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Key messages
01
Global momentum to restrict children’s access 
to certain social media is accelerating, yet with 
almost one-third of current proposals emerging in 
the absence of broader platform regulation, there is 
a significant risk that age‑based restrictions alone will 
fail to address the underlying drivers of harm. Even in 
countries where such regulation exists, there is a need 
for systemic, preventative safety measures instead of 
purely reactive, content-focused platform regulation 
regimes. The introduction of age restrictions alone will 
not keep children safe online, and may come with their 
own risks. Governments need to implement a ‘smart mix’ 
of measures – including laws, policies, incentives, and 
voluntary standards – to ensure all businesses operating 
in the digital environment respect human rights, 
including children’s rights.1

02
Children’s and adolescents’ perspectives 
must be meaningfully incorporated into policy 
development to ensure that any measures address 
their views, needs, and lived realities, and deliver on 
their rights. Effective regulation should aim to prevent 
business-related abuses of children’s rights, in line 
with international standards of responsible business 
conduct (e.g. UN Guiding Principles on Business and 
Human Rights) and human rights law – including the 
UN Convention on the Rights of the Child.2

https://www.unicef.org/press-releases/age-restrictions-alone-wont-keep-children-safe-online
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03
Current and proposed frameworks vary widely in 
their design, including the age thresholds applied, the role 
of parental consent, the mechanisms for age verification 
and assurance, and the scope of platforms covered, 
creating a potentially uneven global policy landscape.

04
Robust measurement and short- and long‑term 
evaluation are essential to understand the actual 
impact of age-based restrictions of social media on 
children’s safety, rights, and digital participation.

05
Public and policymaker dissatisfaction with the 
current landscape should be leveraged to drive 
development and enforcement of stronger policies 
and regulation, responsive to context and in line with 
international human rights and child rights law, to incentivise 
innovation toward developing digital environments which 
prioritise children’s rights and safety by design.

“Setting a minimum age for accessing social media 
alone will not eliminate risks of harm. Keeping 
children safe requires interventions at the family, 
school, and community levels. Additionally, 
regulations should require systemic measures 
to improve children’s safety on social media. The 
introduction of age restrictions must not reduce 
incentives for companies to invest in safer platform 
design and effective content moderation for all 
users. Regulation must compel companies to 
take responsibility by proactively identifying and 
addressing any adverse impacts on children’s 
rights. This includes by conducting robust child 
rights due diligence, including child rights impact 
assessments in relation to the digital environment.”

UNICEF, Drawing a line in digital spaces: Age-based restriction of 
social media, April 2025

01
Introduction and overview

Since UNICEF’s publication of ‘Drawing a line in digital 
spaces: Age-based restriction of social media’ in April 
2025, global momentum to restrict social media access 
for children has accelerated markedly. While only a small 
number of countries were considering such measures 
in early 2025, one year later almost 40 jurisdictions3 are 
now discussing, proposing, adopting, or implementing 
age-based restrictions. See Annex 1 for the list of 
jurisdictions and current status.  

1.1 
Purpose

This paper provides a rapid analysis of current proposals 
and enacted legislation introducing age-based restrictions 
for social media. The analysis is limited to whole-of-platform 
age limits and excludes measures such as content-specific 
prohibitions (e.g. adult pornography), time-based limits 
(e.g. daily caps on gaming platforms), and location-specific 
restrictions (e.g. bans applicable only in schools). 

It serves as a snapshot of the evolving landscape 
and should be read alongside UNICEF’s policy brief, 

which outlines key considerations for legislators, 
policymakers, and other stakeholders considering 
age-based limits for social media.

1.2 
Method and limitations

This paper draws on a rapid review of publicly available 
information, primarily media reporting and official 
sources, relating to legislation to introduce age-based 
restrictions for social media. While all reasonable efforts 
have been made to check accuracy, given the pace of 
developments and reliance on media reporting in many 
jurisdictions, the analysis may not fully capture the scope 
or substance of proposals currently under consideration. 
The nature and status of discussions and proposals in 
several jurisdictions is subject to rapid change and may 
have evolved since the analysis was completed. Further, 
coverage is uneven across jurisdictions due to the 
availability and language of source material. Readers 
are encouraged to verify jurisdiction‑specific 
developments independently, particularly where 
legislative processes are ongoing. The analysis 
reflects information available as of 13 March 2026. 

https://www.unicef.org/childrightsandbusiness/workstreams/responsible-technology/D-CRIA
https://www.unicef.org/childrightsandbusiness/workstreams/responsible-technology/D-CRIA
https://www.unicef.org/documents/policy-note-drawing-line-digital-spaces
https://www.unicef.org/documents/policy-note-drawing-line-digital-spaces
https://www.unicef.org/documents/policy-note-drawing-line-digital-spaces
https://www.unicef.org/documents/policy-note-drawing-line-digital-spaces
https://www.unicef.org/documents/policy-note-drawing-line-digital-spaces
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1.3  
Emerging trends

The rapid analysis points to the following emerging trends: 

	• While there is significant political momentum to 
introduce age restrictions, in the vast majority 
of jurisdictions these measures remain at the 
draft or proposal stage: Only one of 36 jurisdictions 
have moved beyond discussion to implemented law 
(Australia). Two jurisdictions have passed a law, but 
have not yet moved to implementation (Indonesia and 
Malaysia).4 The vast majority remain at the proposal 
(10) or discussion stage (23).

