breach with national, rather than merely local, implications, while “substantial” has been read as demanding broad public interest beyond the concerns of a single community group. This interpretation makes successful representative complaints extremely rare.
It is particularly notable that age is absent from Clause 12’s protections. The Editors’ Code of Practice Committee has explained the exclusion of age from Clause 12 on the basis that references to age are “often relevant,” for example in relation to politicians, athletes, or actors “past their prime” (Editors’ Code of Practice Committee, 2021). Yet this justification is unconvincing. Other characteristics (such as sex or disability) may also be relevant in certain contexts, but the Code still prohibits prejudicial or pejorative references. If age were included, it could be subject to the same qualifier in Clause 12(ii), allowing reference when genuinely relevant while preventing gratuitous or stereotypical usage. The deliberate exclusion of age therefore reinforces and perpetuates ageism in media coverage.
This reasoning also does not withstand legal scrutiny when viewed through the lens of European and domestic human rights law. Under Article 10 of the European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR), incorporated into UK law by the Human Rights Act 1998, the press enjoys robust protection to publish material that may “offend, shock or disturb” (Handyside v United Kingdom, App no 5493/72, (1976) 1 EHRR 737). But that freedom is not absolute. Article 10(2) permits restrictions that are prescribed by law, pursue a legitimate aim, and are necessary in a democratic society. In particular, the protection of “the reputation or rights of others” allows states to limit discriminatory speech. The European Court of Human Rights (ECtHR) has consistently distinguished between offensive but lawful expression and speech that incites hatred or undermines dignity. In Jersild v Denmark (1994) the Court held that context and editorial intent are decisive: the press may report on discriminatory views if the purpose is to expose them, but gratuitous repetition or endorsement of such language falls outside Article 10 protection. Similarly, in Gündüz v Turkey (2003) the Court drew the line at speech that incites intolerance, while in Garaudy v France (2003) it excluded Holocaust denial from Article 10 protection altogether by invoking Article 17’s prohibition on abuse of rights. More recently, the Grand Chamber in Macatė v Lithuania (2023) reinforced that restrictions justified in the name of protecting vulnerable groups must not entrench stigma, while Minasyan v Armenia (2025) went further, recognising a positive obligation on states to act against homophobic press coverage that undermined applicants’ dignity under Articles 8 and 14.
This proportionality framework demonstrates that legal systems are well-equipped to balance freedom of expression with protections against discriminatory reporting. It is striking, therefore, that IPSO has chosen to exclude age altogether rather than apply the same “genuinely relevant” qualifier already found in Clause 12(ii). IPSO’s own interpretation of “genuinely relevant” - requiring that reference to a protected characteristic must be integral to the substance of the story and not merely incidental or sensational - could readily apply to age, just as it does to race, gender identity, or disability. For example, a report on a 90-year-old athlete breaking a world record would easily satisfy genuine relevance, whereas describing a crime suspect simply as “a pensioner” would not.
The exclusion of age, then, cannot be defended as a necessary protection for press freedom. The jurisprudence of the ECtHR shows that freedom of expression is already subject to careful balancing against the rights of groups subjected to discrimination. By refusing to extend this balancing mechanism to age, the Editors’ Code perpetuates a structural blind spot: it treats ageism as categorically different from other forms of prejudice, despite the fact that the same legal tests could accommodate both.
Editorial style guides further illustrate these problems. The Guardian and Observer’s style guide allows use of elderly people (but not the elderly) only in reference to those over 75 (Marsh and Hodsdon, 2021). It also permits the use of pensioners, though not old age pensioners or OAPs (Marsh and Hodson, 2021). It qualifies this further:
While this term is useful in headlines, it should be avoided in text as a description of an individual. As one of our readers notes: “This usage defines older people by their non-participation in the workforce and immediately typifies them as dependents or drains on the public purse. Rupert Murdoch and Michael Caine are never described as ‘pensioners’ because they are perceived as still contributing to the economy, so does the term only apply to the little people?” (Marsh and Hodson, 2021).
