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SYSTEMATIC REVIEW OF CHILD-TARGETED FOOD ENDORSEMENT

Abstract

Several European and U.S. reviews have establisiedthk between food marketing
and childhood obesity (EU Pledge, 2012; FTC, 2@G@8sson, Soroko, Musicus &
Lobstein, 2012), which has stimulated researcltensviestigate the effects of the
most prevalent child-targeted marketing technidae:use of endorsing characters.
This systematic review of these studies (15 ideatjfparticipants age 3-12 years)
focuses on three important questions: (a) Doesig eadorser effect exist?, (b) Is the
strength of the endorsement effect influenced l@oeser type?, and (¢) Does the

endorsement strength differ according to the tyfdead being promoted?
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The Persuasiveness of Child-Targeted Endorsemeatie§ies: A Systematic Review

It has been argued that advertising aimed atm@nl@up to age 12) is
“fundamentally unfair”, because children lack aml&tike understanding of an
advertisement’s selling intent (Rozendaal, Buijzerd Valkenburg, 2010, p. 86).
However, food marketers employ many techniquekeir promotions in order to
grab children’s attention and persuade them. Tkeotian endorser to promote
products is one of the techniques most often uséabid marketing to children
(Boyland, Harrold, Kirkham & Halford, 2012). Friedm and Friedman (1979)
discerned three types of endorsers: the celébtitg expert, or the typical consumer.
Although all three are used to target childrers tthapter provides an up-to-date
systematic review of available insights into celglndorsement effects only, as this
technique is particularly widely used to promotanmtyaunhealthy foods to children
via TV, packaging and the Internet (e.g., Elli@@08; Boyland et al., 2012; Alvy &
Calvert, 2008; Hebden, King & Kelly, 2010).

The current review focuses on research conductigdcwildren between the
ages of 3 and 12 years because within these age thmere are large differences in
children’s susceptibility to (endorsement) advarts As proposed by Rozendaal,
Lapierre, Van Reijmersdal and Buijzen (2011), t@sgspersuasion not only requires
conceptual and attitudinal advertising literacyt, &lso the ability to apply the former
during advertising exposure. For children undeedry old, their conceptual

advertising knowledge is not yet fully developedhiath makes them particularly

! As well as famous people (typically in the fieldesftertainment or sport), this definition can
also include fictional characters. These can eltedicensed characters, in which case they
are known outside of the endorsed product (e car@on character known from a movie or
series) or branded characters, which are creatsifiglly to promote the brand and/or
product (e.g., Tony the Tiger for Kellogg's Frostedkes; or Captain Birdseye, also known
as Captain Iglo, for Birds Eye or Iglo frozen seaf@roducts).
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vulnerable. Between 8 - 12 years old, childrendbrgpossess conceptual advertising
literacy but cannot spontaneously retrieve andyapp¥hile processing the
commercial (John, 1999; Brucks, Armstrong & Goldjpdr989; Rozendaal, Buijzen
& Valkenburg, 2012; Dixon et al., 2013). Childrdmoae twelve years old, on the
other hand, are expected to be able to employ #aeiertising literacy as a defense
(Buijzen, Van Reijmersdal, & Owen, 2010).

The aim of this systematic review is to answertagepecific questions on
the effects of endorsement advertising of foodgeti@d to children. In-our reviewed
set of studies, authors typically refer to “the @sgment effect” but vary in the
control condition to which this term is applied.nS®refer to the impact of
endorsement relative to a within- participants fpeatment measure. This
interpretation corresponds with an individual effeeasuring the reaction to a known
food that suddenly gets endorsed. Others useativelto a between-participants
control group, which corresponds with a group dffeeasuring the actual gain in
product liking or consumption attributable to ersinent. Such subtle differences are
important and we will explore these, while demaatstig the multitude of effect types
documented. A systematic review must also iderygfyto be replicated initial
findings and hypotheses and corollaries that requitther examination, the current
article provides such a research agenda.

The use of endorsers as an advertising techniquelespread among
marketing targeted at both adults and children.rrarketing aimed at adults, Money,
Shimp, and Sakano (2006) estimated a worldwidegieece of endorsements in 17%
of commercials, with figures as high as 25% intimted States. For children, the
same technique is even more prevalent becausetisdveuse it to appeal to their

fantasy-oriented nature (Rose, Merchant & Bakid, 2&f. Acuff & Reiher, 1997). In
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Kelly et al.’s (2010) cross-national content anilys child targeted TV advertising,
9%—-49% of all food advertisements (ads) contairredhptional characters. The
foods these characters promoted were categorizedasore’ (i.e., high in
undesirable nutrients or energy, as defined byadyettandards) in 79% of cases. In
their 2011 analysis of 577 TV ads for food targgithildren, Castonguay, Kunkel,
Wright, and Duff (2013) found that 73% of ads irded familiar characters and 72%
of these promoted foods of low nutritional qualitytheir 2009 systematic review of
food marketing to children, Cairns, Angus, Hastjragsd Carahar (2013) also
identified “animated and other fictional charactes]... more likely to be used in
food ads than in non-food ads aimed at children2(8). However, it is not just in
television advertising that endorsers are useddmpte foods to children.

Hebden, King, Kelly, Chapman, and Innes-Hughes 12@idited three
Australian supermarket chains for the use of prawnat characters on food
packaging. On average, the foods and beverages/éhnatpromoted by characters
were categorized as less healthful than those wittloaracters on the packaging.
Similarly, researchers found endorsers on packagihg very popular in Dutch
supermarkets (Van Assema et al., 2011). In focasgg among elementary school
children, Elliott (2009) learned that children derthe healthfulness of foods from the
dullness of their packaging. Though little empitidata are available to our
knowledge, given the extent to which endorsers apieonline marketing (such as
websites or advergames), they are likely to plaingyortant role there as well
(Moore & Rideout, 2007). One study in Sweden ediahdhat 17% (in 2007) to 28%
(in 2005) of brand incentives on websites targetiniddren were mascots (Sandberg,