	• There is convergence on age thresholds but 
divergence on the role of parental consent: Across 
regions, current and draft/proposed age thresholds 
are clustering around restrictions for children under 
15–16 years, accounting for 24 of the 29 jurisdictions 
that specify an age. However, jurisdictions appear to 
be taking markedly different approaches to whether 
parental consent can override these restrictions. Most 
adopt a hard floor with no possibility of bypass, while 
others allow parental consent to override an age 
restriction, potentially reflecting different normative 
views on children’s autonomy and the role of parents 
in mediating access.

	• Almost one-third of measures under discussion 
or proposed are standalone, while the other 
two-thirds are embedded in broader online 
platform regulation: In approximately one-third of 
the proposals (primarily across Africa and some of 
Asia-Pacific) age restrictions are proposed without 
an accompanying framework addressing platform 
design, algorithmic systems, or harmful features. 

In the remaining jurisdictions both enacted and 
draft or proposed age restrictions sit within broader 
regulatory frameworks, many of which impose such 
obligations. Where restrictions are implemented 
in isolation, there is a risk that design features that 
enable harm are left unchanged. As a result, children 
may still be exposed to harm if they find workarounds, 
use borrowed accounts or shared family devices, or 
access platforms not covered by the restrictions.

	• Age assurance emerges as a critical and 
unresolved implementation challenge: Only 
Australia, Malaysia, the UK, and the EU appear to have 
taken concrete steps to assess how age restrictions 
can be technically enforced. Their approaches diverge 
substantially: Australia adopts a principles-based 
model and no single mandated method; Malaysia’s 
draft Codes (currently open for public consultation) 
mandate verification against ‘Government-issued 
records’, raising concerns about data protection, 
privacy and equity. Most jurisdictions have not yet 
addressed how age restrictions will be implemented 
in practice. Stakeholders must collaborate to develop 
rights-respecting, technically viable solutions for age 
verification and assurance.

	• Early evidence suggests that platforms are 
complying with the new requirements; however, 
it is too early to determine whether these 
measures are improving children’s safety and 
well-being: Australia is the only jurisdiction to have 
implemented restrictions, and it is too recent for 
any findings on child well-being or harm reduction. 
A comprehensive evaluation has been launched. 
Meaningful outcome evaluation is important and will 
require longitudinal research over a period of years.

02
Determining the age threshold
Minimum age thresholds should be informed by 
research, including on child development, opportunities, 
and risk exposure. There is not yet consensus on the 
psychological, emotional, and cognitive factors that 
should be prioritised when considering the appropriate 
age for access to social media. 

The most common age thresholds appearing in 
current and draft/proposed frameworks are under 15 

(11 countries) and under 16 (13 countries/jurisdictions), 
together accounting for 24 of the 29 jurisdictions that have 
specified an age. Zimbabwe stands out as an outlier with 
a hard floor threshold for under-18 being discussed, the 
highest age proposal of any jurisdiction. The age threshold 
remains undecided and/or contested in six jurisdictions. 
In the Philippines, for instance, age thresholds in the Bills 
filed range from under 18, to under 14 or tiered models, to 
approaches without age‑based access restrictions. 

https://www.mcmc.gov.my/skmmgovmy/media/General/pdf2/Public-Consultation-Codes-on-Duties-under-Part-III-of-ONSA.pdf
https://www.esafety.gov.au/newsroom/media-releases/esafety-begins-evaluation-of-australias-world-first-social-media-minimum-age
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Graph 1 
Number of jurisdictions by age threshold

Table 1 
Age threshold by jurisdiction (in current instrument or indicative, draft or proposed framework)

Age threshold Jurisdiction

Under 13 US

Under 14 Austria, Canada, Costa Rica5

Under 15 Czech Republic, Denmark6, Ecuador, Finland7, France, Greece, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, 
Slovenia, Türkiye 

Under 16 Australia, Brazil, Fiji, EU,8 India,9 Indonesia,10 Malaysia, New Zealand, Portugal,11 Republic of Korea, 
South Africa, Spain, UK 

Under 18  Zimbabwe 

Not indicated / 
contested

Egypt, Nigeria, Pakistan, Philippines, Sweden, Switzerland 

03
The role of parental consent
Current trends indicate a strong lean toward absolute 
restrictions rather than parental consent-based 
models. Of the 36 jurisdictions, only four appear to be 
considering parental consent (Costa Rica, Denmark, the 
EU, and Portugal) to override an age restriction. 

