


TAKING ADVERTISING LITERACY 

TO A HIGHER LEVEL
An exploratory multilevel analysis of children’s advertising literacy

Pieter De Pauw 

Veroline Cauberghe & Liselot Hudders

ICORIA Ghent 01/07/2017

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNICATION STUDIES

RESEARCH GROUP CEPEC 



INTRO

 Children & advertising: also a social phenomenon 

 Children’s advertising literacy studies: 

• individual focus

• exceptions: 

 parental advertising mediation (new ad formats?)

 advertising literacy education (teachers an sich?)

 peer influence (limited, AL transfer?)
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STUDY AIMS

 Context ➡ children’s advertising literacy (AL)

 L1 (individual level): children and parents

 L2 (group/class level): classmates and teachers

• AL & related factors
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METHODS: GENERAL

 Multilevel (ML) analysis

• L1 & L2 simultaneously (& interactions)

• Macro processes – over and above

 Survey in 22 classes (in 12 primary schools)

1) 4th & 6th grade pupils (N = 392, Mage = 10.26, 43% girls)

2) their parents (N = 188, Mage = 40.71, 78% female)

3) their teachers (N = 22, Mage = 39.68, 91% female)
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METHODS: DATA CHILDREN (1)

 Children’s advertising literacy: 

1. Cognitive AL: 

• = ability to recognize the contemporary ad formats

• TV ads, PP, advergames, online banners & pre-rolls

2. Attitudes twd advertising: 

• = liking of advertising in general

• = AL? Negative view ➡ resist 

3. Moral AL: 

• frequency of reflecting on advertising’s appropriateness

• e.g. honest, fair vs. misleading
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METHODS: DATA CHILDREN (2)

 Exploratory: explain variance in AL 

➡ factors connected to (A)L

• Socio-demographics: gender, age & media use

• Cognitive factor: awareness of the ad formats’ existence 

• Attitudinal factors: 

a. liking the ad formats

b. finding the ad formats appropriate

• Coping strategies: frequency of

a. reflecting on advertising

b. avoiding advertising

c. desiring advertised products

d. getting a good feeling about advertised brands/products
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METHODS: DATA PEERS, PARENTS & TEACHERS

➡ peers’, parents’ and teacher’s AL & related factors

 Peer influence: children aggregated per class 

• + class SES (educational background)

 Parents’ & teacher’s questionnaires: 

• AL & related factors

• + parental educational attainment + family size

• + discussing the new ad formats 
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Cognitive advertising literacy Attitudes toward advertising Moral advertising literacy

Child

• Socio-demographics

• Gender

• Age 

• Media use

• Cognitive factors

• Awareness formats

• (Recognition formats: cognitive 

advertising literacy)

• Attitudinal factors

• Liking formats

• (Attitudes toward advertising)

• Finding formats appropriate

• (Moral advertising literacy)

• Coping strategies

• Reflecting on ads

• Avoiding ads

• Advertised product desire

• Good feeling brand/product

Parent

• Socio-demographics

• Gender

• Age 

• Education

• Family size

• Cognitive factors

• Awareness formats

• Recognition formats: 

cognitive advertising literacy

• Attitudinal factors

• Liking formats

• Finding formats appropriate

• Moral advertising literacy

• Coping strategies

• Reflecting on ads

• Avoiding ads

• Advertised product desire

• Good feeling brand/product

• Parental advertising mediation

• Discussing new ad formats 

Peers (= children aggregated per class)

• Socio-demographics

• Gender ratio

• Grade 

• Media use

• Educational background

• Cognitive factors

• Awareness formats

• Recognition formats: cognitive 

advertising literacy

• Attitudinal factors

• Liking formats

• Attitudes toward advertising

• Finding formats appropriate

• Moral advertising literacy

• Coping strategies

• Reflecting on ads

• Avoiding ads

• Advertised product desire

• Good feeling brand/product

Teacher

• Socio-demographics

• Gender

• Age 

• Cognitive factors

• Awareness formats

• Recognition formats: 

cognitive advertising literacy

• Attitudinal factors

• Liking formats

• Finding formats appropriate

• Moral advertising literacy

• Coping strategies

• Reflecting on ads

• Avoiding ads

• Advertised product desire

• Good feeling brand/product

• Teacher advertising mediation

• Discussing new ad formats 

LEVEL 1 LEVEL 2

CHILDREN’S ADVERTISING LITERACY



METHODS: STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

 Integrated dataset: linking children to

• parents (individually)

• peers & teachers (per class)

 Step 1: correlations outcomes & other study variables

 Step 2: significant correlations in ML-models

 separate contribution

 interaction effects

 Step 3: significant effects in integrated ML-models

 combined contribution

 explain variance per outcome
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RESULTS & DISCUSSION: GENERAL

 Variance at group/class level (L2):

• Cognitive AL: 12%

• Attitudes twd advertising: 13%

• Moral AL: 1%

 individual phenomenon

 though remarkable teacher influences
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RESULTS & DISCUSSION: COGNITIVE AL

 Cognitive AL: recognizing ad formats

• L1: + awareness child

 increases with liking

 ‘openness’ twd advertising?

• L2: + awareness class (!)

 increases child’s awareness

 & supplements effect on recognition

 empowering (educ. interventions?)

• Parents/teachers: little influence
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RESULTS & DISCUSSION: AD ATTITUDES 

 Attitudes twd advertising:

• L1 child: 

 + liking formats

 + family size (par. involvement?)

• L2 class (!): 

 + liking formats, + ad ‘compliance’ (pro-ad culture)

 - media use (consumer socialization)

 - parental educ. attainment (class SES – skept.?)

