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ABSTRACT 
 

Examination of the development and manifestation of persuasion knowledge in 

children over the last three decades has clearly identified that children gradually gain a 

more sophisticated ability to recognize the persuasive and selling intent of advertisements 

as they socially and cognitively develop. Only recently has research begun to challenge 

the notion of age as an antecedent of persuasion knowledge, theorizing that age may be a 

proxy for an accumulation of multiple developmental traits. And while this further 

exploration has started to examine the influence of processes of cognitive development, 

there is limited evidence that forces of social development influence children’s 

development of persuasion knowledge. The present study undertakes the task of 

exploring the direct influence that parents’ communication with their children about 

advertising (i.e., active parental advertising mediation) has on those children’s 

development of persuasion knowledge and the indirect influence that occurs by way of 

influence on theory of mind. The present study assessed these relationships through an in-

person, task-based and structured interview assessment of children (N = 126) and an in-

person, online survey of their accompanying parents. The results did not demonstrate a 

significant influence of parental advertising mediation on children’s persuasion 

knowledge. The discussion examines the state of academic understanding of the concept 

of persuasion knowledge and the infancy of the quest to identify a robust, unified 

measure of persuasion knowledge that can be reliably utilized across the developmental 

states of childhood so that the field can more fully explore the role of social and 

developmental processes as an alternate influence to age.  
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

When children consume advertising, it is usually done passively during the active 

consumption of other media (Buijzen, 2009). It may be a commercial break from 

television programming, a banner within an app they are playing, or a branded product 

being used by a character in a movie or video game. Even when they are consumed in 

such a manner, advertisements still have the ability to influence children’s attitudes and 

behaviors (Nairn & Fine, 2008). Advertisements positively affect children’s preferences 

for brands (Auty & Lewis, 2004), forming relationships that persist into adulthood 

(McNeal, 1992). On a more immediate level, children’s exposure to advertisements 

produces increased materialism and purchase requests (Bijmolt, Claassen, & Brus, 1998; 

Buijzen & Valkenburg, 2005; Wiman, 1983). 

Advertisers are aware of these effects (see Cowley & Barron, 2008) and are 

familiar with the particular tactics that will produce effective results among children 

(Nyilasy & Reid, 2009). Recognizing this, parents feel that the persuasive messaging in 

advertisements uses deceptive practices to elicit an unethical response from their children 

(Bakir & Vitell, 2009; Grossbart & Crosby, 1984; Hudson, Hudson, & Peloza, 2008). 

Parents have even called advertising a “revolting” and abusive manipulation of a 

defenseless audience (Fitzpatrick, 2000, para. 8). 

 As a response, advertisers have asserted that an accumulation of exposure to 

advertising throughout childhood helps to build children’s literacy for advertisements, 

allowing them to be more informed, self-actualized consumers as they age (Bart, 1962). 

Researchers of the cumulative effects of advertising on children, however, argue that as 
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children are exposed to more advertising over time, their households actually spend more 

on commercial products than if they were exposed to less advertising (see Pepall & Reiff, 

2017). 

 Perhaps the most salient variable in this conversation is whether children are 

defenseless, or more accurately, since their susceptibility to advertising messages has 

been well established (see Kunkel, 2010), when and how they become able to defend 

themselves against the persuasive strategies of marketers. This answer is much more 

muddled throughout research, but is commonly tied to the development of persuasion 

knowledge (Friestad & Wright, 1994), a theory which recognizes that individuals’ 

susceptibility to advertising is mediated by whether they are able to recognize the 

message as advertising, identify the source of the advertising, and understand the source’s 

selling and persuasion intent behind the message.  

 Some researchers argue that this process of persuasion knowledge develops as 

individuals age and are exposed to advertising (see Boush, Friestad, & Rose, 1994; 

Rozendaal, Buijzen, & Valkenburg, 2011), whereas others insist that it is more directly 

and accurately related to the development of theory of mind, or perspective-taking, than 

age (Lapierre, 2015; see also, McAlister & Cornwell, 2009; Slaughter, Peterson, & 

Moore, 2013). Kunkel (2010) went a step further and suggested that the development of 

persuasion knowledge is the result of an accumulation of multiple developmental traits. 

This accounts for additional research that indicates a relationship between ego-depletion 

and the development of persuasion knowledge (Gillespie, Joireman, & Muehling, 2012), 

and theorizing that indicates the possible influence of executive function and emotion 

regulation abilities (Rozendaal, LaPierre, van Reijmersdal, & Buijzen, 2011). Still, others 
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argue that the theory of mind and executive function characteristics that influence the 

development of persuasion knowledge are acquired in specific stages of child 

development as children age (John, 1999). The one matter that academic research does 

seem to agree on is that when children do develop persuasion knowledge they are able to 

play a more dynamic role in any influence that advertising plays in their attitudes, 

behaviors, and cognitions (Bijmolt et al., 1998; Brucks, Armstrong, & Goldberg, 1988; 

Buijzen & Valkenburg, 2005; Wiman, 1983). 

 The developmental variables that have been identified, however, have all been 

examined as naturally occurring processes in child cognitive development (see John, 

1999). This model (see Figure 1.1) leaves the development of persuasion knowledge to 

the natural progression of psychological development, which may be the reason that 

some researchers have identified that even adults, the typical benchmark for full 

development of persuasion knowledge (see Rozendaal et al., 2011a; Rozendaal, Slot, van 

Reijmersdal, & Buijzen, 2013), struggle to demonstrate an effective use of persuasion 

knowledge (see Campbell & Kirmani, 2000; Henrie & Taylor, 2009; Spiteri Cornish, 

2014; Tutaj & van Reijmersdal, 2012). 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Figure 1.1. Indirect Relationship between Age and Persuasion 

Knowledge as Mediated by Theory of Mind. 
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Brucks and colleagues (1988) alternatively suggested that educating children 

about the nature and form of advertising could make them less susceptible to 

advertising’s effects. In response to this, research has identified the influence that 

deliberate interventions can have in helping children develop persuasion knowledge (see 

An & Stern, 2011; Buijzen & Mens, 2007; Robinson, Saphir, Kraemer, Varady, & 

Haydel, 2001).  To date, however, these interventions have largely overlooked the 

influence that parents can have in these interventions, instead opting for experimenters, 

teachers, and literacy games as proxy educators. 

This is an important oversight, because parents have historically responded to 

advertising messaging that targets their children by becoming more involved in their 

children’s media use and communicating with their children about the nature and purpose 

of advertising (Buijzen, Rozendaal, Moorman, & Tanis, 2008). Such parental 

interventions are effective at limiting advertising effects (Bijmolt et al., 1998; 

Vanwesenbeeck, Walrave, & Ponnet, 2016; Wiman, 1983), and have been separately 

associated with theory of mind when the communication is focused on television content 

(Nathanson, Sharp, Aladé, Rasmussen, & Christy, 2013). 