2011).
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Despite their presumed illiteracy with respectdoextising, the literature shows
that young children do process advertising cuel asdrand logos and characters to
a considerable extent. For instance, in a grouradiong paper in the early 1990s,
Fischer, Schwartz, Richards, Goldstein, and Rdja8)) demonstrated that up to
30% of 3-year-old children could correctly ident#fych cues. Approximately 30% of
3-year-olds could even match the cartoon char&itdoe with the correct product,
Camel cigarettes, the advertising of which waswéal to not be child-targeted. Six-
year-olds in the same study could recognize ali®0%i of all ten brands in the study
that explicitly targeted children, including foodabds such as McDonald’s, Burger
King, Domino’s Pizza, Coca-Cola, Pepsi, Kelloggiad Cheerios. Given this deep
processing of cues, the effects of marketing teples such as endorsement
advertising should not be underestimated. For adultorsers could be considered
mere peripheral cues—except maybe when they areama to the product (e.g., a
professional model is a more relevant endorsetolmhpaste than most sportsmen,;
see Sengupta, Goodstein, & Boninger, 1997). Inrashtthe intimate relationship
children often build with characters could resnlstrong attitudinal effects and
associated food preferences.

Food endorsement could be described as an easgstta convince the more
naive viewers of the purported value and desirgtili a product, and therefore, it
may be particularly harmful when targeted at cleifdrRecent research shows,
however, that even adults can be easily mislednlonline study, Dixon and
colleagues (2011) asked parents to choose betwkigih @alorie food item and a
healthier option. Most parents did not read thelpot's nutrition information panel
before making their choice. However, when one efttino products was endorsed by

a sports celebrity this increased the odds of #raqgipants choosing the endorsed
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item. Moreover, the sports endorsement changedpbketeptions of the typical
consumers buying these items and resulted in gaahts believing the product to be
healthier than the same food item without the eseloent.

Athletes often promote such foods. For instancagBy Yanamalada, Roberto,
Harris, and Brownell (2013a) found that from thp 1®0 endorsing athletes, 24% of
their endorsements pertained to food (76% of whiehe unhealthy) and beverages
(93% of which were unhealthy). Bragg et al., (201&8ko found that their sample of
athlete or sport endorsed foods and beveragesiyhéageted children (34%).
Additionally, there were more unhealthy endorseamtifand beverage products
targeted at children than there were for adultsil&ily, Harris, Brownell, and Bargh
(2009) found that endorsement effects are likelyedgersuasive for both advertising
literate parents and their less literate childrecduse they have an automatic effect
on brand and product associations. Such autonfédicte are hard to counteract, even
for the thoughtful parent making informed consuhecisions. The difference
between parents and children might be that adtdtbetter able to discern
endorsement marketing when the endorser belonte tchild’s environment (e.g., an
animated character from a TV program) rather tioathe adult’s (e.g., a sports
celebrity). This. demonstrates the important eféewdorsers can have, as they are a
marketing strategy that often goes unnoticed, éoethe more advertising literate
consumers.

From an academic perspective, the question of harendorsement marketing
technique actually influences children (and pogsibéir parents) is a
multidisciplinary one. Communication scientists @atudied the phenomenon as part
of a recent expansion of the literature on adviedisiteracy, which lacked

comprehensive studies demonstrating the impaatwréising techniques (Harris et
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al., 2009; Institute of Medicine, 2006; Livingsto&eHelsper, 2006). Childhood
obesity and its relation with marketing communicas has also been studied in
several other disciplines, therefore in this revieevhave included studies from the
perspectives of psychological consumer behaviomaadical pediatrics, as well as
from the multidisciplinary field of nutrition resezn. The journals in which the
studies were published are very diverse. The l&ackass-referencing between the
different articles further demonstrates that agemtombining all available insights is
necessary; this should ensure a full understandfitige topic is achieved and that
future research is driven to explore gaps in kndggeusing a multidisciplinary
approach.

Given this diversity of disciplines, it is perhajssurprising that the studies
reviewed in this chapter approach researching sedugnt effects from a number of
different perspectives. These differences are ampdoth in the dependent measures
and the manipulations. In studies originating framommunication perspective,
attention has predominantly been given to attitakdmeasures such as actual attitudes
or parent purchase requests. In other studies,autiose originating within the field
of psychology, the focus has been on choice bela{og., do endorsers influence
the choice between a healthy and an unhealthyifeo®). In other, more recent
studies the focus has been on actual food consampMith respect to the
manipulation, many studies investigated a pure esoent effect, testing whether
the endorsed food was more attractive when comgaradon-endorsed food. Others
specifically addressed questions related to typesdorsers (do some endorsers
result in stronger effects than others?) or tygdead (does the endorsement effect

hold for both unhealthy and healthy foods?).
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The multidisciplinary nature of academic interegsthe topic also seems to have
impacted the conceptual design of relevant stuéiash of the design options has its
own merits but only portrays part of the persuasiveact of endorsers. Each design
also taps into another type of implication, andsthtiis important to sketch the
different types of results and their implications.

Therefore, three different research questionshveiltliscussed in the literature
review below.

RQ1: Does a basic endorser effect exist?

RQ2: Is the strength of the endorsement effecti@mited by endorser
type?

RQ3: Does the endorsement strength differ accoridiriige type of

food being promoted?

For each of these questions, researchers couldngsef a number of different
research study designs. Therefore, for each questgowill discuss to what extent
published studies applied these different desigtofa:

Factor 1: Is the dependent variable an attitudesoresor a choice/behavior
measure?

Factor 2: Does the manipulation occur between@pamnts or within
participants?

Factor 3: Is it a control-experimental design oreaperimental-experimental

design?
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Research Designs

It is clear that in order to study the above regeguestions and the underlying
causal processes to which they refer, a valid exyatal design with appropriate
manipulations is necessary. It does not sufficgrtgly ask children whether they
think an endorser would have an effect. Neither design without proper
randomization sufficient to answer these questibosinstance, Ulger (2008) asked
children to choose between an endorsed food itehaantem without an endorser,
but for each participating child the pairing betwesdorsement and food item was
the same. Effects found in such a design can bbwtd to the endorser, the food, or
a combination of both, so they do not provide ckadence for our research
questions. Therefore, and because the researdhsaiopic stems from different
disciplines each with their own habits of experiadion, it is necessary to first
consider the different experimental designs thatagceptable for our purpose.

