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what is actually exposed is the cynical exploitation of a ridiculous regulatory 
gap. 
 
4.2. That it is perfectly possible, contrary to some objections, to establish a 
body of people who can make sensible and reasonable judgments about 
questionable election advertising. Just as happens in, for example, New 
Zealand, where election advertising is successfully regulated by the (U.K.) ASA 
equivalent. We do not pretend that we are similarly ‘official’ in any way, which 
makes the case even more strongly: if we can do it, then anyone can. 
 
4.3. Having said that, we recognise that there also emerges from this exercise 
some unresolved issues that must be addressed before the next General 
Election. While we may have our foot further in the door, there is no evidence 
that those in power will soon be prepared to discuss our objective: a code of 
conduct for election advertising, agreed by political parties, that will be 
regulated by an independent body of ‘relevant experts’ (from the House of 
Lords recommendation referenced earlier).  
 
4.4. Indeed, the evidence is pointing in the opposite direction, from three 
sources. First, the government is legislating in the Online Safety Bill for ‘scam 
ads’ but protecting its own interests in that regard behind a shield of ‘matters 
of democratic importance’; second, the recently announced Online 
Advertising DCMS consultation exempts ‘political advertising’ and third, the 
Elections Bill makes, to use a technical legal term, an absolute pig’s ear of the 
requirement to include an imprint in digital election material, such that a 
political party is not required to identify itself, a situation exploited on at least 
two notable  occasions by the party responsible for the legislation. 
 
4.4. Within the whole context above, we must also reach a decision about 
elements of our May 2022 review process. For example, should claims be 
required to be sourced in election advertising, when that is not per se a 
requirement of the CAP Code? While this aspect is somewhat ‘nuts and bolts’ 
for most, and we apologise for interrupting this otherwise sparkling narrative, 
brief consideration suggests that they should indeed: the commercial 
advertising self-regulatory system is largely built around a careful analysis of 
complaints and associated evidence over a significant period of time. Such a 
process would not work well for election advertising conducted over a few 
weeks where our goal is a one-hour takedown of advertising in breach. 
 
4.5. Whatever the process and its constituent parts, it has become very clear 
indeed that the likes of the advertising shown in these pages that has sullied 
the screens of voters in May 2022 simply cannot continue to be permitted to 
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continue to happen. Voters are generally not fooled by it; many dislike it 
intensely and most (nine out of ten according to our YouGov research) think 
that it should be ‘a legal requirement for factual claims in advertising to be 
accurate.’ For our own part, we are ‘mad as hell, and we’re not going to take 
this any more.’ 
 
4.6. We close with sincere thanks to those volunteers and supporters who 
helped along the way and especially to the EARP Executive who gave freely 
of their time and brains to provide us with mature and sound judgments in a 
difficult arena. And finally to the Chairman of the Exec Lord David Puttnam, 
without whom this may have been possible, but not as possible and certainly 
not as impactful. There may still be some way to go, but it seems, with the 
help of the aforementioned and with the main opposition party starting to 
listen, we’re making progress towards the demise of lies in advertising for 
votes in elections. 
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