There is limited official information available for why 
many jurisdictions opt for a hard‑floor age restriction 
with no parental bypass. Media reporting in Australia, 
for example, suggests some parents feel isolated in 
managing social media use and see legislation as 

a means to reinforce family boundaries. Therefore, 
it may be that governments see strict age limits as 
helping to ease some of the burden parents face. This 
policy decision might also be informed by the existing 
challenges that the verifiable parental consent (VPC) 
approach poses in practice. VPC mechanisms aim to verify 
that the child user’s parent or guardian consents to their 
use of the digital service. However, these mechanisms 
raise significant concerns regarding reliability and equity. 
This can be particularly stark in some contexts, such as 
low- and middle-income countries.  
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https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/13676261.2026.2626495#d1e408
https://fpf.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/06/FPF-VPC-White-Paper-06-02-23-final2.pdf
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04
Services and platforms in scope
‘Social media’ covers a broad range of digital spaces, 
each differing in platform design, user interactions, and 
risks. It is necessary to clearly define what constitutes 
social media and whether age thresholds should apply to 
entire platforms or specific functionalities.

Of the 36 jurisdictions, 31 do not yet appear to have 
clearly defined which services fall within scope. 
Only five (Australia, Ecuador, France, Indonesia and 
Portugal) appear to have clearly defined the regulated 
services, typically referencing social media platforms, 
social networks, or video-sharing services. The lack of 
definitional clarity around the scope of the services 
covered under social media age restrictions is likely 

because most of the legislation is still in discussion or 
proposal stage, leaving room for debate on which online 
platforms should be included.

Looking at Australia as a regulatory example, it becomes 
clear how difficult it is to clearly draw the line around the 
scope of such legislations. One of the key considerations 
in determining whether a service falls within scope 
is whether the service serves the sole purpose, or a 
significant purpose, of enabling online social interaction 
between two or more end-users. This requires 
consideration of a range of factors, including the service’s 
features and functions and how people use the service. 
These factors can change over time. 

05
Enforcement measures under consideration

Enforcement measures across the 36 jurisdictions vary 
in both specificity and severity. Among jurisdictions with 
operative or near-operative restrictions, Australia and 
Malaysia have the most concrete penalties. Indonesia’s 
enforcement measures include a combination of warnings, 
fines and suspensions, with no concrete figure given as to 
the threshold for fines. European proposals are expected 

to defer to Digital Services Act-aligned turnover‑based 
fines. Brazil specifies a revenue-based cap, and Costa 
Rica specifies salary-based fines with additional daily 
non-compliance penalties, while the UK relies on Ofcom’s 
existing Online Safety Act powers. Most jurisdictions have 
not yet specified any enforcement measure, reflecting the 
early-stage nature of most proposals.

Table 2 
Examples of enforcement measures (in current instrument or indicative, draft or proposed framework)

Jurisdiction Status Enforcement measures

Australia Implemented Court-imposed fines up to AUD 49.5 million

Brazil Proposed Fines up to 10% of Brazil-derived turnover; or BRL 10–1,000 per user up to a cap of BRL 
50 million. Other penalties include warnings (with deadlines for corrective measures), 
temporary suspension of activities and prohibition of activities in the country.

Costa Rica Under discussion Fines of 15–50 base salaries of an administrative assistant of the Judicial Branch; 
repeat violations: 30–50 base salaries; daily non-compliance fine: 10 base 
salaries; additional sanctions include cease and desist, redesign obligations, 
account suspension and public disclosure

France Proposed Not indicated (target enforcement September 2026)

Indonesia Passed Administrative sanctions including written warnings, administrative fines, 
suspension and/or termination of access

Malaysia Passed12 Fines up to RM 10,000,000

Pakistan Under discussion Initial withdrawn bill proposed fines of Rs 50,000–5 million per platform; adults 
facilitating access: up to 6 months’ imprisonment

https://www.esafety.gov.au/about-us/industry-regulation/social-media-age-restrictions/which-platforms-are-age-restricted
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2022/2065/oj/eng
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2023/50
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Jurisdiction Status Enforcement measures

Philippines Proposed Administrative fines of ₱1 million to ₱20 million for each act of non-compliance

Poland Under discussion Fines up to 6% of turnover

Portugal Proposed Fines up to 2% of global revenue

Türkiye Proposed Administrative fines, advertising bans and bandwidth reduction (up to 90%) for 
non-compliance; staged enforcement following notification

UK Proposed Fines up to £18 million or 10% of global turnover (Ofcom-enforced under Online 
Safety Act 2023)

06
Situating age restrictions within broader online platform 
regulation
A central critique of age-based restrictions of social 
media is that they do not address the underlying causes 
of harm to children, such as recommender systems that 
amplify illegal content and design features engineered 
to maximise engagement. As such, it is important to 
understand whether age-based restrictions of social 
media are proposed in isolation, or whether they are 
embedded in broader legal or regulatory frameworks. 
However, the mere existence of online safety or online 
platform frameworks does not guarantee that they 
are effective in creating a safer digital environment 
for children. Establishing a regulation enforcement 
mechanism with sufficient legal powers, expertise, and 
dedicated financial and human resources is crucial, 
alongside ongoing monitoring and research to assess 
whether regulations are achieving their intended goals. 