A few prototypic designs are summarized in Tablthaugh this is not an
exhaustive set. As this table makes clear, a kagideration with any experimental
design is whether a between-participants or wigiarticipants format is most
appropriate. One benefit of a within-participangsidn is that there is greater
statistical power to detect possible effects, beeano intra-individual differences
disturb the comparison between conditions. On therdhand, within-participants
manipulations in which similar types of outcome meas are repeatedly taken could
induce participant awareness of the hypotheseatecemswering tendencies or
increase the artificiality of the manipulation (ewhen participants are asked for two

ratings of the same food item (not endorsed, tinelvesed)).

[INSERT TABLE 1]
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After considering the manipulation in these desidgims outcome variables must
also be considered. As mentioned above, differetdoone variables can be deemed
relevant to address the question of whether childisplay endorsement effects with
regard to food. Researchers from a communicatigspchology background often
focus on cognitive measures such as attitudeseden@nces. Researchers from a
nutrition background are somewhat more prone toveasables such as choice or
actual amount of consumption. Again, each of tltogg®ns are valid and sensible,
but the chosen measures qualify the interpretatiancan be attached to the results.
Of course, cognitive effects are easier to study thehavioral ones that typically
involve more researcher time and encoding and douagly, cognitive effects are
more frequently reported in the literature. Moragpy@rsuasive communication can
be expected to have stronger effects on cognitite@dnal measures than on
behavioral measures (Fazio & Roskos-Ewoldson, 2005)

In sum, these designs all have their own meritmswering the three basic
research questions outlined above and, of coussgtiwns and combinations of these
basic designs exist to answer even more speciéstqns. In this review we will
discuss the extent to which published studies pmanswers to these questions, with

reference to the particular design factors usetercited research.

Method
We conducted a systematic review of the publisiiethture concerning the
causal impact of endorsement advertising on chldrattitudes and behaviors toward
food. A systematic review is: “a scientific invegtion with pre-planned methods that
summarizes, appraises, synthesizes and communibatessults of multiple previous

studies” (Jones & Evans, 2000, p. 67). Our goalwasview experimental studies

11
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from 2005 to 2014 which measured the impact of esets on children’s attitudes
and food preferences, choices, or consumption. 8/2305 as the starting date
because that year can be marked as the startinggfan explicit research focus on
child targeted food advertising techniques (seerthpr review commissioned by the
US Federal Trade Commission, 2008).

In this review we have focused on research stuekamining endorsement
effects for children between 3 and 12 years oldabse children notice the perceptual
dimension of advertising from this age on, wherkEagear-old children slowly
develop an adult-like understanding of persuaseariques (John, 1999). Acuff and
Reiher (1997) also claim that character-based nmiackes most effective for younger
children. Older children (from the age of 13) shewatronger appeal towards adult
celebrities (such as sports or TV or music celesjt Furthermore, factors
influencing early childhood eating habits are catibecause their impact extends to
adult health (Owen, 1997).

The literature search was conducted in Februarg 2@ithe first phase, a list of
relevant keywords was determined. A few articlesewgathered to sample keywords
based on arief search strateggnd the authors’ prior knowledge of the field. The
search terms used were combinationgnflorsement advertising, endorsers, spokes-
characters, brand characters, licensed characteastoon characters, celebrity
endorsement, food promotion, food marketing, chitdkids, (un)healthy,
(non)celebrity, attitudes toward food, purchasej(rest) intention, taste, food choice,
eating behavior, food intake, food consumptiondfpreferences, childhood obesity
and nutrition. Next, we used these keywords to scan the followiegtronic
databases: Google Scholar, Psych INFO, and Welmoiédge. The keyword

combinations yielded between 142 and 16800 hitSoogle Scholar, between 0 and
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40 hits on Web of Knowledge, and 6 articles on RI=O. Potentially relevant
articles were read and retained only if they madahgra priori inclusion criteria:
empirical studies in which manipulation was usedaosally verify a basic endorser
effect, differences between different types of eérdis, and/or between different
types of food, presented to children between 3lghgears old. The dependent
variables needed to be attitudes, choices, or b@haihe experimental design had to
be a between-participants or within- participamstml-experimental or
experimental-experimental design (see Table 1alkinwe used a snowball search
strategy by investigating the references of theabie articles of the first phase. In
total we reviewed fifteen articles from eleven joals:Journal of Health
CommunicationpAppetite Journal of Communication Sciend®urnal of the
American Academy of Pediatrickurnal of PediatricsArchives of Pediatrics and
Adolescent Medicind’ediatric ObesityJournal of Consumer Behaviatournal of
Advertising Journal of Human Nutrition and Food Sciene@adCommunications

The articles were categorized according to ourarebequestions, the design factors,
and participants’ age. An overview is presentedable 2.

[INSERT TABLE 2]

Results
RQ1: Does a Basic Endorsement Effect Exist?

Attitude studies. A few studies addressed the basic endorser effg@ogua
between-participants design in which at least omeig of participants rated foods
presented without an endorser and others saw tbd fandorsed. De Droog,
Valkenburg, and Buijzen (2011) asked childréh=216, 4 to 6 years old) to rate a

healthy and an unhealthy snack for liking and retuetent. Between-participants
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they manipulated whether the snack was endorseda gmiliar endorser, an
unfamiliar endorser, or no endorser. The endorsemtiennot have an effect on the
liking of the unhealthy snack (possibly due to dirog effect as all children rated the
unhealthy snack very positively), but it did incseahe liking of the healthy snack.
Similarly, Lapierre, Vaala, and Linebarger (201burid that supposedly “new”
cereals were considered more tasteful by 5- toa#-g&l children fage = 5.6,SD =
0.96; N = 80) if these were endorsed on the packagingdendied characters versus
when no endorser was present. This effect partigulaccurred for those cereals
branded as sugary (i.e., unhealthy), whereas itndidoccur for the same cereals
branded as healthy foods. Here, the lack of arcefte the healthier cereals could be
attributed to a ceiling effect because even inrtbeendorsement condition children
already found these supposedly healthy cereal®eraety tasteful. However, with
only twenty participants per condition in-a betwgmticipants design, the study also
lacks powef.