Identifying whether and how these parental advertising interventions influence 

children’s development of persuasion knowledge, then, is of immediate importance to our 

contemporary understanding of the development of child consumers. It aids us in 

understanding the mechanisms by which children consume and respond to advertising 

and provides a deeper understanding of how children develop into consumers—either by 

natural processes of cognitive development or as a product of socialization. 



Texas Tech University, Steven Holiday, May 2018 

 5 

The ensuing research undertakes “one of the most interesting and sophisticated 

approaches to…theory development” (Slater & Gleason, 2012, p. 223), by examining an 

alternative model in the development of persuasion knowledge where active parental 

advertising mediation is both a predictor of persuasion knowledge and an antecedent of 

the previously identified predictor of theory of mind (see Lapierre, 2015; McAlister & 

Cornwell, 2009; Slaughter et al., 2013). In establishing this path of mediation (see Figure 

1.2), this study seeks to establish an alternative model that provides better fit than the 

model of natural development where theory of mind mediates the influence of age (see 

John, 1999).  

Before further exploring these overarching research questions and stating the 

present study’s hypotheses, it is expedient that this work explicates the salient theories of 

persuasion knowledge and parental advertising mediation, as well as the relevant research 

on theory of mind and the cognitive development of child consumers that imminently 

inform the present study. 

  

Figure 1.2. Indirect Relationship between Active Parental Advertising Mediation and 
Persuasion Knowledge as Mediated by Theory of Mind. 
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CHAPTER II 
 

LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
Persuasion Knowledge Model 
 

For more than half a century, the field of mass communication has been guided by 

the philosophy of negotiated media influence (McQuail, 2009), where media provides 

context about society and communicates it to mass audiences. The philosophy also 

proposes, however, that audiences actively attend to messages, decode them, and use 

them according to their needs and goals as they strive to define their own reality (see 

Weimann, Weiss-Blatt, Mengistu, Tregerman, & Oren, 2014). This philosophy has 

contributed to the development of multiple contemporary media theories of persuasion, 

including Functional Attitude Theory (Katz, 1960), the Elaboration Likelihood Model 

(Petty & Cacioppo, 1986), and Psychological Reactance Theory (Brehm, 1966). 

Most established persuasion theories that propose a relationship of negotiated 

media influence, however, tend to focus on the source and the message, and how to 

influence targets’ norms, attitudes, behaviors, and cognitions to align with the source’s 

purposes (Kirmani & Campbell, 2008). While some of the most supported persuasion 

theories, such as Inoculation Theory (McGuire, 1964) and Functional Attitude Theory 

(Katz, 1960), appear to be audience-oriented, they still largely take the source’s 

perspective (Knowles & Linn, 2004). One additional persuasion theory, the Persuasion 

Knowledge Model of Communication (Friestad & Wright, 1994), takes the opposing 

approach and focuses on the recipients of persuasive messages, their perceptions of the 

source’s intent, understanding of persuasive techniques, and goal-congruent outcomes of 
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the persuasion episode (Kirmani & Campbell, 2008). Over the last two decades, the PKM 

has received increased attention from scholars in marketing (Eisend, 2015; Jeong & Lee, 

2013) and advertising (An, Jin, & Park, 2014; Spielvogel & Terlutter, 2013; Spiteri 

Cornish, 2014). This research has generated enough findings to make the PKM salient to 

practitioners and attractive to scholars looking to further develop and explore the theory’s 

propositions and predictions. 

Model overview. Concisely, the PKM posits that marketers study their audiences, 

learn the persuasive theories that will elicit the greatest return, and craft messages about 

topics that they are expertly familiar with. Conversely, media consumers develop 

opinions about brands, companies, and organizations, are familiar with issues and topics 

of interest to them, and develop an understanding of when they are being persuaded. Each 

of these parties can prepare to interact with each other, but when they come together in a 

persuasion episode, the outcome depends on how they interact with each other (see 

Figure 2.1). 

This dual-ended perspective was first identified by Peter Wright (1986) with the 

introduction of the concept of “schemer schema,” which asserted that consumers 

understand what persuasion is and use this understanding in responding to persuasion 

attempts. This idea was formalized into the Persuasion Knowledge Model (PKM), which 

had an “ultimate goal of developing an integrated theory of the interplay between agents’ 

and targets’ persuasion knowledge, that is, what marketers believe and what consumers 

believe” (Friestad & Wright, 1994, p. 22). The PKM approaches this dynamic interaction 

by recognizing that both the marketer (the agent in their model) and the consumer (the 
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target in their model) have knowledge, ability, and motivation to come away from an 

interaction with the other with the most goal-congruent resolution. 

 

        

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.1. Persuasion Knowledge Model of Communication. 

 
Agent-centered knowledges. In Friestad and Wright’s (1994) original model, 

agents represented the person or party that “a target identifies as being responsible for 

designing and constructing a persuasion attempt” (p. 2). In reality, the agent can be 

anyone sending a persuasive message. Because the bulk of the research on PKM has been 

developed within marketing, this is traditionally recognized as a marketer, but it could 

just as easily be a politician, a spokesperson, a news agency, or even—existentially 

speaking, and with some adjustment to the original model—the environment that 

convinces a person of the need to bundle up as the seasons change, or one’s own 
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biological systems that drive an individual to seek medical attention after fighting an 

illness (see Okazaki, Benavent-Climent, Navarro, & Henseler, 2015, for research that 

begins to move the conversation in this direction). These agents possess three types of 

knowledge that prepare them for the agent’s attempt at persuasion: target knowledge, 

topic knowledge, and persuasion knowledge.  

Target knowledge refers to the previously mentioned awareness of who an agent’s 

audience is. This can include demographic and psychographic variables, and is gained 

through consumer behavior and analytics (Nelson & Ham, 2012), but must also be 

conscientious of social media activities and predispositions (see Lorenzon & Russell, 

2012). Here, by conducting or procuring market research, media practitioners know that 

their consumers are children, business professionals, or members of a low socio-

economic class. They likewise know their travel and dining habits, how self-aware they 

are, how pragmatic they are, how loyal they are, and how frequently they tell others about 

their experiences and offer recommendations (Turow, 2014). 