In about two-thirds of the 36 jurisdictions, age 
restrictions are situated within established or proposed 
regulatory frameworks that do impose such obligations.13 
For instance, Australia’s age restriction forms part of 
the Online Safety Act 2021, which separately imposes 
mandatory industry codes covering harmful content 
and algorithmic obligations, and also establishes the 
Basic Online Safety Expectations as a transparency tool, 
both enforced by the eSafety Commissioner. Of note, 
eSafety has articulated its commitments to, and actions 
to support, children’s rights while performing functions 
under the Online Safety Act. The 2018 Online Safety Act 
in Fiji is a basic online safety framework establishing the 
online safety commission and creates a basic complaint 
procedure for users claiming to have suffered harm 
by means of digital technologies. The Act is currently 
under review. 

Malaysia’s Online Safety Act, which was passed but is 
awaiting enactment of secondary legislation, places greater 
responsibility on platforms to manage online risks. It outlines 
how platforms manage risks within their systems, including 
content distribution, recommendation algorithms and user 
interaction features. The United Kingdom’s proposed age 
restriction would operate alongside the Online Safety Act 
2023, which already establishes a duty of care requiring 
platforms to protect children from harmful algorithms and 
illegal and harmful content. At the EU level, social media 
age restrictions sit alongside the Digital Services Act 2022, a 
comprehensive and rights‑based legal framework for digital 
services accountability, content moderation, and platform 
transparency across the European Union. If a harmonised 
age restriction were to be enacted within the EU, it would 
be embedded in the Digital Fairness Act, which proposes 
to prohibit unfair commercial practices related to dark 
patterns among others. 

Brazil’s Digital ECA (Child and Adolescent Statute) took 
effect in March 2026,14 obliging providers of digital products 
and services likely to be accessed by minors to implement 
robust age verification mechanisms beyond self‑declaration, 
parental supervision tools, and mandatory reporting and 
removal of content involving the sexual exploitation or 
abuse of minors. Indonesia’s Regulation No. 9 of 2026 
(concerning the implementing regulation for Government 
Regulation No. 17 of 2025 concerning Electronic System 
Governance in Child Protection) obliges ‘electronic system 
operators’ to assess the risks their products pose to 
children, classify their services according to age-bands, and 
implement protective measures based on risk levels and 
age classifications, including age verification, age‑based 
restrictions, and improved safeguards. 

https://www.legislation.gov.au/Details/C2021A00076
https://www.esafety.gov.au/
https://www.esafety.gov.au/sites/default/files/2025-09/Statement-of-Commitment-to-Childrens-Rights.pdf
https://www.esafety.gov.au/sites/default/files/2025-09/Statement-of-Commitment-to-Childrens-Rights.pdf
https://www.laws.gov.fj/Acts/DisplayAct/2462
https://www.laws.gov.fj/Acts/DisplayAct/2462
https://www.fbcnews.com.fj/news/online-safety-act-review-planned/
https://www.mayerbrown.com/en/insights/publications/2025/12/malaysias-proposed-social-media-ban-for-children-how-it-compares-with-australia-and-singapore
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2023/50
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2023/50
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2022/2065/oj/eng
https://cybernews.com/privacy/europe-supports-social-media-age-limits-gap-existing-laws/
https://cybernews.com/privacy/europe-supports-social-media-age-limits-gap-existing-laws/
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/legislative-train/theme-protecting-our-democracy-upholding-our-values/file-digital-fairness-act
https://www.planalto.gov.br/ccivil_03/_ato2023-2026/2025/lei/L15211.htm
https://jdih.komdigi.go.id/produk_hukum/view/id/1007/t/peraturan+menteri+komunikasi+dan+digital+nomor+9+tahun+2026
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The remaining one-third of jurisdictions, primarily across 
Africa and some of the Asia-Pacific region, propose 
age restrictions without any existing or proposed 
accompanying framework addressing platform design. 
There are real risks where age restrictions are proposed 
as standalone measures, leaving unchanged the design 
features that that enable harm. As a result, children may 
still be exposed to harm if they find workarounds, use 
borrowed accounts or shared family devices, or access 
platforms not covered by the restrictions.

UNICEF’s policy brief, Keeping Children Safe 
Online: Trends in Online Platform Regulation and 
Emerging Lessons, offers a comparative analysis of 
platform regulation in six jurisdictions and provides 
guidance for developing and implementing online 
platform regulation that works for children. This 
should be read alongside UNICEF’s guidance on 
children and digital marketing. 