In Kotler, Shiffman, and Hanson (2012= 343; 3- to 6-year-oldylge = 4.08,
SD=0.99) children were asked for relative preferematimgs. One third of the
participants in their first study rated each ofenfood pairs that were not endorsed.
The other participants rated the same pairs bt i@ within the pair was endorsed,
either by a familiar endorser or an unfamiliar oimeine with the results discussed
above, they found that comparative to the baselimglition, the relative preference
increased for the foods endorsed by the familiaratter.

Roberto, Baik, Harris, and Brownell (2010) presdrakildren between 4 and 6

years old N = 40;Mage= 5, SD= 0.7) with three different identical food pairs of

Z For inferences about the statistical power ofistuth this review, we used the rule of thumb
thatn should reach about 50 per condition, as suggést&immons, Nelson, and Simonsohn
(2013). We rely on this rule of thumb because ifferént design approaches in the reviewed
literature do not allow the use of a pooled efféze to perform proper power calculations.

14
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which one item was endorsed by a licensed chardidtery found a significant taste
preference for the endorsed food items. In facs,gtudy was an endorsement
alternative to an earlier study (Robinson, BorzetkawMatheson & Kraemer, 2007,
N = 63,Mage = 4.6,SD= 0.5, ranged 3.5-5.4 year olds) in which identicads in a
pair were either presented in McDonald’s brandezk@ging or in non-branded
packaging. Similar to the endorsement effect, tle®bhald’s brand logo increased
the relative taste preference for the branded foods

Similarly, Levin and Levin (2010) applied a withparticipants design, but their
43 participating children (7 to 8 years old) ra¢éght different foods that were either
endorsed or not, healthy or not, and from a knomauificial) unknown brand. Their
measures focused on perceptions of how nutritigrgalbd or bad these children
perceived the foods to be, which is strikingly éiéint from the actual attitude and
liking measures used in the other studies revidwezd. Their analyses showed no
overall endorsement main effect; however, for uithggroducts from an unknown
brand, endorsement did have an effect. Thoughcseriily powered due to the
within-participants design, the simultaneous ortit@ manipulation of three
different variables could have disturbed a cleanifeatation of an endorsement
effect.

Finally, Smits and Vandebosch (2012) demonstrdtatiwhen previously non-
endorsed foods became endorsed this led to béitedas towards the items
(increased liking, wanting to consume and intergitmrequest the food from parents)
among the same participanté£ 57, 6- to 7-year-oldVlage = 6.8). In sum, these
studies clearly demonstrate that the endorsemégttefoes exist for attitudinal
measures, with only Levin and Levin’s study (2048pwing no endorsement effect.

Interestingly, though, the studies in this categoous on the younger part of our age
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range (up until 7 years old) with Levin and Levibaing the oldest sample. The basic
endorsement effect on attitudinal measures shbulsl be further confirmed among
older children.

Choice/behavior studiesSome studies also tapped into actual food choice.
Comparable to their relative preference questiBaherto et al., (2010) found that an
endorser also positively affected the forced chbeveen two similar food items
such that children were significantly more liketygelect the endorsed food item as a
snack. Kotler and colleagues (2012) also asse$sgrdes. A subset of their
participants in the first study (where they gaatree preference scores) also
participated in a second phase of the data cadle¢®tudy 2 in the paper). Here,
children could eat from each item of three foodgdtxtending the findings of their
first study, it was found that the foods endorsg&bsame StreetlElmo were
somewhat more likely to be eaten than those enddrg@n unfamiliar character or
those not endorsed.

In an Australian web survey (Dixon et al., 2014)yEhr-old childrenl =
1302,Mage = 11.0,SD = 0.7) chose between an energy-dense nutrientroduct
(EDNP) and a healthier variant; they did so foeffeod categories. The EDNP
product pictures were manipulated to include naiiggoromotion (control) or front-
of-pack promotions such as a male sports celebntprser, a premium offer, or a
nutrient content claim. Relative to the control dition, the odds of choosing the
EDNP rather than the healthier option increasedifstgntly when boys saw the
EDNP with the male athlete endorser. For girls, &asv, the athlete endorser did not
have an effect. It is unclear whether this gendésrénce is indeed attributable to the
gender of the endorser, but it seems conceivalggaidly, the large sample size

makes the study well powered to find even a moeféstt, should it exist. More
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research is needed to test whether other endarsels have an effect on girls of this
age (equivalent to the effect of male athlete eselgron the boys in this study).

Boyland and colleagues (2013) extended the measmtewh choice behavior to
a measure of thad libitumamount of food intake. In their study, childrerea@ to
11 (N = 181,Mage= 10,SD= 0.9) were presented with one of four televisibpsc
(three of which were commercials, the other a Ty of similar duration) and
afterwards children could eat from two identicaii®of potato chips that were
labeled as a national brand (Walker’s Crisps) ‘supermarket’ private label.
Children generally ate more from the so-calledorati brand than from its private
label alternative. More importantly, children expdgo a commercial for Walker’s
featuring its long-standing endorser Gary Lineleefofmer soccer player and current
celebrity) ate more of the Walker’s Crisps tharsth the control conditions (with a
non-related food or non-food commercial). Interggiy, children exposed to a
television clip featuring the endorser in his otf@e as a television presenter also ate
more of the Walker’s Crisps than the children i@ ¢lontrol condition. British
children seemingly have such strong mental conmestbetween Lineker and
Walker’s that exposure to the endorser withoutresfee to the potato chips already
works as an implicit ad for those chips.

An intervention study by Bezbaruah, Stastny, anchB(2013) on fourth
graders (typically 9 to 10 years oMy = 256,N, = 237) applied a repeated measures
design and non-celebrity endorsement of green b&@émse weeks after the initial
measurement of typical bean consumption, the saaeswere served during school
lunch, but accompanied by a graphic of a spokesactex (the article does not

specify the character). A comparison of consumpaibipoth time points revealed that
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when beans were endorsed, more children (a 10%ase) chose the beans but that
portion sizes were smaller (particularly for boys).

Wansink, Just, and Payne (2012) also studied 81+gear-old N = 208)
children and used EImo as an endorser. They diceadfy study with a pre-test day,
a post-test day and three intermediate intervertays. Though the use of an EImo
sticker increased the odds of an apple being chaseid not do so for cookies.
Again, the lack of an effect could be attributatale ceiling effect because even at
baseline the cookies had a very high probabilitpehg chosen. Statistical power
could not be an issue here given the number oicgaahts. They also found a
smaller, but significant positive effect of an uokm endorser for apples.