Topic knowledge represents the beliefs and insights about the impetus of the 

message (Friestad & Wright, 1994), and could include insights into a product’s functions 

and benefits, the industry in which it competes, and the experience it offers. Agents have 

a particular understanding of what goes into producing a product, what it is made of, the 

financing involved in promoting it, and the logistics of where it is displayed and what 

other products are displayed in its vicinity (Moreau, Krishna, & Harlam, 2001). 

Persuasion knowledge represents the agent’s knowledge of the tactics and 

theories that will elicit the strongest favorable response from an audience (Friestad & 

Wright, 1994). This could conceivably include knowledge of the targets’ various 
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functional attitudes toward a product, whether targets will receive a message implicitly or 

explicitly or consume it centrally or peripherally (see Cowley & Barron, 2008). 

Furthermore, agents understand that these tactics and theories affect audience response to 

messages (Nyilasy & Reid, 2009) and increases brand awareness (Karrh, McKee, & 

Pardun, 2003). 

Because most of the research on the PKM is interested in the target half of the 

model, very little research has been conducted on this agent half of the relationship. 

There are, however, a couple of notable studies that do examine the agent half of the 

model that are worth reviewing, (see Cowley & Barron, 2008; Nyilasy & Reid, 2009; 

Yoon, Choi, & Song, 2011). Cowley and Barron (2008) conducted an experiment that 

manipulated the prominence of product placement advertisements and measured how this 

variable affected persuasion knowledge and attitudes of consumers. However, before 

conducting the experiment portion of their study, the researchers pre-tested the product 

placements in their stimuli with experienced industry advertising directors. Although the 

results were peripheral to the main study, this pretest demonstrated that agents 

strategically construct product placement deals that include subtle placements that they 

know will increase brand awareness without triggering target persuasion knowledge and 

its accompanying coping behaviors. Additionally, Cowley and Barron (2008) 

demonstrated in their pre-test that agents have a reliable understanding of their targets, 

the topic, and the tactics necessary to actively manage consumer brand impressions and 

affect purchase behavior. Nyilasy and Reid (2009) more directly assessed advertising 

agency professionals in a series of interviews that identified that agents of messages 

recognize the developmental nature of persuasion knowledge and its effects on 
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persuasion attempts. This study also demonstrated that agents actively adjust their 

strategies, processes, and tactics to capture the target’s attention and elicit favorable 

attitudinal responses. Although their research preempted the formal development of the 

PKM, Narver and Slater (1990) identified that target knowledge and topic knowledge 

(concepts they referred to collectively as market orientation, comprising customer 

orientation, competitor orientation, and interfunctional coordination) had a positive effect 

on business performance. But how these agent-specific variables affect consumer 

behavior is importantly influenced by the contributions that targets’ different forms of 

knowledge bring to persuasive interactions (Friestad & Wright, 1994; Tutaj & van 

Reijmersdal, 2012). 

Target-centered knowledges. Targets represent “those people for whom a 

persuasion attempt is intended” (Friestad & Wright, 1994, p. 2), and could conceivably 

include consumers, shoppers, or audience members. Similar to agents, these individuals 

also possess three types of knowledge that individually and collectively interact with the 

agents’ three knowledge types: agent knowledge, topic knowledge, and persuasion 

knowledge. 

Agent knowledge comprises targets’ beliefs, understanding, and insights about the 

agent, its goals, and its reputation. Lorenzon and Russell (2012) explain that this 

knowledge is accumulated through exposure to mass media and social interactions, as 

well as knowledge gained through self-study. In essence, stock-market reports, the news, 

and advertisements help consumers form an understanding and impression of a company. 

Friends and family and strangers tell those consumers about the companies through 
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interpersonal or online updates. Those consumers go to the companies’ physical or virtual 

locations and learn about them first-hand. 

Targets also possess topic knowledge, which extends to knowledge of the benefits 

of a product, awareness of competitors, and personal experience with outcomes from 

previous personal and vicarious experiences (Kachersky & Kim, 2011; Lorenzon & 

Russell, 2012). Specifically, Kachersky and Kim (2011) examined individuals’ awareness 

of a product and its pricing in their responses to the different pricing strategies companies 

use to sell their products. 

Finally, targets possess persuasion knowledge, which is an awareness of 

persuasion tactics, how messages are being presented, and what their purpose is (Kirmani 

& Campbell, 2008) that develops early in life and solidifies as individuals age (Friestad 

& Wright, 1994; McAlister & Cornwell, 2009). Also referred to as advertising literacy 

(Goodyear, 1991; Rozendaal et al., 2013) or marketplace metacognition (Brown & 

Krishna, 2004; Wright, 2002), this component of the model focuses largely on the effect 

that consumer inferences have on the persuasion outcome, regardless of the reality of 

those inferences (Kirmani & Campbell, 2008). 

The majority of research on the PKM focuses on this target half of the model. A 

select few studies examine the holistic effects of the different types of target-centered 

knowledge on persuasion outcomes (see Ahluwalia & Burnkrant, 2004; Brown & 

Krishna, 2004; Kachersky & Kim, 2011; Lorenzon & Russell, 2012), asserting that there 

is an interaction effect that results from enlisting different combinations of knowledge. 

Importantly, Lorenzon and Russell (2012) identified that the presence of agent 

knowledge and topic knowledge, when presented with an act of persuasion (in-game 
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advertising in their study), resulted in positive views of the practice. However, the added 

presence of persuasion knowledge reduced the valence of the attitudes toward the 

practice to ambivalent levels. Ahluwalia and Burnkrant (2004) found a similar 

moderating effect of persuasion knowledge, demonstrating that when targets deploy (or 

activate) persuasion knowledge when faced with a persuasive message, if they possess 

prior positive attitudes toward the agent of a message (agent knowledge), message 

persuasion is enhanced. If prior agent knowledge is negative, however, persuasion is 

reduced in the condition of activated persuasion knowledge. Conversely, in conditions of 

low persuasion knowledge, Ahluwalia and Burnkrant (2004) found that targets do not 

employ their agent knowledge when confronted with persuasive messages. 

The persuasion episode. The agent and target ends of the PKM can develop and 

rehearse persuasion and response, respectively, and they can each develop independent 

awareness (An et al., 2014; Nelson, Wood, & Paek, 2009; Nyilasy & Reid, 2009) and 

gain informative experiences from past exposure to persuasion messages (Kirmani & 

Campbell, 2008). When they finally come together, they each get to use their knowledges 

to attempt to extract a goal-congruent result from the interaction. The agent makes a 

persuasion attempt, and the target responds with a consumer behavior (Friestad & 

Wright, 1994; see also, Nelson & Ham, 2012). 