Instead, journalists are encouraged to identify a person’s former occupation, e.g., “retired banker” or “former homemaker.” Yet the distinction between pensioners and old age pensioners amounts to splitting hairs, since both homogenise and stereotype older people. “Older age” covers a wide spectrum of experiences (Westwood, 2011). People in receipt of pensions in the UK vary in age range from late 60s to over 100. Some are fit and able and living independent lives, including many who are still working. Some have age-related care and support needs. Some are highly dependent on others for everyday living. Nor is the blanket use of elderly for all those over 75 accurate, as it lumps together diverse individuals with very different levels of health and independence. 
The risks of reductive labelling are illustrated by Brundrett & Bailey v Daily Star (2021), where IPSO upheld a complaint under Clause 1 (Accuracy) after a 66-year-old woman was wrongly described as a grandmother (Brundrett & Bailey v Daily Star (2021) is cited as ruling 04370-21 on the IPSO website https://www.ipso.co.uk/rulings/04370-21/). The article reported that she had been jailed for stealing £175,000 from her employers to fund a “champagne lifestyle.” The headline labelled her a “[g]reedy granny,” while the text of the article referred to her as a “greedy gran,” despite the fact she had no grandchildren. IPSO required a correction and apology, finding that the publication had failed to take care over the accuracy of the description. The ruling is notable for intervening only on factual inaccuracy grounds, not because the label itself was pejorative or stereotypical. It therefore highlights both the potential and the limits of IPSO’s remit: the regulator can sanction misreporting of family roles, but not the use of reductive age-based descriptors when they are factually accurate. This gap underscores the absence of explicit protection against ageist language within Clause 12 of the Editors’ Code.
The regulatory landscape on age discrimination demonstrates persistent gaps and inconsistencies. International protections remain underdeveloped, with a binding UN convention still under development. In the UK, the Equality Act 2010 extended legal protection to age but failed to provide for intersectional claims, leaving older people vulnerable when discrimination overlaps with other protected characteristics. Critiques highlight that legal prohibitions alone cannot dismantle deep-rooted ageist practices and assumptions. In the media, professional standards such as the NUJ Code prohibit age discrimination, but IPSO’s Editors’ Code deliberately excludes age, reinforcing stereotypes and leaving older people without protection from pejorative coverage. Style guides, though intended to promote sensitivity, often perpetuate homogenising labels such as elderly or pensioner. Taken together, these legal and cultural frameworks reveal an entrenched undervaluing of older people’s rights and dignity. Meaningful reform requires both stronger legal mechanisms, capable of addressing group harms and intersectionality, and a conscious cultural shift in how older people are represented in public discourse.
Ageism: concepts, harms, and recognition
Ageism operates simultaneously at structural, interpersonal, and intrapersonal levels, shaping both how societies treat older people and how older individuals perceive themselves (Ayalon and Tesch-Römer, 2018, WHO, 2021, Hopf et al., 2021, Nelson, 2005, Marques et al., 2020). Empirical research confirms that ageism produces wide-ranging harms. A systematic review of over 400 studies found ageism associated with worse outcomes across health, wellbeing, and social participation (Chang et al., 2020). These harms extend into the economic sphere, driving earlier labour market exit and workplace exclusion, particularly for older women. While detailed impacts vary, the overall picture is one of systemic disadvantage reinforced by cumulative discrimination.
From a normative perspective, social justice theory shows that ageism constitutes structural injustice. Nancy Fraser’s tripartite model (Fraser, 1977, Fraser, 1996, Fraser, 2000)identifies three dimensions: distribution (access to resources and opportunities), recognition (cultural value), and representation (inclusion in political and community decision-making). Age discrimination produces maldistribution (e.g. older people are more likely to live in poverty than other age groups), misrecognition (the cultural devaluation of older people) and mis-representation (the silencing of older people’s voices).