The previously reported studies mostly used stilges, manipulated
packaging, or existing TV advertisements to repretee food endorsement. De
Droog, Buijzen, and Valkenburg (2014) had a nopgraach with an intervention
study using picture books. Children, 4 to 6 yedds(H= 160), participated in a five
day intervention study where four different expesntal groups had daily reading
sessions of a picture book that used a congruabbif) or incongruent (turtle)
endorser to promote the consumption of carrotsth@rifth day, the 5 minute free
consumption of carrots, cucumber, cheese, and statis was compared between
these experimental groups and a control group.tirelto the control group (that did
not participate in any study-related activity sashreading a specified non-
endorsement book), the children exposed to thengidiook (with either endorser) ate
more carrots, less cucumber and less cheese.dtitglg, they did not cut down on
the salty snacks. In all, the study suggests Haattis an endorser effect on carrot

consumption though it might be bounded by very appg consumption alternatives.
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To summarize, basic endorsement effects were gbortvarious ways and on
the full age spectrum we consider so on the bdgla®evidence we can answer RQ1
positively — yes, a basic endorser effect doed.dxis important to note the diversity
of study designs resulting in similar patternsionflings since this attests to the
stability and ecological validity of the effect. @utive measures were most often
used for younger age ranges, whereas the choloehawvior measures were more
spread out over the age continuum from 3 to 12syear
RQ2: Is the Strength of the Endorsement Effect Infhlenced by Endorser Type?

Though a number of different dimensions categogiandorsers could be
imagined, attention has largely been dedicatebealifference between familiar and
unfamiliar endorsers. At least two (related) reastam be given for this specific
interest. First, from a policy perspective it tap® the question of how harmful the
proliferation of celebrity endorsers is when thegm to disproportionately promote
unhealthy foods. Second, from a health promotingpeetive it is interesting to know
the complement: to what extent can an unfamiliad Gus cheaper) endorser
increase the preference for a (healthy) food item?

De Droog, Valkenburg, and Buijzen (2011) presewtatiiren (4 to 6 years old,
N = 216) with both healthy and unhealthy foods @eave) and manipulated between
participants whether each food was not endorsethread by a familiar character
(Dorafor girls andSpongeBolfor boys), or endorsed by an unfamiliar charager
monkey). In this between-participants design, tthielynot find differences in the
endorsement effect for the familiar versus the omiliar endorser. Given the large
sample size, the lack of a significant effect sdodt be attributed to a lack of

statistical power.
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All other studies addressing RQ2 used a withinipigents design. For
instance, de Droog, Buijzen, and Valkenburg (2Q&2yented 4 to 6-year-old
children N = 166) with a carrot that was endorsed by a famdiearacter@ora for
girls andDiegofor boys) and four unfamiliar characters differingoerceptual and
conceptual congruence with the product. Contrathédr previous between-
participants design, this study revealed more peséttitudes for carrots endorsed by
the familiar endorser, followed by the conceptuatiygruent characters. Note that in
their study with the picture books (see above; d®D, Buijzen, & Valkenburg,
2014), they did not find stronger endorsement ¢&fféar the congruent endorser
(rabbit endorsing carrots) than for the incongruerd (turtle endorsing carrots).
Kotler, Shiffman, and Hanson (2012) found thatatah (3 to 6 years old) choosing
between food items endorsed Bgsame Streeharacters versus unknown (though
professionally designed) “Crumbsnatcher” charaqieeterred (Study I\ = 343,

Mage = 4.08,SD= 0.99)) and ate (Study R, = 207) the former rather than the latter.
Wansink, Just, and Payne (2012; children agesl8éound thaEImowas a better
endorser to promote the choice of an apple (offewgdther with a cookie) than an
unknown endorser. Still, that unknown endorseradanificant effect compared to a
no endorsement condition (see above).

Finally, Smits and Vandebosch (2012; children a&gs7,N = 57,Mage = 6.8)
applied a mixed design in which the familiaritytbé endorser was both manipulated
within-participants and between-participants (diaéin square design). They too
found that familiar characters resulted in strorgfécts than unfamiliar ones.
Interestingly, their design is the only one of wighin-participants studies that tests
whether the unfamiliar characters are actuallyymesive relative to a control

condition. Indeed, the other studies used an exygerial-experimental design where
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only the relative effect can be assessed. Smit8/andebosch (2012) did find
endorsement effects (increased liking, wantingotesame and intentions to request
the food from parents) for both the familiar and tmfamiliar characters.

Related to the aforementioned study, Neeley andr@ahn (2004; children
ages 2 to 5) conducted two studies where they degi@V ads in which endorsers
were paired with products. After three exposurehése ads (embedded ina TV
show), the attitudinal and choice effects concernime endorsed cheese crackers
were measured. In contrast to the previously maaticstudies, Neeley and
Schumann (2004) did not manipulate the endogserse but rather manipulated the
interaction between the endorser and the prodaietlySL,N = 67,Mage= 3.83) and
the vocal interaction between two endorsers (SRJtY/= 37,Mage= 3.58). They
found the strongest endorsement effects when ttierser interacted with the product
and when the ad did not feature a complex auddéomymunication between the
endorsers.

In sum, unfamiliar characters can produce endorsesféects but the strongest
relative effect is to be expected from familiar ersers. Notably, this evidence stems
from within-participants designs, with the onlyWween-participants design (de Droog
et al., 2011) unable to detect significant differes between familiar and unfamiliar
endorsements. So again, the evidence supportstev@essponse to RQ2 — yes, the
strength of the endorsement effect is impactecbyype of endorser used. However,
too little is known about the magnitude of the db®endorsement effect for
unfamiliar characters. This is crucial becaus@jdli@s to the situation of healthy but
unprocessed foods where the profits are lower tlaunsl relatively cheap characters

are the only endorsement possibility.
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RQ3: Does the Endorsement Strength Differ Accordingo the Type of Food
Being Promoted?

There is an underlying dichotomy in food items tghly studied: healthy versus
unhealthy products. Again, the focus is dual fosdjoeasons. We do need to know
how pervasive endorsement is as a marketing tecniged to promote unhealthy
foods. We also need to know to what extent the dactenique can be applied to
promote more healthy foods.