Intervening between the persuasion attempt and the consumer behavior, however, 

are the targets’ coping mechanisms (Friestad & Wright, 1994). These coping mechanisms 

are targets’ evaluative responses to messages, which cause targets to either accept or 

reject a message. The consumer behavior outcome of the persuasion episode depends on 

whether targets’ coping mechanisms are activated, and their valence (Ahluwalia & 



Texas Tech University, Steven Holiday, May 2018 

 14 

Burnkrant, 2004; Friestad & Wright, 1994; Tutaj & van Reijmerdal, 2012; 

Vanwesenbeeck et al., 2016; Xie, Boush, & Liu, 2015). This key mediator of persuasion 

effects has made the target half of the PKM a salient and fruitful area of focus for 

research. And even though research indicates an important interaction between targets’ 

three types of knowledge (agent knowledge, topic knowledge, and target persuasion 

knowledge), target persuasion knowledge may play a key role in activating consumers’ 

responses to persuasive messaging (see Ahluwalia & Burnkrant, 2004; Hardesty, Carlson, 

& Bearden, 2002; Lorenzon & Russell, 2012). Perhaps because of this, the extant work 

on the PKM is almost exclusively interested in this target persuasion knowledge 

component of the theory (Campbell & Kirmani, 2008; Nelson & Ham, 2012). The present 

research seeks to build upon this area of research by identifying antecedents of the 

activation of target persuasion knowledge that further develop the theory. 

Target persuasion knowledge. As noted, target persuasion knowledge is 

consumers’ awareness of persuasion tactics, how messages are being presented, and what 

their purpose is (Kirmani & Campbell, 2008). This broad definition has multiple 

conceptualizations that have informed numerous lines of research. 

Conceptualizations. Target persuasion knowledge is conceptualized in two 

different manners—targets’ dispositional persuasion knowledge and situational 

persuasion knowledge (Ham, Nelson, & Das, 2015). Dispositional persuasion knowledge 

is an individual’s knowledge of persuasion that is developed throughout life and exists as 

a state of belief about the nature and purposes of marketing messages (Boush et al., 

1994). Research in this area assesses targets’ general skepticism toward advertising (see 

Obermiller & Spangenberg, 1998), general knowledge of persuasive tactics (see Boush et 
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al., 1994), and individuals’ self-confidence in recognizing the persuasive intent of 

marketing messages (see Bearden, Hardesty, & Rose, 2001). Rozedaal and colleagues 

(2011a) had participants of different ages respond to measures of dispositional persuasion 

knowledge, and then examined how these dispositional levels (specifically in 

comprehension of selling intent and persuasive intent) varied across the developmental 

stages of childhood and between childhood and adulthood. Their research validated 

Friestad and Wright’s (1994) initial proposition that a general awareness of the purpose 

and intent of persuasion and selling develop and solidify as individuals age. Additionally, 

Tutaj and van Reijmersdal (2012) examined this conceptualization of persuasion 

knowledge by identifying how different levels of dispositional persuasion knowledge 

affect the relationship between exposure to different types of advertising (they were 

particularly interested in Internet banner ads and sponsored content embedded in Internet 

editorial content) and effective outcomes (ad skepticism and the perceptions of 

manipulative intent). By applying dispositional persuasion knowledge to particular 

contexts, the concept of persuasion knowledge can be examined on a situational level. 

Situational persuasion knowledge focuses on the inferences individuals make 

about marketing messages within a particular context. Researchers that focus on this 

conceptualization examine processes such as the inference of manipulative intent about a 

message in a particular context (e.g., product placements, television commercials) 

(Campbell, 1995), understanding of persuasive intent of a particular message (Tutaj & 

van Reijmersdal, 2012), or credibility of a particular source or advertisement (Hibbert, 

Smith, Davies, & Ireland, 2007). Here, Xie and colleagues (2015) examined how 

exposure to either overt or subtle advertising in nontraditional forms of advertisements 
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(i.e., product placement) activates situational persuasion knowledge (a person’s 

recognition of the selling and persuasive intent in a particular context), and how that in 

turn affects consumers’ affective responses to the advertisement (i.e., ad liking, product 

evaluation, brand evaluation). Waiguny and colleagues (2014) further contributed to the 

development of the field’s understanding of situational persuasion knowledge by 

conducting one of the few multi-context studies of persuasion knowledge. In their 

experimental research with 51 children between the ages of 8 and 10, Waiguny and 

colleagues (2014) specifically examined individuals’ perceptions of advertisers’ 

intentions and tactics and how they differed between advergames and television 

commercials. 

Alternative conceptualizations. Scholarship on target persuasion knowledge was 

formalized with the work of Friestad and Wright (1994), who specifically examined this 

phenomenon from a marketing perspective. Research has since been extended throughout 

broader persuasion communication (for interpersonal communication, see Slaughter et 

al., 2013; for interpersonal sales, see Henrie & Taylor, 2009; for public relations and 

corporate communication, see Miller & Sinclair, 2009; Skard & Thorbjørnsen, 2014) as 

well as in advertising (Eisend, 2015; Lorenzon & Russell, 2012) and other promotional 

communication (e-commerce websites, Jeong & Lee, 2013; online product reviews, 

Bambauer-Sachse & Mangold, 2013). The concept of consumer response to persuasive 

messaging being influenced by those consumers’ recognition or perception of the selling 

and persuasive intent to a message has also benefitted from interdisciplinary development 

outside the field of marketing. Consumer behavior research has historically struggled to 

become an interdisciplinary field or even agree whether it should become such (see 
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MacInnis & Folkes, 2010). However, because the scientific method is cumulative (see 

Wimmer & Dominick, 2011) and theory building champions the identification of shared 

meanings (see Jaccard & Jacoby, 2010), any advancement toward interdisciplinary 

understanding of concepts is a vital contribution to the development of an area of 

research. As such, the following review examines the concepts of advertising literacy and 

marketplace metacognition, which bear important similarities to target persuasion 

knowledge, but approach it from alternative disciplines. 

Advertising literacy. Within advertising research, the term advertising literacy 

(Goodyear, 1991) is more commonly used to address consumers’ understanding and 

processing of the purpose and intent of advertising messages (An et al., 2014; Spielvogel 

& Terlutter, 2013; Spiteri Cornish, 2014). Rather than conceptualizing the global concept 

as either dispositional or situational, as is commonly done with persuasion knowledge 

(Ham et al., 2015), advertising literacy distinguishes the concept along the two 

dimensions of conceptual advertising literacy and attitudinal advertising literacy (see 

Rozendaal, Opree, & Buijzen, 2016).  