Ageism in the UK press
Ageist stereotypes in the press are not incidental but form consistent patterns, documented in multiple content analyses  (Centre for Ageing Better, 2020b, Centre for Ageing Better, 2020a, Ayalon and Tesch-Römer, 2018, Swift et al., 2017, Jen et al., 2021, Anderson, 2023, Bristow, 2016, Cox and Coulton, 2015, Jönson and Jönsson, 2015, Lundgren and Ljuslinder, 2011). While the detail of these studies varies, their findings converge: newspapers routinely homogenise older people, depict them as dependent or burdensome, and exclude their voices from debate. Five recurrent dimensions can be identified.
Ageist Narratives
Headlines frequently position older people as “pensioners” who are passive victims of crime, dependent welfare recipients, or “bed-blockers” overburdening the NHS (Fisher, 2023). A related narrative is intergenerational conflict: coverage of housing, pensions, or Brexit often frames older people as “Boomers” whose wealth or voting behaviour disadvantages the young (Anderson, 2023, Bristow, 2016, Cox and Coulton, 2015, Jönson and Jönsson, 2015). These tropes homogenise older people as a problem group, legitimising the curtailment of entitlements and silencing older voices in public debate.
Homogenisation and “Fourth Ageism”
Labels such as “the elderly” or “OAPs” reduce diverse populations to a monolithic dependent class (Allan et al., 2021, Amundsen, 2022, Avers et al., 2011, Cuddy et al., 2005, Falconer and O'Neill, 2007, Wardrop, 2009, Westwood, 2011). This practice intersects with “fourth ageism,” where the very old or frail are cast as emblematic of decline and abjection (Higgs, 2022, Higgs and Gilleard, 2020). Such terms are not neutral descriptors but discursive acts that diminish dignity. Their persistence in style guides demonstrates the need for reform: as observed previously, the Guardian/Observer, for example, continues to sanction “elderly people” and “pensioners” as acceptable terminology.
COVID-19 and Intensified Ageism
The pandemic amplified these tendencies by routinely conflating older people with “the vulnerable” (Amundsen, 2022, D'cruz and Banerjee, 2020, Fraser et al., 2020, Jen et al., 2021, Wong et al., 2024). Media coverage depicted older adults as passive recipients of care or as obstacles to reopening the economy, fuelling intergenerational tension (Anderson, 2023, Ayalon et al., 2021). Studies show that even ostensibly sympathetic portrayals — such as stories of “resilient survivors” — reinforced stereotypes by suggesting that independence or recovery was exceptional (Lima, 2023). Pandemic coverage thus compounded all three dimensions of Fraser’s injustice: it reinforced economic marginalisation, entrenched cultural devaluation, and excluded older people from meaningful representation.
Visual Ageism
Stock images of “wrinkly hands on walking sticks” or anonymous care-home residents recur in press coverage, reducing older people to symbols of decline (Loos and Ivan, 2018). These tropes injure by erasing individuality and reinforcing deficit framings. Alternatives exist: the Centre for Ageing Better’s Age-positive Image Library demonstrates how visual representation can affirm diversity and dignity (Centre for Ageing Better, 2023). The persistence of reductive imagery illustrates how cultural practices can undermine recognition even when textual references appear neutral.
Gendered Ageism
The intersection of ageism and sexism compounds disadvantage for older women, who face what Sontag termed a “double standard of ageing” (Sontag, 1972). Studies show that older women are less visible in media, more often reduced to familial stereotypes such as “grandmothers,” and systematically excluded from authoritative roles (Rochon et al., 2021, Krekula et al., 2018, Westwood, 2023, Edström, 2018, UN Independent Expert on the Rights of Older Persons, 2021, Moreno-Fernández et al., 2025). These dynamics produce cultural devaluation, material exclusion, and political marginalisation, but remain largely unaddressed by equality law, which does not permit claims of dual discrimination.