Lapierre, Vaala, and Linebarger (2011, childrensa®éo 6N = 80,Mage= 5.6,
SD=0.96), used a between-participants manipuldbdirand the exact same cereals
either as “Sugar Bits” or “Healthy Bits” (thus s@ging that the food is unhealthy or
healthy rather than using different food items)e Thildren who participated in their
study reported liking the so-called healthy optiaore (4.65 + 0.84 on a 5 point
rating scale) than the ‘less healthy’ version (42227). No endorsement effect was
found for the “Healthy Bits” (possibly due to alogg effect and/or a lack of power).
For the unhealthy option, adding an endorser didlten increased liking.

Roberto and colleagues (2010; children ages 4 §b=640;Mage= 5,SD= 0.7)
used both unhealthy items and a healthy item (lcalpts) in a within-participants
presentation to their participants. Their licensadorsers§cooby Doo, Doraand
Shrelincreased the liking of the foods, but the effgas smaller for the healthy
option. De Droog, Valkenburg, and Buijzen (2011i|drlen ages 4 to @\ = 216) also
presented each participant with both a healthyoopind a less healthy option.
Endorsement did have an effect for the healthyoopaind not for the unhealthy one
(again this is a possible ceiling effect; given slaenple size it is not likely to be due
to a lack of power). The endorsed healthy optios stdl less liked than the non-

endorsed unhealthy option.
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Smits and Vandebosch (2012) applied a mixed desigre the healthiness of
the foods were manipulated both within- and betwganicipants. They found that
endorsement effects were stronger for unhealthgSdloan for healthy foods.
Although the endorsement effects were smaller éalthy foods, it did occur relative
to a pre-test no-endorsement baseline measure atf@sgme participants.

Kotler, Shiffman, and Hanson (2012; children agés 8) offered an interesting
alternative design. For some of their stimuli painse item was healthy and the other
unhealthy. As discussed above, children in thed€att al., (2012) study saw pairs of
food items and in the experimental conditions hteims were endorsed (one by a
familiar endorser, one by an unfamiliar one). Fase pairs, the famili@esame
Streetcharacter used to endorse a healthy option didatince children to like or
choose that option above the unhealthy option esedblby an unknown character.
Similarly, Wansink, Just, and Payne (2012) stu@ietb 11-year-oldN= 208)
children and found that &&lmo sticker increased the odds of an apple being chose
but it did not do so for cookies. This null efféat cookies could be due to a ceiling
effect; up to 90% of children chose to have a cedakithe control condition. Given
the large sample size, statistical power is ndkedyl reason for not finding the effect
here.

In sum, healthy foods can profit from endorsemdieices, although these
effects can be expected to be smaller than fandasiendorsement of an unhealthy
food option. Again, those endorsement effects wleraonstrated across the age range
from 3 to 11 and no age-specific pattern of findisgemed to emerge. Similar to
RQ2, too few studies reported on actual food charwkconsumption, but the
evidence supports a positive response to RQ3 &lsostrength of the endorsement

effect does appear to differ according to the typ®od being promoted.
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Of course, the strict categorization scheme fooeset effects as outlined
above (see Table 1) does not represent the futkispe of possibilities. At least one
exception to this scheme should be noted and exktbr its demonstration of what
could be called an atypical and non-marketing eseloent effect. Wansink, Shimizu
and Camps (2012) conducted a within-participantdysfwith pre-test and post-test
for baseline measures). They asked 22 childrers @ge 12 N = 22,Mage= 8.5),
what they expected to be the food choice of redlfemtional models (likeBatmar).
Asking these children whether the models wouldgarapple fries or French fries
increased the odds that they would choose the &ppéethemselves. This effect was
most pronounced for those children who expecteddmairable models to choose the
apple fries. This study has at least two impligadiol he first is that endorsement
effects could exist even for incidental pairinggte# endorsing character and the
endorsed foods such that, for instance, parentadaptively use the endorsement
technique to boost their children’s healthy prefiess. Second, the study also
demonstrates that the pairing between food andrsads not necessarily a top-down
given fact, but that it could also work as a bottopnfree association starting from the

child’s expectations about the endorser.

Conclusion
This review focused on an emerging topic in redeaexperimental studies
measuring the effect endorsers have on attitudes, preferences, choices and intake
in children. Though this taps into a longstandinggiiest of academics, parents, and
policy makers, the empirical evidence is very réceas demonstrated by the
publication dates of the reviewed studies. Studieshis topic mostly emerged after

2005, and the majority were published in the last fyears. These studies clearly
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demonstrate that characters have the persuasiabitigpof increasing the liking of
and preference for foods they endorse, among emldged 3 to 12 years. Together,
these studies also suggest that both familiar am@miliar characters have the
potential to generate these effects, although videnace up to now suggests that the
effects are strongest for familiar characters. Ifahese studies also suggest that
both unhealthy and healthy foods can be promotezlgfh endorsement techniques,
but that, possibly, the effect is smaller for hieglfoods.

Given the potential of endorsement advertisinguiolg children’s food choices,
it seems desirable to urge governments to redinetuse of this strategy in the
promotion of unhealthy foods to children. One prattimplication is that it is
important that policy makers realize that the passte impact of such endorsements
is not constrained to typical mass media advedgisinch as TV (for example, several
studies discussed in this review used characterpagkaging as the experimental
stimuli). We therefore urge policy makers to restendorsement-based marketing
strategies for unhealthy foods targeted at childme&spective of the medium in which
they are displayed. At the same time, governmesufdcsupport the use of endorsers
to encourage children to eat healthily by usingrthi@ public health campaigns,
school intervention programs, on healthy food pgekaand vending machines, and
so forth.

Next to active, and possibly subsidized, suppategnments could also think
of co-branding policies where the use of endorsérsieategies is only allowed if the
same endorsement campaign also includes balancedopon of generic healthy
options (e.g., in a general health campaign or ithmotion of healthy products
within the brand’s portfolio). Some of the reviewstlidies already pertain to this

topic. Robinson et al. (2007) already demonstratieel persuasiveness of the
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McDonald’s logo with respect to more healthy opsicuch as milk or carrots. Smits
and Vandebosch (2012) showed that their celebritdoesser was effective in
endorsing fruits as well as cookies. That same mseddKabouter PIdY) has since
been used commercially in Belgium and the Nethddato endorse child-targeted
fruits and vegetables as well as cookies. Morearebeis needed, however, to ensure
that such dual promotion (on the level of the fdwdnd or the endorser) produces
sufficiently positive effects on diet and health.