Conceptual advertising literacy is concerned with consumers’ knowledge about 

the source, content and structure of advertising, perceptions of its intended audience, and 

a message’s selling and persuasive intent (Rozendaal et al., 2011b). This form of literacy 

operates on the assumption that if individuals are able and motivated to cognitively 

process an advertising message, they can actively use that understanding to form goal-

congruent responses to advertisements. It consequently assumes that audiences actively 

consume advertisements so that their cognitive defenses are activated. However, in the 

case of contemporary, novel, and integrated forms of advertisements, research has 
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demonstrated that many advertisers do not use traditional, overt appeals and factual 

messages (see Seiter, 1993; van Evra, 1998). Moreover, neither adults nor children 

reliably consume advertising actively or evaluate it critically (Buijzen, van Reijmersdal, 

& Owen, 2010; Nairn & Fine, 2008; Spiteri Cornish, 2014). And yet, the literature on 

conceptual advertising literacy illustrates that, with children specifically, if individuals 

are triggered to use this knowledge, it can effectively reduce their susceptibility to 

advertising (Brucks et al., 1988). Although a large amount of research on advertising 

literacy has focused on the conceptual advertising literacy component of the concept 

(Mallinckrodt & Mizerski, 2007; Rozendaal, Buijzen, & Valkenburg, 2009), it is viewed 

as understandably incomplete in the contemporary marketplace without the supplemental 

dimension of attitudinal advertising literacy (see Rozendaal et al., 2011b). 

Advertising literacy’s second dimension of attitudinal advertising literacy 

addresses conceptual advertising literacy’s deficiency in the processing and response to 

advertisements by accounting for “the low-effort, attitudinal mechanisms that can be 

effective in reducing… advertising susceptibility under conditions of low elaboration” 

(Rozendaal et al., 2011b, p. 334). These include components of advertising skepticism, 

perceived utility of advertising, and perceptions of the credibility of advertising (see 

Rozendaal et al., 2016). In one experiment, Buijzen and Mens (2007) had researchers 

verbalize negative evaluations of advertisements while some participants’ were watching 

the ads. This manipulation effectively introduced a negative form of attitudinal 

advertising literacy that the participants drew upon in their own subsequent evaluations of 

the ads. Opree and Rozendaal (2015) further demonstrated that, in children, the 

manifestation of attitudinal advertising literacy develops as children age and is 
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moderately and positively related to their advertising literacy performance (children’s 

proficiency in using advertising literacy to respond to advertising they are confronted 

with; see Rozendaal et al., 2011b). 

Both conceptual advertising literacy and attitudinal advertising literacy can be 

applied to either a dispositional orientation or a situational orientation that agrees with the 

conceptualizations of persuasion knowledge. However, the application of the two 

dimensions of advertising literacy probe these dispositional and situational dimensions on 

a more discrete level that allow for more nuanced and meaningful conceptual indicators 

of persuasion knowledge. In essence, by examining both the dispositional and situational 

dimensions of persuasion knowledge and the conceptual and attitudinal dimensions of 

advertising literacy, researchers possess a typology that allows deeper insight and 

theoretical sensitivity. Perhaps because of this, researchers often intentionally conflate 

these two concepts depending on the audience of their research, arguing that researchers 

use both the terms “persuasion knowledge” and “advertising literacy” to refer to the same 

concept (Livingstone & Helsper, 2006; Nelson, Atkinson, Rademacher, & Ahn, 2017; 

Rozendaal et al., 2013). More importantly, both processes include measurements of 

consumers’ understanding of the nature of advertising (e.g., its format, content) as well as 

inference of the messages’ intentions (i.e., selling, persuasion) (see Tutaj & van 

Reijmersdal, 2012; Rozendaal et al., 2016). Exactly how these measurements are 

explicated and operationalized is a point of conflict in persuasion knowledge research 

that will be discussed later in this review. 

Marketplace metacognition. Marketplace metacognition (Wright, 2002) is an 

additional concept that has been used to address some of the salient mechanisms that 
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persuasion knowledge encompasses. Metacognition, broadly, is the ability to understand, 

monitor, and alter one’s thought processes (Flavell, Miller, & Miller, 2002; Halpern, 

1998; Strasburger, Wilson, & Jordan, 2009). People with metacognitive abilities monitor 

their own thought process, regularly evaluate whether they are making goal-oriented 

progress, and make decisions to ensure goals are being met (Halpern, 1998; Magno, 

2010).  Metacognition is positively related to critical thinking (Magno, 2010), or the 

ability to use thoughts to increase the probability of desirable outcomes (Halpern, 1998; 

Kuhn & Dean, 2004, Magno, 2010; Nickerson, 1994). As they pertain to advertising 

messages specifically, metacognitions have been recognized as “everyday individuals’ 

thinking about market-related thinking” (Wright, 2002, p. 677), and include what people 

know and believe about the objectives and tactics that they and others possess as they 

each approach marketplace interactions (Kirmani & Campbell, 2008). Because there are 

inherently perspective-taking and inference-of-motives aspects to the concept of 

marketplace metacognitions, some researchers have explicitly set out to measure 

marketplace metacognitions and simultaneously referred to their operationalizations as 

“persuasion knowledge” (see Brown & Krishna, 2004). Even though the concepts 

certainly map onto each other in specific contexts, they do possess nuanced differences 

that deserve delineation.  

Persuasion knowledge originated in marketing contexts and has been well-

grounded in this tradition over the past 20 years, but its primary assumptions on 

understanding of persuasive intent and inferences of persuasive motives extend beyond 

marketing contexts and have been demonstrated in interpersonal communication 

unrelated to marketing (see Slaughter et al., 2013). Specifically, Slaughter and colleagues 
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(2013) examined children’s ability to recognize others’ reception of interpersonal 

persuasive tactics and alter strategies to elicit a favorable response. The key component 

of the concept of persuasion knowledge is that it ensues within persuasion contexts (see 

Campbell & Kirmani, 2008). Marketplace metacognitions can certainly occur in 

persuasion contexts, and it is elemental that they occur within marketplace contexts, but 

they deviate from persuasion knowledge in that they can apply to non-persuasion 

contexts as well (see Campbell & Kirmani, 2008). Persuasion-related marketplace 

metacognition might include a consumer’s belief that retailers only place a few of a high-

demand product on shelves to intentionally induce a sense of urgent need for the product 

in the consumer (i.e., a scarcity appeal; see Aguirre-Rodriguez, 2013). Alternatively, 

marketplace metacognitions could equally include a consumer’s belief that producers 

choose to feature brand-name products in their television shows because the producers 

think that actual product placements make their show more realistic. This latter example 

is not inherently persuasion related, but focuses on content and production. Marketplace 

metacognitions don’t even need to involve a product context, as long as the inference the 

consumer makes is marketplace-related. Consumers may believe that store managers 

close their businesses on national holidays because managers believe that providing a day 

for employees to be with their families will increase their loyalty and satisfaction. These 

examples that demonstrate the scope of marketplace metacognitions certainly encompass 

marketing and advertising, while also revealing how much broader the concept can be. In 

examining the overlap between the concepts of persuasion knowledge and marketplace 

metacognitions, some research has begun the work of identifying the metacognitive 

intuitions people have about persuasion encounters (see Kirmani & Campbell, 2004; 
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Tormala & Petty, 2002), and Campbell and Kirmani (2000) specifically demonstrated 

that individuals’ inferences about agents’ messages predicted the triggering of persuasion 

knowledge. 