• Teachers: little influence
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RESULTS & DISCUSSION: MORAL AL

 Moral AL: reflect on adv. appropriateness

• L2 teacher (!): 

 - recognizing ad formats

 - discussing new ad formats

 condition: child awareness ➡ moral AL

⇒ + AL involvement ➡ neg. ad portrayal 

⇒ - child ad openness ➡ - moral radar

• L1 child: + liking formats ➡ reflect on ads

14

Liking 

formats
Moral AL

Teacher 

mediation

Teacher 

cog AL

Reflecting 

on ads



GENERAL CONCLUSION (1)

 Advertising [literacy] ⇦social context (esp. class)

• acknowledge statistically

• especially for schools/classes

→ correct estimates (+ control L2)

→ explaining AL differences

e.g. culture 
(= shared meanings, understandings, cognitions, beliefs, etc.)
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GENERAL CONCLUSION (2)

 Attitudes toward advertising = advertising literacy?

• Skepticism/vigilance

• Closedness ↛elaborate/critical reflection

⇒ rethink AL as ‘affective defense’
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Table 1 Ability to recognize advertising formats 1 

Table 3 Results of stepwise multilevel analyses (standard errors between parentheses). *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p <0.001 (statistically 2 

significant effects in bold). 3 

 4 

Variables   Model 0   Model 1   Model 2   Model 3   

                  

L1: child                  

                  

Gender (ref: girl)      0.095 (0.044) *  0.101 (0.044) *  0.101 (0.044) *  

Awareness formats      0.605 (0.032) ***  0.584 (0.033) ***  0.583 (0.033) ***  

Liking formats      -0.059 (0.034)   -0.056 (0.034)   -0.054 (0.034)   

Awareness x liking formats      0.139 (0.045) **  0.128 (0.045) **  0.126 (0.045) **  

Avoiding ads      0.064 (0.018) ***  0.065 (0.018) ***  0.069 (0.018) ***  

Liking formats x avoiding ads      -0.050 (0.023) *  -0.046 (0.023) *  -0.047 (0.023) *  

                  

L2: children (aggregates)                  

Awareness formats (mean)          0.074 (0.152)   0.041 (0.140)   

Awareness formats (ind x mean)          -0.263 (0.124) *  -0.264 (0.122) *  

                  

L2: teacher                  

Reflecting on ads              -0.084 (0.031) **  

                  

Constant  3.756 (0.058) ***  3.704 (0.046) ***  3.719 (0.044) ***  3.717 (0.040) ***  

                  

Class-level variance  0.050  0.021  0.016  0.010  

Individual-level variance  0.379  0.174  0.173  0.172  

                  

Log-likelihood  757.911  450.124  444.281  437.590  

                  

n L2  22  22  22  22  

n L1  392  391  391  391  
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Table 1 Attitudes toward advertising 1 

Table 4 Results of stepwise multilevel analyses (standard errors between parentheses). *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p <0.001 (statistically 2 

significant effects in bold). 3 

 4 

Variables Model 0 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 

                      

L1: child                      

                      

Age    -0.128 (0.054) * -0.198 (0.061) ** -0.079 (0.057)  -0.184 (0.044) *** -0.057 (0.064)  -0.103 (0.053)  

Liking formats    0.681 (0.075) *** 0.677 (0.104) *** 0.685 (0.074) *** 0.712 (0.076) *** 0.664 (0.075) *** 0.680 (0.074) *** 

Avoiding ads    -0.078 (0.039) * -0.119 (0.057) * -0.074 (0.039)  -0.073 (0.040)  -0.072 (0.039)  -0.075 (0.039)  

                      

L1: parent                      

Family size (# children)       0.231 (0.075) **             

                      

L2: children (aggregates)                      

Media use (mean)          -0.485 (0.215) *          

Par. master degree (> median %)             -0.401 (0.096) ***       

Liking formats (mean)                0.777 (0.381) *    

Good feeling brand/product (mean)                   0.868 (0.369) * 

                      

Constant 2.839 (0.100) *** 2.876 (0.070) *** 2.958 (0.067) *** 2.879 (0.063) *** 3.088 (0.065) *** 2.882 (0.065) *** 2.875 (0.063) *** 

                      

Class-level variance 0.153 0.057 0.000 0.036 0.000 0.043 0.038 

Individual-level variance 1.031 0.804 0.818 0.804 0.800 0.802 0.802 

                      

Log-likelihood 1137.344 1028.389 487.837 1023.898 920.372 1024.480 1023.349 

                      

n L2 22 22 20 22 20 22 22 

n L1 387 386 185 386 352 386 386 
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Table 1 Reflecting on advertising's appropriateness 1 

Table 5 Results of stepwise multilevel analyses (standard errors between parentheses). *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p <0.001 (statistically 2 

significant effects in bold). 3 

 4 

       Variables  Model 0 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

             

L1: child             

             

Awareness formats          0.065 (0.060)  

Recognition formats       0.125 (0.068)     

Reflecting on ads    0.410 (0.038) *** 0.415 (0.038) *** 0.394 (0.037) *** 

Avoiding ads    0.090 (0.033) ** 0.068 (0.034) * 0.082 (0.033) * 

             

L2: teacher             

Recognition formats       -0.173 (0.083) *    

Discussing new ad formats          -0.179 (0.075) * 

Awareness (ind) x discussing 

new ad formats (teach)          

-0.223 (0.107) * 

             

Constant 2.845 (0.052) *** 2.847 (0.042) *** 2.845 (0.042) *** 2.849 (0.041) *** 

             

Class-level variance 0.008 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Individual-level variance 0.914 0.691 0.679 0.672 

             

Log-likelihood 1080.161 967.729 938.481 956.837 

             

n L2 22 22 21 22 

n L1 392 392 383 392 
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