07
Enforcing age restrictions through age assurance

Age assurance sits at the technical heart of every social 
media age restriction, yet its implications for children’s 
rights and human rights remain poorly scrutinised 
in public debate.15 While the debate across the world 
currently focuses on whether and how social media age 
restriction should be regulated, only a few countries, 
namely Australia, Malaysia, the UK and the EU have 
taken steps to assess how such regulations can be 
implemented through age assurance.

The Australian framework is designed as a pure age 
assurance regime, with legal prohibitions on using 
collected data for any other purposes. Its architecture 
of binary outputs, mandatory destruction, prohibition 
on government ID as the sole method, reflects a 
deliberate policy choice to largely separate age from 
identity.16 Malaysia’s draft Child Protection Code, which 
is the subsidiary instrument for operationalising the 
Online Safety Act 2025, prescribes a very different path 
by requiring age verification using government-issued 
identity credentials (such as MyDigital ID, passport, 
identity documents), anchoring social media access 
to a rapidly expanding national identity infrastructure. 
The UK, although not yet imposing a social media age 
threshold, has introduced mandatory age assurance 
for access to specific content under the Online Safety 
Act. Under the Act, Ofcom requires ‘highly effective age 
assurance’. As per Ofcom’s principles-based guidance, 
this requires that age assurance be technically accurate, 
robust against circumvention, privacy-preserving and 
non-discriminatory. 

Meanwhile, the EU has developed a blueprint 
for an open-source age-verification tool using 

selective‑disclosure and zero-knowledge-proof 
techniques to minimise data exposure. Noting that the 
blueprint is designed for 18+ verification, EU member 
states debating lower age thresholds would need to 
customise the tool to their national legal requirements. 
Eleven EU member states have now urged the European 
Commission to move away from the current status quo 
and consider mandatory, high-assurance age verification 
for access to social media. Indonesia requires age 
verification, but neither Government Regulation No. 
17/2025 nor Ministerial Regulation No. 9/2026  sets 
out guidance on privacy safeguards, data-minimisation 
expectations, or specific verification methods.  

7.1 
Age assurance and data protection 
laws

The protection of personal data is a key factor in 
ensuring that age assurance protects users’ right to 
privacy. As enforcement of social media age restriction 
relies on age assurance, such laws should consider 
setting regulatory protections for the deployment of age 
assurance, including, but not limited to, the protection 
of data processed for the purpose of age assurance. 
Further analysis is required to determine whether the 
existing data protection laws in the countries intending 
to introduce a social media age restriction set sufficient 
safeguards for the deployment of age assurance 
technologies. It would also be important to investigate 
the degree to which national data protection authorities 
have the enforcement powers and sufficient resources to 
proactively implement such regulations.

https://www.unicef.org/documents/keeping-children-safe-online
https://www.unicef.org/documents/keeping-children-safe-online
https://www.unicef.org/documents/keeping-children-safe-online
https://www.unicef.org/childrightsandbusiness/workstreams/responsible-technology/digital-marketing
https://lom.agc.gov.my/ilims/upload/portal/akta/outputaktap/2867049_BI/Act%20866-Online%20Safety%20Act%202025.pdf
https://www.mcmc.gov.my/skmmgovmy/media/General/pdf2/Public-Consultation-Codes-on-Duties-under-Part-III-of-ONSA.pdf
https://www.mcmc.gov.my/skmmgovmy/media/General/pdf2/Public-Consultation-Codes-on-Duties-under-Part-III-of-ONSA.pdf
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2023/50
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2023/50
https://www.ofcom.org.uk/online-safety/protecting-children/statement-age-assurance-and-childrens-access
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/policies/eu-age-verification
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/news/commission-releases-enhanced-second-version-age-verification-blueprint
https://www.lamoncloa.gob.es/lang/en/gobierno/news/Paginas/2025/20250618-social-media-age-verification.aspx
https://peraturan.bpk.go.id/Details/316698/pp-no-17-tahun-2025
https://peraturan.bpk.go.id/Details/316698/pp-no-17-tahun-2025
https://jdih.komdigi.go.id/produk_hukum/view/id/1007/t/peraturan+menteri+komunikasi+dan+digital+nomor+9+tahun+2026
https://www.lamoncloa.gob.es/lang/en/gobierno/news/Paginas/2025/20250618-social-media-age-verification.aspx
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08
Monitoring and evaluating impact over time
Australia is the only jurisdiction globally to have 
implemented age restrictions for certain social media 
to date. However, the law is too recent for evidence on 
its impact on children’s well-being or harm reduction. 
What exists is early compliance data, public opinion 
polling, and a body of academic and expert commentary. 
Within the first month of the ban, social media platforms 
in Australia collectively deactivated approximately 4.7 
million accounts. However, the eSafety Commissioner 
cautioned that some underage accounts remain active 
and that it was too early to declare full compliance. In 
any case, the number of underage accounts deactivated 
does not show that the age restrictions are achieving 
their policy objectives. Rather, it shows that the online 
platforms are complying. To assess its effectiveness, 
the eSafety Commissioner launched a comprehensive 
evaluation of Australia’s world-first social media minimum 

age to understand how the new obligation on platforms 
is working in practice and what impact it is having on 
children, young people and families. The study will 
follow over 4,000 children and families over more 
than two‑years. Findings will be released progressively 
through public reports and peer reviewed publications 
starting later in 2026 and across 2027 and 2028. 