Present conceptualization. Clearly the three concepts of persuasion knowledge, 

advertising literacy, and marketplace metacognitions have area of convergence and 

divergence. The present study is firmly rooted in both advertising and promotion, and it 

examines indicators of both knowledge and inferences of persuasive intent (further 

illustrated in the ensuing section on Operationalizations as well as the forthcoming 

Methods chapter). Since this research examines the specific nexus of knowledge of 

persuasion that each concept shares, the term “persuasion knowledge” will be used 

throughout the remainder of the manuscript to ensure a clear and cohesive narrative and 

explication of the concept examined. The choice to use the term “persuasion knowledge” 

rather than “advertising literacy” in the context of the present study, even though the 

present research examines advertising specifically rather than marketing broadly, is in 

accordance with past scholarship (see Eisend, 2015; Lorenzon & Russell, 2012; Tutaj & 

van Reijersdal, 2012; Waiguny et al., 2014; Xie et al., 2015). Thus even though the 

measures used in the present study will draw from both the advertising literacy and 

persuasion knowledge literature, the term “persuasion knowledge” will be used for clarity 

and consistency. 

Operationalization. In Ham and colleagues’ (2015) extensive examination of the 

empirical research that has been done to advance the field’s knowledge on persuasion 

knowledge, the authors identified 89 studies that empirically measured and examined the 

concept. In the years since their review, additional research has been conducted that adds 
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to the number of studies initially identified (see Hudders, Cauberghe, & Panic, 2016; 

Opree & Rozendaal, 2015; Vanwesenbeeck et al., 2016). Further compounding the 

matter, Ham and colleagues (2015) reconfirmed Campbell and Kirmani’s (2008) 

assertion from nearly a decade earlier that no widely accepted, nor commonly used, 

operationalization of persuasion knowledge had been developed. Much of this is out of 

necessity, given that most research on persuasion knowledge is context specific (Friestad 

& Wright, 1994), forcing researchers to adapt measures to the conditions and context of 

their studies. However, this methodological and operational diversity has so extensively 

examined multiple operationalizations of persuasion knowledge and advertising literacy 

that the area has advanced to the point where work has started to bring together much of 

the shared understanding that exists and construct a unified measure that assesses the 

concept in a more multi-dimensional manner (see Rozendaal et al., 2016). This section 

will review both the array of contexts and operational indicators that are prevalent in 

research on persuasion knowledge, in an effort to provide impetus for the methods and 

measures used in the present research. 

Persuasion knowledge methods. Researchers have examined persuasion 

knowledge using various methods, including experiments (An et al., 2014; Cowley & 

Barron, 2008; Pechmann & Wang, 2010; Rozendaal et al., 2012, 2013; Xie et al., 2015) 

structured interviews (Lapierre, 2015; Spiteri Cornish, 2014), surveys (Rozendaal et al., 

2011b), survey experiments (van Reijmersdal, Rozendaal, & Buijzen, 2012), interviews 

(Nyilasy & Reid, 2009), content analyses (Lorenzon & Russell, 2012), focus groups 

(Miller & Sinclair, 2009), and netnography (Nelson, Keum, & Yaros, 2004). Each of 
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these methods examines persuasion knowledge from a different perspective and provides 

development of the theory. 

The most commonly used approach to researching the manifestation of persuasion 

knowledge has been to use experimental research. Ham and colleagues (2015) identified 

60 studies that had used this method in the previous 20 years of research on the topic. In 

this research, persuasion knowledge has been operationalized as an independent variable 

that has been manipulated (An & Stern, 2011; An et al., 2014; Buijzen & Mens, 2007), an 

outcome variable (Waiguny et al., 2014), and both an intervening variable (Xie et al., 

2015) and a contingent condition (Tutaj & van Reijmersdal, 2012) in the causal chain 

between advertising exposure and consumer response. In the first type of study (PK as an 

IV), An and colleagues (2014) had their child participants play an advergame. Some of 

the participants were randomly assigned to view a pre-game instructional video that 

educated them about the form of advergames and their intent to sell a product, thus 

manipulating participants’ levels of persuasion knowledge. In the second type of study 

(PK as outcome), Waiguny and colleagues (2014) randomly assigned child participants to 

either watch a TV show with commercials or play an advergame. They then examined the 

effectiveness that each form of media had at activating participants’ persuasion 

knowledge. For the third type of study (PK as a moderator), Tutaj and van Reijmersdal 

(2012) examine how different levels of dispositional persuasion knowledge (i.e., a 

person’s fundamental beliefs about the nature and purpose of advertising) affect the 

relationship between exposure to different types of advertising (in their study’s case it 

was Internet banner ads and sponsored content embedded in Internet editorial content) 

and effective outcomes (ad skepticism and the perceptions of manipulative intent). For 
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the final type of study that is commonly conducted using experimental research (PK as a 

mediator), Xie and colleagues (2015) examined how exposure to either overt or subtle 

advertising in nontraditional forms of advertisements (i.e., product placement) activates 

situational persuasion knowledge (a person’s recognition of the selling and persuasive 

intent in a particular context), and how that in turn affects consumers’ affective responses 

to the advertisement (i.e., ad liking, product evaluation, brand evaluation). Research in 

this area benefits the field and furthers our understanding of persuasion knowledge by 

demonstrating a causal chain between exposure to advertising, the resulting activation of 

persuasion knowledge, and the eventual influence on consumer behavior. Furthermore, in 

the case of a number of these experiments, the research also demonstrates the 

effectiveness of persuasion knowledge interventions that explicitly educate consumers 

about the nature and intent of persuasive messages (An & Stern, 2011; An et al., 2014; 

Buijzen & Mens, 2007; Rozendaal et al., 2012). This will become an important factor that 

conceptually informs the present study on parents’ educational interventions with their 

children through communication about the purposes and intentions of advertising content. 