(Leveson, 2012)
Taken together, these discursive practices demonstrate that ageism in the UK press is systemic, not incidental. By homogenising older people as dependent, visually encoding decline, and marginalising older women, the press sustains a climate of stigma and exclusion. These patterns underscore the need for regulatory reform: current frameworks that limit complaints to individual harms cannot address the collective and structural injustices perpetuated by press discourse.
These concerns are echoed outside academia. Heléna Herklots CBE, the Older People’s Commissioner for Wales, has noted that research consistently shows news reporting on older people is framed largely through negative and pessimistic tones (Herklots CBE Heléna, 2021). She has called for concerted action to end such stereotyping, including reform of IPSO’s Editors’ Code to add age under Clause 12, stronger engagement by the NUJ, and partnership with organisations such as the Centre for Ageing Better, Ofcom, and universities to promote balanced portrayals and new visual guidelines. Her intervention underlines that the problem is not only well-documented in research but recognised by leading advocates, strengthening the case for regulatory change.
Consequences of discursive harm
The discursive patterns traced above are not neutral descriptors but practices with real consequences. Linguistic studies show that terms such as elderly carry strongly negative associations, while visual tropes of “wrinkly hands” and stock imagery of dependency reinforce cultural scripts of decline (Centre for Ageing Better, 2020b, Centre for Ageing Better, 2020a). These framings shape how ageing is understood, influencing public attitudes, policy debates, and even clinical practice.
Such harms are not merely symbolic but structural. They undermine recognition by devaluing older people’s status, distort representation by silencing their voices, and contribute to material disadvantage by legitimising the withdrawal of resources. In short, they reproduce the very injustices Fraser identifies as central to social subordination.
The regulatory gap is clear. IPSO’s exclusion of age from Clause 12 means that pejorative or homogenising terms remain permissible so long as they are factually accurate, even when they perpetuate systemic harms. Equally, barriers to group complaints prevent representative organisations from challenging the cumulative impact of ageist reporting. Recognising discursive harm therefore underscores the need for regulatory reform: without explicit protection for age and a more accessible complaints process, the structural injustice of ageism in the press will persist unchecked.
Reform of UK press regulation
Current regulatory frameworks fail to provide adequate protection against ageist reporting. Reform should begin with the Editors’ Code of Practice, which must be amended so that age is explicitly included in Clause 12 on discrimination, alongside race, sex, sexual orientation, and disability. Such an amendment would not prevent legitimate references to age where genuinely relevant—for example, in reporting demographic change or elite sport—but would ensure that pejorative or homogenising usage falls within the scope of regulation. This would constitute a direct act of recognition, treating ageism as a form of status injustice on par with other protected characteristics.
The frameworks adopted by the National Union of Journalists (NUJ) and IMPRESS show that this is both possible and workable. The NUJ Code of Conduct prohibits material likely to lead to discrimination on grounds of age, and the IMPRESS Standards Code incorporates the full list of Equality Act protected characteristics, explicitly including age. IMPRESS also operationalises inclusivity by permitting representative complaints: bodies such as Age UK or the Older People’s Commissioner for Wales can act on behalf of affected groups, recognising that discrimination is a collective as well as individual harm. This structure implements the Leveson Inquiry’s recommendations and embeds Fraser’s principle of representation.
By contrast, IPSO has resisted reform. It continues to justify the exclusion of age on the basis that age is “often relevant,” a rationale unconvincing given that other characteristics may also be relevant in context but remain protected under Clause 12. Its procedural framework further restricts representative complaints by requiring both a “significant” breach and a “substantial” public interest. These undefined and high thresholds mean that in practice representative complaints almost never succeed. IPSO’s model therefore insulates the press from accountability for group-based harms, leaving structural ageism unchecked.
Other regulators demonstrate that a more inclusive approach is feasible. Ofcom’s Broadcasting Code prohibits hate speech and abusive treatment of groups or communities in television and radio, while the Advertising Standards Authority bans adverts likely to cause “serious or widespread offence” on grounds including age, routinely upholding complaints about harmful stereotypes. The Equality and Human Rights Commission (EHRC) possesses systemic enforcement powers under the Equality Act 2010, including the ability to investigate and sanction organisations whose practices discriminate against protected groups. IPSO’s failure to match these standards leaves the press uniquely unaccountable.