Meaningful outcome evaluation will require longitudinal 
research over a period of years. For those jurisdictions 
still debating proposals, metrics and evaluation 
frameworks must be developed to assess how well 
age‑restrictions (and other measures) meet their 
intended goals and outcomes. This could include, for 
example, tracking behavioural changes, reported incidents 
of harm, and broader social outcomes to determine the 
effectiveness of such measures.

https://www.nbcnews.com/world/asia/australia-social-media-ban-hits-47-million-teen-accounts-first-month-rcna254352
https://www.nbcnews.com/world/asia/australia-social-media-ban-hits-47-million-teen-accounts-first-month-rcna254352
https://www.esafety.gov.au/newsroom/media-releases/esafety-begins-evaluation-of-australias-world-first-social-media-minimum-age
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ANNEX 1
Overview of age-based restrictions of social media around 
the world 
This list was initially developed with reference to the Tech 
Policy Press Global Social Media Age Restriction Tracker, with 
the addition of Costa Rica, Fiji and Zimbabwe. It has been 
cross‑checked against primary sources where available 
and with UNICEF Country Offices and National Committees 
where possible. Six countries included in the Tech Policy 
Press tracker are not counted here because they are not 
debating or implementing social media age restrictions as 
defined, or current discussions at the country-level indicate 
that age restrictions are an unlikely policy option, despite 
some media reporting to the contrary.17 

While all reasonable efforts have been made to check 
accuracy, given the pace of developments in this 
area, and the reliance on media reporting in many 
jurisdictions, this list may not fully capture the scope or 
substance of proposals currently under consideration. 
The information presented reflects what was available  
as of 13 March 2026. Readers are encouraged to  
verify jurisdiction-specific developments 
independently, particularly where legislative 
processes are ongoing.  

Legend
Under discussion  
A policy idea or legislative proposal is actively debated by government, parliament, or relevant authorities but has not yet been formally introduced as a 
draft law or bill.

Proposed 
A draft law or bill that has been formally introduced into the legislative process but has not yet been voted on or adopted by the relevant legislative body.

Passed 
A law that has been adopted by the relevant legislative body and has received any required executive assent or promulgation, giving it legal force on the 
statute book.

Implemented 
A law that is in force and being actively applied and enforced, including where any necessary secondary legislation, regulatory infrastructure, or 
transitional periods required for its practical operation are in place.

Region Jurisdiction/ country Current status 

Europe 1. European Union Under discussion

2. Austria Under discussion

3. Czech Republic Under discussion

4. Denmark Under discussion

5. Finland Under discussion

6. France Proposed

7. Germany Under discussion

8. Greece Under discussion

9. Netherlands Under discussion

10. Norway Proposed

11. Poland Under discussion

12. Portugal Proposed18

13. Slovenia Under discussion

14. Spain Under discussion

https://social-media-age-tracker.onrender.com/
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/A-10-2025-0213_EN.html#_section2
https://voiceofvienna.org/austria-plans-sweeping-social-media-law-to-protect-children-and-rein-in-tech-giants/
https://dig.watch/updates/czechia-weighs-under-15-social-media-ban
https://www.digmin.dk/Media/638981156766342129/Aftaletekst%20om%20digital%20brnebeskyttelse.pdf
https://stm.fi/en/project?tunnus=STM021:00/2026
https://www.assemblee-nationale.fr/dyn/17/textes/l17b2107_proposition-loi
https://www.bundestag.de/presse/hib/kurzmeldungen-1125920
https://greekreporter.com/2026/02/03/greece-social-media-restriction-children/
https://www.kabinetsformatie2025.nl/site/binaries/site-content/collections/documents/2026/01/30/aan-de-slag---coalitieakkoord-2026-2030/coalitieakkoord-d66-vvd-cda.pdf
https://www.regjeringen.no/contentassets/da5340ace79941afad938ab18985e042/horingsnotat-lov-om-aldersgrense-for-bruk-av-sosiale-medier.pdf
https://holistic.news/en/social-media-restrictions-for-minors-poland-plans-15/
https://www.parlamento.pt/ActividadeParlamentar/Paginas/DetalheIniciativa.aspx?BID=356058
https://www.reuters.com/world/europe/slovenia-preparing-law-ban-access-social-media-minors-under-15-2026-02-05/
https://www.lamoncloa.gob.es/lang/en/presidente/news/Paginas/2026/20260203-world-governments-summit.aspx
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Region Jurisdiction/ country Current status 