Notably limited in the published research were ®sidneasuring actual food
consumption. Despite the demonstration of perseasiss by endorsers to promote
the liking, choice, and even consumption of heaftnds, it remains unclear whether
this technique will lead to additional consumptigrext to unhealthy foods) or the
replacement of unhealthy consumption with healttodpcts.

If academic research wants to move on to detedimg to protect children
from negative influences of marketing on their fommhsumption, as suggested by
Harris and colleagues (2009), clear insight is edeédto which effects occur and how
they occur. The present overview tried to systerallyi shed light on the most widely
adopted marketing technique across all marketimgneonication tools (such as TV
advertising, - packaging, in-store promotions), ngmendorsement marketing.
Certainly, endorsement marketing is only part & tharketing spectrum applied to
target children; many other techniques exist.

One limitation of this review is that only experintal studies focusing on the
effect itself have been studied, while neglectimg ¢qually interesting question of the
underpinning cognitive processes. So, while theroee of studies gives a clear
insight into the causality of endorsement effeittdpes not provide insight as to what

Is driving these effects. It should be noted thatstudies reviewed here did not exist
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in a theoretical vacuum; however, a general schemitgow to interpret the findings is

not apparent. Next to studies demonstrating effecendorser type and food type on
actual food consumption, researchers should alsigmdéuture studies that can better
explain the underlying cognitive processes.

This absence of a clear theoretical process madehithood persuasion by
endorsers is illustrative for the full spectrum dhfildhood persuasion insights.
Whereas adult persuasion literature is clearly mmvé&y many theoretical models and
empirical demonstrations of these models (such lasoration likelihood model,
heuristic-systematic model, or transportation tleaonly few researchers (e.g.,
Te’eni-Harari, Lampert, Lehman-Wilzig, 2007; BuigeVan Reijmersdal & Owen,
2010) have empirically studied underlying persuagitocesses in childhood. We can
only further subscribe to the claim that more redeas needed to understand
precisely how cognitive processes persuade childfére findings of the current
review suggest that endorsement marketing is a gowgersuasion mechanism, but
we do not yet know enough to explain how it works.

A second limitation of the current review, and tethto the previous limitation,
is that too few studies exist to adequately mapeeeldpmental path of endorser
persuasion. The studies included in this reviewused on children aged up to 12
years old. It could be that different processesedyuohg the endorsement effect co-
exist within these age categories. It could equadypossible that these children are
all persuaded in a similar cognitive manner and titwa only difference is to be found
in the type of endorser, which should of course ctmathe child’s preferences.
Although endorsement is used as an advertisingiigeé for adults as well, it is also
worthwhile to study the effects for older childrenfocus that is currently missing in

the literature. Are endorsers equally persuasivalicage groups? Most studies seem

27
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to focus on children between 4 and 8 years old; soine studied children between 8
and 12. But what happens afterwards? And whatasdévelopmental path of the
persuasion processes?

A last limitation of the current review is thatsingles out endorsement as the
most prevalent technique, but it does not take agtmount possibly relevant medium-
specific effects. Most existing studies either pri#sthe endorser as an on-pack or
similar endorser (e.g., a sticker on a piece oft)fror as appearing in. a TV
commercial. Of course, other options exist as walh website advertising, in-game
advertising, apps, books (cf. de Droog et al., 20fpemiums, etc. Does endorsement
have a similar effect irrespective of the commutiice medium? If endorsement
works via processes such as fantasy (Rose et(dl2)2it seems likely that a more
narrative endorsement (with an endorser actuatgracting with the endorsed foods)
would work better than rather static depictionsaof endorser with a food item.
Following Dixon and colleagues (2014) we could alsonder how effective
endorsers are compared to other popular persutsikiaiques like premiums, humor,
nutrient claims, advergames, and so forth. Futesearch should therefore study the
relative effectiveness of different techniquesrather, the interactive effectiveness of

these techniques.
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Table 1 — Research Designs

Design

Manipulation

Uses

Examples of published studies

Between-participants control-
experimental

Control group views product
without endorser. Experimental
group views product with endorse

To explore if an endorsement
effect exists.
2.

De Droog, Valkenburg & Buijzen
(2011).

Dixon et al. (In Press).

Lapierre, Vaala & Linebarger
(2011).

Between-participants
experimental-experimental

One group views product with
endorser A. Other group views
product with endorser B.

To explore the relative

endorsement effect: which of the
two endorsers is more effective?
Does NOT show net endorsemer
effect.

de Droog, Buijzen & Valkenburg
(2014).

—

Between-participants
experimental-experimental food
item

One group views product A with
endorser. Other group views
product B with same endorser.

To explore the relative
endorsement effect: for which of
the two foods is the endorser mo
effective? Does NOT show net
endorsement effect.

[€

Smits & Vandebosch (2012; mixe
design).

Within-participants control-
experimental

Participants view product with
endorser at one session, and
without endorser at another sess
(order counterbalanced, with
suitable time gap to ensure
previous response is not readily

To explore if an endorsement
effect exists.
on

Roberto, Baik, Harris & Brownell
(2010).

Smits & Vandebosch (2012).

Bezbaruah, Stastny & Brunt

d
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recalled) OR participants view
product without endorser first, the
later view product with endorser.

N

(2013).

Within-participants experimental-
experimental

Participants view product with
endorser A at one session, and w
endorser B at another session
(order counterbalanced, with
suitable time gap to ensure
previous response is not readily
recalled).

To explore the relative

igndorsement effect: which of the
two endorsers is more effective?
Does NOT show net endorsemer
effect.

De Droog, Buijzen & Valkenburg
(2012).

—

Within-participants experimental-
experimental food item

Participants view products A and
(or more) with same endorser.