Reform should therefore take a threefold form. First, Clause 12 must be amended to include age, subject to the “genuinely relevant” qualifier already used for other protected characteristics. Second, the barriers to group complaints must be lowered to allow representative organisations to act on behalf of older people, aligning press regulation with broader equality law. Third, the EHRC should adopt a more proactive role by monitoring press portrayals of older people, issuing guidance, and intervening where systemic discrimination occurs.
Finally, style guides must be revised. Terms such as elderly or pensioner homogenise diverse populations and reinforce dependency stereotypes. A reformed guide should prohibit reductive descriptors unless directly relevant and encourage more precise identifiers, such as “retired teacher” or “older campaigner.” By changing everyday reporting practices, style guide reform would complement legal change, advancing recognition and dignity in press discourse. Similar concerns have been voiced by civil society organisations. Age UK has recommended that the media industry replace stereotypes of older people as passive and dependent with more positive representations that reflect their diversity and contributions, and urged both the Editors’ Code Committee and the EHRC to take stronger steps to eradicate ageist language and ensure existing legal protections are enforced (Age UK, 2018).
Taken together, these reforms would embed age firmly within the UK’s press regulatory framework, lower structural barriers to redress, and reshape cultural narratives. In Fraser’s terms, they would promote redistribution (by reallocating institutional protections to older people), recognition (by treating ageism as status injustice), and representation (by enabling collective voices to challenge systemic harms).
Conclusion
Ageism in the UK press is not incidental but structural, embedded in recurring narratives of dependency, homogenising labels, visual tropes of decline, gendered stereotypes, and the intensified discourses of vulnerability exposed during COVID-19. These practices inflict harm at multiple levels: they symbolically degrade older people’s status, silence their voices in public debate, and legitimise the unequal allocation of resources. As Fraser’s tripartite model makes clear, ageism in the press shapes redistribution, denies recognition, and distorts representation, perpetuating inequality through discourse as well as policy.
The current regulatory system has failed to respond. IPSO’s Editors’ Code excludes age from its protections, imposes prohibitive barriers on group complaints, and focuses narrowly on individual grievances rather than systemic injustice. Style guides, meanwhile, continue to sanction reductive descriptors. The contrast with IMPRESS, which already incorporates age into its Standards Code and permits representative complaints, demonstrates that reform is possible. The challenge is therefore not conceptual but political: extending these protections to the national press and embedding them in regulatory practice. This resistance reflects the fact that amendments to the Editors’ Code are controlled by the Editors’ Code Committee, a body composed largely of senior industry figures, rather than an independent regulator.
Reform of press regulation is both urgent and achievable. Adding age to Clause 12 of the Editors’ Code, lowering barriers to group complaints, and ensuring active oversight by the EHRC would mark a decisive step towards recognition, redistribution, and representation for older people in public discourse. Complementary reforms to style guides and newsroom practices would reinforce this cultural shift, ensuring that older people are represented as full citizens rather than reduced to burdens or stereotypes.
These reforms would also bring the UK into closer alignment with international human rights standards. The development of a UN convention on the rights of older persons, coupled with recent ECtHR jurisprudence emphasising states’ positive obligations to protect against discriminatory speech, …signals a growing expectation that states will act to safeguard older people’s dignity in media as well as law. This urgency has been underlined by the February 2025 report of the House of Commons Women and Equalities Committee, which found that ageism is “widespread” and “culturally embedded” across the UK, and urged stronger legal protections and tougher regulatory codes to tackle a “pervasively ageist culture”  (Women and Equalities Committee, 2025). Without reform, the UK risks lagging behind these emerging norms. With reform, it can demonstrate a commitment to equality that treats ageism as a structural injustice on par with other forms of discrimination.
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