The other most common method used to examine the manifestation of persuasion 

knowledge has been through the use of surveys (Boush et al., 1994; Rozendaal et al., 

2011a). In illustration of this method, Rozendaal and colleagues (2011a) had participants 

respond to measures of dispositional persuasion knowledge, and then examined how 

these dispositional levels (specifically in recognition of selling intent and persuasive 

intent) varied across the analytical and reflective stages of childhood (ages 8-12 in their 

study), and how those compared to adult respondents’ average levels of dispositional 

persuasion knowledge. These types of research are an important contribution to research 
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in the area of persuasion knowledge, advertising effects, and consumer behavior, because 

they allow for cross-correlational understanding between different individuals, and often 

include large sample sizes that advance the work in generalizing findings about how 

people develop and use their persuasion knowledge (see Wimmer & Dominick, 2011). 

More importantly, given the forced artificiality inherent in experimentally manipulating 

parents’ communication styles about advertising, surveys have an ecological advantage 

when examining perceptions and experiences of the existing family environment 

(Wimmer & Dominick, 2011). With children, specifically, the survey method can be 

manifested in a broad range of formats when examining the development and activation 

of persuasion knowledge. While older children can read, understand, and respond to 

standard survey questionnaires (see Rozendaal et al., 2016), younger children’s 

differences in literacy skills and verbal expression require the use of in-person task-based 

non-verbal measures (see Mallalieu, Palan, & Laczniak, 2005; Mallinckrodt & Mizerski, 

2007) that allow children to provide their own answers without depending on spoken and 

written language (Donahue, Pearl, & Bryan, 1980; Macklin, 1985). 

Just one study to date has employed the use of a quantitative content analysis to 

measure and examine the manifestation of persuasion knowledge. Here, Lorenzon and 

Russell (2012), who were interested in responses to in-game advertising, examined a 

video game’s online message boards and coded 185 comments from 406 game players 

for the presence of targets’ agent knowledge, topic knowledge, and persuasion 

knowledge (i.e., persuasion intent, selling intent, or recognition of the messages as forms 

of advertising), as well as the associated valence. Ultimately their work identified the 

importance of measuring all three target knowledges together for a more representative 
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depiction of consumer response, and that target persuasion knowledge mitigates the 

positive effects of the other knowledges. 

These quantitative methods make up the majority of empirical research that is 

conducted on persuasion knowledge. Such empirical development of theory would 

suggest that those who research persuasion knowledge have a positivist perspective. 

Indeed very little qualitative research exists on persuasion knowledge, and the 

scholarship that has been done supports this perspective. 

Ham and colleagues (2015) also argued that “qualitative methods add to the 

richness and understanding of how individuals acquire, discuss, and actively utilize 

persuasion knowledge in their everyday lives” (p. 184). To this end, researchers have 

used qualitative methods including in-depth interviews (Nelson et al., 2017; Nyilasy & 

Reid, 2009; Spiteri Cornish, 2014) and focus groups (Miller & Sinclair, 2009) to 

empirically examine persuasion knowledge. However, the use of these qualitative 

methods should not be confused with the notion of a naturalistic research epistemology or 

its accompanying social constructivist ontology (see Brennan, 2013; Lincoln & Guba, 

1985). Researchers who have utilized these methods in their examination of persuasion 

knowledge have done so through a positivist lens. In the case of Miller and Sinclair 

(2009), their focus groups even used a post-positivist approach to examining responses to 

coal industry advocacy messages, where they examined emerging trends in the data that 

supported the manifestation of persuasion knowledge. 

Elsewhere, Spiteri Cornish (2014) interviewed parents about their persuasion 

knowledge in regards to online advertising that children encounter, and identified that 

parents lack a sophisticated recognition of online advertising and an understanding of 
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such messages’ persuasion intent. Furthermore, those parents also lack confidence in in 

their abilities to adequately educate their children on this form of advertising’s form and 

intent as well. Conversely, Nelson and colleagues (2017) interviewed parent-child dyads 

and identified that children between the ages of 3 and 5 competently and reliably identify 

advertisements, and occasionally can even express recognition of those advertisements’ 

selling intent and their family’s coping behaviors in response to advertisements (i.e., fast-

forwarding through them or actively watching them). 

These qualitative methods are an important contribution to the advancement of 

understanding of persuasion knowledge. They frequently focus on one exemplar that is 

characteristic of the results of survey and experimental work with larger populations and 

provide insights into the individual development and manifestations of persuasion 

knowledge. 

Persuasion knowledge measures. Like the diverse methods that researchers have 

used to develop theoretical understanding of persuasion knowledge, multiple measures 

have been identified, chosen, and applied. Some researchers have conceptualized 

persuasion knowledge as merely the recognition of persuasive tactics (Boush et al., 1994; 

Tessitore & Geuens, 2013), or the twin concepts of recognition of selling intent and 

recognition of persuasion intent (Rozendaal et al., 2011a), others have explicated it as a 

multi-dimensional concept that includes sub-concepts like advertising recognition, 

understanding of persuasive and selling intent, and ad skepticism (Tutaj & van 

Reijmersdal, 2012). Rozendaal and colleagues (2011b) argue that if the field, 

practitioners, and activists are interested in the consumer behaviors that result from 

marketplace interactions and creating informed, literate responses to advertisements and 
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marketing messaging, it is important to measure both conceptual understanding of 

advertising’s persuasion and selling intentions as well as consumers’ attitudinal 

responses. Within the present study’s target demographic of children, this may be 

especially important, since children’s understanding and recognition of advertising may 

be superseded by their attitudinal responses to advertising in the direct influence of their 

consumer behaviors (van Reijmersdal et al., 2012). As such, the present study intends to 

measure both conceptual and attitudinal advertising literacy.  

Equally important is the delineation of the indicators of understanding of selling 

intent (i.e., that a marketer wants a consumer to buy a product) and persuasion intent (i.e., 

that a marketer wants a consumer to have thoughts, attitudes, or behaviors that are brand 

or product supportive). Recent research on persuasion knowledge has embraced both of 

these concepts as vital indicators of the concept (see Lapierre, 2015; Rozendaal et al., 

2011a), with knowledge of selling intent being a prerequisite to knowledge of persuasion 

intent, but with the latter indicator being a higher-level cognitive function that represents 

mature thought and response to messaging (Wright, Friestad, & Boush, 2005). This, 

again, is very important with children since they develop understanding of each of these 

items at different stages of cognitive development (see Pechman & Wang, 2010; 

Rozendaal et al., 2011a). Rozendaal and colleagues (2011a) demonstrated that 

understanding of persuasion intent develops markedly later in childhood than 

understanding of selling intent and that it is the former that is more predictive of 

consumer response. 