Bo explore the relative
endorsement effect: for which of
the two (or more) foods is the
endorser more effective? Does
NOT show net endorsement effe

Smits & Vandebosch (2012; mixe
design).

d
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Table 2. Overview of all included studies and theimost important characteristics

Year Author(s) Research | Participants | Research design Type of Dependent variables Independent Results
guestions measurement variables
Study 1 2013 Bezbaruah, Stastny & Q1 Time 1: 73; | Pre-experimental Eating Food selection and Character presence Q1: more children consumed
Brunt Time 2: 92: | repeated measures behavior consumption (time 1-2), gender, endorsed beans in comparison with
9-10 years design ethnicity time 1 regular beans, but average
old amount per serving decreased
Study 2 2013 Boyland, Harrold, Q1 181: 8-11 Between-subjects Eating Food intake Commercial conditior], Q1: children exposed to endorsed
Dovey, Allison, years old mixed control - behavior age, gender, BMI commercial or endorser alone ate
Dobson, Jacobs & experimental, posttest more endorsed chips than regular
Halford only design chips than control (no food
commercial) condition
Study 3 2011 De Droog, Valkenburg Q1;Q2;Q3| 216: 4-6 Between-subjects Attitudes Liking, purchase Character condition Q1: brand characters can increase
& Buijzen years old control-experimental, request intent (no, (un)familiar), children’s liking of and purchase
posttest only design shack condition request intent for fruit up to a level
((un)healthy), gender,| similar to candy. Q2: no different
age endorser effect between familiar and
unfamiliar characters. Q3: only
endorsement effect for healthy
option
Study 4 2012 De Droog, Buijzen & | Q2 166: 4-6 Within-subjects Attitudes Automatic and Character congruence| Q2: more positive elaborate
Valkenburg years old experimental- elaborate affective character familiarity, | attitudes for the familiar endorser,
experimental, posttest responses toward perceived congruence] followed by the conceptual-
only design character-product character liking perceptual congruent character. fo
combinations automatic affective responses no
difference between familiar and
unfamiliar conceptually congruent
characters
Study 5 2014 De Droog, Buijzen & | Q1;Q2 104: 4-6 Between-subjects Attitudes + Cognitive response/ Reading style and Q1: conceptually congruent
Valkenburg years old control- experimental | food intake automatic and character condition, | character did not enhance the impact
posttest only design elaborate affective BMI, hunger, time of | of the book on carrot consumption,
response to carrots / | snacking only effect of interactive shared
product consumption reading. Q2: congruent character
induces an automatic positive
response toward carrots after a
single exposure, after five exposures
no difference with incongruent
character
Study 6 In press Dixon et al. Q1 1302: 10-12 Between-subjects Attitudes + Product ratings, Promotion condition Q1: endorser effect only foy®o
years old control-experimental, | food choice product choice

web-based design
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Study 7 2012 Kotler, Shiffmann & | Q1;Q2;Q3| 343: 2-6 Between-subjects Attitudes + Food preference + 1: Character condition] Q1: higher preference for foods
Hanson years old control-experimental, | actual food consumption age, gender, liking of | endorsed by familiar character
207: 3-6 posttest only design choice characters. 2: food relative to the baseline condition.
years old condition, fan Q2: children preferred and ate mor
condition added of the familiar character endorsed
foods than the unknown character
foods. Q3: unhealthy-unfamiliar
combination preferred over healthy
familiar combination.
Study 8 2011 Lapierre, Vaala & Q1,03 80: 5-6 years Between-subjects Attitudes Taste perception Character condition| Q1: better taste if endorsed, but on
Linebarger control-experimental, (presence) , name for cereals with unhealthy cue. Q3:
posttest only design condition (healthy vs | no endorsement effect for 'healthy'
sugary), character cereals
identification and
liking, age, gender,
parent's education ,
media-use
Study 9 2010 Levin & Levin Q1; Q3 43: 7-8 years Within-subjects Attitudes Product good or bad Product healthiness, Q1-Q3: endorser effect only
old control-experimental, brand name relevant for unhealthy unfamiliar
posttest only familiarity, character | product. Brand name familiarity
presence, gender more effective than cartoon
characters
Study 10 | 2004 Neeley & Schumann Q2 1:68 Between-subjects, Attitudes + Attention, character- | Commercial condition,| Q2: strongest endorsement effects
2:37:2-5 control-experimental, | food choice product association, | age, gender, ethnicity,| when endorser interacts with
years old posttest only design recognition and liking, | media-use, food product and without complex
product preference, experience auditory communication between
intention and choice the endorsers
Study 11 | 2010 Roberto, Baik, Harris | Q1;Q3 40:4 -6 Within-subjects Attitudes + Taste preference + Character and food Q1: preference for the endorsed
& Brownell years old control-experimental, | actual food food choice condition, character food items, positive endorser effec
posttest only design | choice identification and on forced choice between two
liking , age, gender, similar food items. Q3: smaller
ethnicity, media-use | effect for healthy option
Study 12 | 2007 Robinson, Q1l: 63: 3-5 years| Within-subjects Attitudes Taste preference 5 food pairs Q1: children preferred branded
Borzekowski, branding | old control-experimental, ((un)branded), age, foods and drinks
Matheson & Kraemer posttest only design ethnicity, media-use
Study 13 | 2012 Smits & Vandebosch Q1;Q2;Q3 57: 6-7 yepudixed design: within- | Attitudes Frequency of Food type and set, Q1: higher attitudes toward
old subjects control consumption, appetite, character distribution | endorsed foods versus baseline
experimental, pre -and purchase request and order, age, gendef, measure among same participants|
posttest design intention character identification| Q2: effects for both familiar and
unfamiliar characters and stronger
effects for familiar characters. Q3:
stronger effects for unhealthy food
Study 14 | 2012 Wansink, Just & Payne = Q1;Q2;(p3 208: 8-11| Repeated measures | Food choice +| Food choice and Character condition Q1: increased odds of choosing
years old control-experimental; | eating consumption (presence, endorsed apple over regular apple
pre-posttest design behavior (un)familiar), food Q2: no effect of unknown character.
type Q3: only effective with healthy
item, no effect for cookie
Study 15 | 2012 Wansink, Shimizu & | Q2 22:6-12 Within-subjects, pre- | Food choice Food choice What would role- Q2: children who expected
Camps years old test post-test design model eat? perceived | admirable models to eat healthy

healthiness of food

chose healthy option more often
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