Europe 15. Sweden Under discussion

16. Switzerland Under discussion

17. Türkiye Proposed

18. UK19 Under discussion

North 
America

19. Canada Under discussion

20. US (and 8 states) Proposed

Latin 
America

21. Brazil Proposed

22. Costa Rica Proposed

23. Ecuador Proposed

Africa 24. Egypt Under discussion

25. Nigeria Under discussion

26. South Africa Under discussion

27. Zimbabwe Under discussion 

Asia 
Pacific

28. Australia Implemented (December 2025)

29. Fiji Under discussion

30. India (and 2 states) Under discussion

31. Indonesia Passed

32. Malaysia Passed20

33. New Zealand Under discussion

34. Pakistan Under discussion

35. Philippines Proposed 

36. Republic of Korea Proposed21 

https://swedenherald.com/article/kristersson-wants-to-ban-under15s-from-tiktok
https://www.news.admin.ch/en/newnsb/6TmEAde4htulaWG9CWYtK?
https://cdn.tbmm.gov.tr/KKBSPublicFile/D28/Y4/T2/WebOnergeMetni/8d539628-175c-48fa-8ad8-175626af6015.pdf
https://www.thenationalnews.com/news/uk/2026/03/10/british-mps-reject-ban-on-social-media-for-under-16s/
https://www.politico.com/news/2026/01/23/canada-teen-social-media-ban-00744939
https://publicinterestprivacy.org/comparing-provisions-kosma-kosa/
https://www.multistate.us/insider/2025/10/8/eight-states-enact-minor-social-media-bans-despite-court-fights
https://www.camara.leg.br/proposicoesWeb/fichadetramitacao?idProposicao=2601015
https://delfino.cr/asamblea/proyecto/25336
https://www.primicias.ec/politica/asamblea-ley-prohibicion-acceso-redes-sociales-menores-edad-ecuador-116671/
https://apnews.com/article/egypt-parliament-social-media-children-elsissi-8ea06fec852f3a2addb13eb341527732
https://www.thepointng.com/calls-for-banning-children-teens-from-social-media-gain-momentum-in-nigeria/
https://mybroadband.co.za/news/internet/628600-south-african-government-talks-about-tiktok-and-instagram-ban.html
https://www.connectingafrica.com/social-technology/zimbabwe-plans-to-ban-social-media-access-for-children
https://www.legislation.gov.au/C2024A00127/asmade/text
https://fijisun.com.fj/news/nation/social-media-restrictions-for-under-16s-considered
https://www.bbc.com/news/articles/c9qpr37d84qo
https://www.thehindu.com/news/national/regulating-internet-is-centres-domain-social-media-ban-imposed-by-ap-karnataka-may-hit-jurisdictional-barrier/article70712213.ece
https://jdih.komdigi.go.id/produk_hukum/view/id/1007/t/peraturan+menteri+komunikasi+dan+digital+nomor+9+tahun+2026
https://lom.agc.gov.my/ilims/upload/portal/akta/outputaktap/2867049_BI/Act%20866-Online%20Safety%20Act%202025.pdf
https://selectcommittees.parliament.nz/v/6/e05a9618-d905-4c4b-eb8f-08de7a2437b1?
https://www.pakistantoday.com.pk/2025/08/18/social-media-age-limit-bill-withdrawn-from-senate-after-objections
https://www.rappler.com/technology/features/children-safety-social-media-bills-philippines-senate-hearing-february-11-2026/
https://www.koreatimes.co.kr/southkorea/society/20260210/will-korea-join-global-push-to-restrict-teen-use-of-social-media
http://www.unicef.org
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Endnotes

1	 United Nations Children’s Fund and UN Human Rights, Taking a child rights-based approach to implementing the 
UNGPs in the digital environment, 2024, p. 5.

2	 See also UN Committee on the Rights of the Child, General comment No. 25 (2021) on children’s rights in relation 
to the digital environment, UN Doc CRC/C/GC/25 (2 March 2021), which explains how States parties should 
implement the Convention on the Rights of the Child in relation to the digital environment and provides guidance 
on relevant legislative, policy and other measures to ensure full compliance with their obligations under the 
Convention and the Optional Protocols.

3	 As of 13 March 2026, age-based restrictions on social media are being discussed, proposed, adopted, or 
implemented in 36 jurisdictions worldwide. See Annex 1 for the list of jurisdictions and their current status. 

4	 In Indonesia, the initial stage of implementation is set to commence on 28 March. Malaysia has passed the 
underlying Act, but the secondary legislation relating to age restrictions remains at the draft stage. 

5	 The current proposal prohibits children under 14 from accessing social media entirely. Parental consent can 
override age restriction for social media for children aged 14 -18 years. Children under 14 years of age will be 
limited exclusively to certified children’s services or versions explicitly designed for minors.

6	 The current proposal prohibits children under 13 from accessing social media entirely. Parental consent can 
override age restriction for children aged 13 -14 years.

7	 The age thresholds currently being discussed in Finland vary between 13 and 15.

8	 The proposal under discussion prohibits children under 13 from accessing social media entirely. Parental consent 
can override age restriction for children aged 13 -15 years.

9	 There are also discussions at state level, with some states having progressed proposals. However, implementation 
frameworks at both national and state levels remain unclear.  

10	 ‘Networks and social media services’ are designated as high risk, unless otherwise determined by the Minister, and 
are obliged to deactivate accounts for children under 16 years.

11	 The current proposal prohibits children under 13 from accessing social media entirely. Parental consent can 
override age restriction for children aged 13 -15 years.

12	 Malaysia’s Online Safety Act entered into force on 1 January 2026. However, the age restriction requirements are 
not included in the Act itself, but in the Draft Child Protection Code (subsidiary instrument to the Online Safety 
Act). The current timeline for finalisation of the Draft Code is July 2026.

13	 Jurisdictions with implemented broader online platform regulation: Australia, Brazil, Fiji, Indonesia, India, Malaysia, 
South Africa, the UK, and EU member states. Jurisdictions with draft broader online platform regulation: Canada, 
Costa Rica, Norway, Switzerland, US.

14	 The legislation as entered into force on 17 March 2026.

15	 For further discussion on age assurance and content age-gating in the context of online platform regulation, see 
United Nations Children’s Fund, ‘Keeping children safe online: Trends in online platform regulation and emerging 
lessons, Policy brief’, UNICEF, New York, December 2025, pp. 19-20
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https://www.unicef.org/childrightsandbusiness/reports/b-tech-contribution
https://www.unicef.org/childrightsandbusiness/reports/b-tech-contribution
https://tbinternet.ohchr.org/_layouts/15/treatybodyexternal/Download.aspx?symbolno=CRC/C/GC/25&Lang=en
https://infopublik.id/kategori/pp-tunas/961624/pemerintah-terbitkan-aturan-teknis-pp-tunas-akses-media-sosial-anak-di-bawah-16-tahun-mulai-dibatasi
https://www.thehindu.com/news/national/regulating-internet-is-centres-domain-social-media-ban-imposed-by-ap-karnataka-may-hit-jurisdictional-barrier/article70712213.ece
https://www.mcmc.gov.my/skmmgovmy/media/General/pdf2/Public-Consultation-Codes-on-Duties-under-Part-III-of-ONSA.pdf
https://www.unicef.org/documents/keeping-children-safe-online
https://www.unicef.org/documents/keeping-children-safe-online
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16	 Australia’s Online Safety Amendment (Social Media Minimum Age) Act 2024 does not mandate any single age 
assurance method. It provides that platforms must take “reasonable steps” to comply with the social media age 
restriction. Amongst others, the steps taken by the provider should be reliable, accurate, robust and effective; 
privacy-preserving and data-minimising; accessible, inclusive and fair. This principles-based approach is set out in 
the eSafety Commissioner’s regulatory guidance on the social media age restriction.

17	 As noted in the Introduction, the focus of this paper is on whole-of-platform age restrictions. It excludes measures 
such as content-specific prohibitions (e.g. adult pornography), time-based limits (e.g. daily caps on gaming 
platforms), and location-specific restrictions (e.g. bans applicable only in schools). Albania introduced a blanket 
TikTok ban for all users, which the Constitutional Court declared unconstitutional on 11 March 2026); Belgium’s 
Wallonia-Brussels Federation is not considering any national age restriction, though it supports an EU‑wide 
approach; China’s measures focus on content controls and curfews rather than whole‑of‑platform bans; and 
the United Arab Emirates has enacted a child safety law that does not introduce social media age restrictions. 
Based on current discussions in country, age restrictions for social media is not a policy option being considered 
by the governments of Japan and Thailand, despite suggestions from some media reporting.

18	 The draft law has been approved in the general stage and is now under discussion in the specialised standing 
committee in Parliament, which then will be presented again to final voting. The final text is expected to undergo 
changes during the legislative process.

19	 A proposal for a social media age restriction for under 16s was rejected on 10 March 2026. However, a ban could 
still come in future after the Commons supported a government bid to give additional powers to the Secretary of 
State. Under the amendment in lieu, Science Secretary Liz Kendall could ‘restrict or ban children of certain ages 
from accessing social media services and chat bots’.

20	 Malaysia’s Online Safety Act entered into force on 1 January 2026. However, the age restriction provision is not 
included in the Act itself, but in the Draft Child Protection Code (subsidiary instrument to the Online Safety Act). 
The current timeline for finalisation of the Draft Code is July 2026.

21	 A set of bills has been introduced, focusing on measures such as limiting social media usage time for children 
under 16 and mandating parental consent. In addition, multiple amendment bills aimed at restricting social media 
use among children and adolescents have been introduced and are currently under discussion at the  
committee level.
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