Rozendaal and colleagues (2016) and Ham and colleagues (2015) each carried out 

further reviews of the myriad manners in which persuasion knowledge has been 
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measured to further explicate the operationalizations of the concept. Among children, 

they identified that researchers have used single-item measures (see An et al., 2014; 

Rozendaal et al., 2009), non-verbal measures (see McAlister & Cornwell, 2009; Rifon et 

al., 2014), and multi-item measures (see Mallinckrodt & Mizerski, 2007). After 

assembling an array of indicators of the concept of persuasion knowledge, Rozendaal and 

colleagues (2016) empirically constructed a scale with the following indicators that they 

identified as key component of a multi-item, multi-dimensional measurement of 

persuasion knowledge among children: 1.) recognition of advertising, 2.) understanding 

selling intent, 3.) recognition of advertising's source, 4.) perception of intended audience, 

5.) understanding persuasive intent, 6.) understanding persuasive tactics, 7.) 

understanding advertising's bias, 8.) skepticism toward advertising, and 9.) disliking of 

advertising. Importantly, the instrument included measurements of both dispositional and 

situational persuasion knowledge, as well as conceptual and attitudinal components. This 

nine-dimension measurement was validated using structural equation modeling, and 

establishing test-retest reliability and construct validity with a population of children 

between the ages of 8 and 12 years old (Rozendaal et al., 2016). 

Such an advancement in operationalization begins the work in resolving past 

concerns that persuasion knowledge does not have a widely embraced measure that 

demonstrates content validity (see Campbell & Kirmani, 2008; Ham et al., 2015), and 

directly informs the present research. More pertinent to the advancement of our 

understanding of the development of persuasion knowledge however, are the predictions 

that these methods, measures, and their results help us infer about consumers. 
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Present operationalization. The present study will approach its examination of 

persuasion knowledge using structured personal interviews and multi-item measures that 

will be outlined and justified in the forthcoming Methods chapter of this manuscript.  

Propositions and predictions. The primary proposition of the theory of 

persuasion knowledge is that cognitively mature consumers generally recognize the 

persuasive and selling intent of advertising messages when they are exposed to such 

messaging (see Ham et al., 2015). This recognition develops gradually as individuals age 

(Boush et al., 1994), attains a sophisticated level of development sometime during late 

adolescence (see Rozendaal et al., 2013; Pechman & Wang, 2010) and is generally 

established by adulthood (Lorenzon & Russell, 2012). Each of these predictions requires 

some further explanation.  

To begin with, Rozendaal and colleagues (2011a) conducted a survey of 209 

children between the ages of 8 and 12, as well as 96 adults, and identified that children’s 

awareness of marketers’ selling intent, or goal of influencing purchase behavior, reached 

adult levels around age 10. Similarly, Pechman and Wang (2010) conducted an 

experiment with 2,850 adolescents aged 14 and 15 years old, and identified that 

adolescents in this age range possess a well-developed understanding of persuasive 

intent, or marketer’s aims to influence consumers’ attitudes and cognitions and resulting 

purchase behaviors. 

 Even though individuals generally develop a sophisticated level of persuasion 

knowledge, the PKM predicts that even after full development, consumers’ persuasion 

knowledge remains inactive until triggered by the recognition of the persuasive and 

selling intent of the message (Friestad & Wright, 1994). Here, novel forms of advertising 
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(An et al., 2014; Tutaj & van Reijmersdal, 2012; Spiteri Cornish, 2014), subtle marketing 

approaches (Henrie & Taylor, 2009; Xie et al., 2015), and contexts that command 

attention (Campbell & Kirmani, 2000; Waiguny et al., 2014) can inhibit the activation of 

persuasion knowledge in both adults and children. 

If persuasion knowledge is not activated, the PKM predicts that persuasion can 

occur implicitly, or without the consumer’s active awareness that they are being 

persuaded. Implicit persuasion can inform attitudes, behaviors, and cognitions of 

consumers without their active response or involvement (Nairn & Fine, 2008; van 

Reijmersdal, Neijens, & Smit, 2007). However, the PKM predicts that if persuasion 

knowledge is activated, consumers will critically respond to the messaging, centrally 

process the message, and choose an appropriate coping mechanism, either a negative, 

positive, or ambivalent response, depending on the consumer’s beliefs about the purpose 

of the messaging and the goals they have set as an outcome of the interaction (Friestad & 

Wright, 1994; see also Nelson & Ham, 2012). 

Within the study of persuasion knowledge and the activation of response 

mechanisms, there has been a strong push to suggest that negative outcomes of critical 

evaluation, skepticism, and negative brand attitudes are generally associated with the 

activation of a target’s persuasion knowledge, or a triggering of awareness that the target 

is being advertised to (see Balasubramanian, Karrh, & Patwardhan, 2006; Campbell, 

1995; Matthes, Schemer, & Wirth, 2007; Tutaj & van Reijmersdal, 2012; Xie et al., 

2015). Two particular studies would suggest, however, that this effect is moderated by 

how forthcoming the agent is about persuasive intent of the message. Xie and colleagues 

(2015) found that when messages contain content that overtly identify them as 
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advertisements and targets do not perceive them to be deceptive, the targets maintain 

more positive evaluations of the marketed products. Additionally, Boerman and 

colleagues (2012) demonstrated that a moderate amount of ad sponsorship disclosure 

causes targets to recognize content as an advertisement, but not initially develop critical 

attitudes toward the agent, the content, or the product. These effects have important 

conditional constraints for agents, though. Xie and colleagues (2015) found that targets 

form lasting, negative impressions of the product and the agent when they realize they 

have been targets of covert marketing tactics, even if it was the agent who let them know, 

through post-messaging communication; Boerman and colleagues (2012) found that as ad 

sponsorship disclosures became more lengthy, audiences developed negative attitudes. In 

general, the results of the extant research on the effects of persuasion knowledge 

activation suggest negative responses can lead to decreased persuasion (Shrum, Liu, 

Nespoli, & Lowrey, 2013) and even motivation to protect others by informing them of 

the tactic (Eisend, 2015). This same trend has been identified among children, where 

message features like intrusiveness (An & Stern, 2011), explicitness (Büttner, Florack, & 

Serfas, 2014; van Reijmerdal et al., 2012), and placement timing (Pechman & Wang, 

2010) are positively related to the activation of persuasion knowledge and result in 

negative response to persuasive messaging. 

Negative responses are not ubiquitous, though. As a counter to Boerman and 

colleagues (2012), Tutaj and van Reijmersdal (2012) found that targets responded more 

positively to sponsored content than banner advertisements. Naderer and colleagues 

(2016) were not able to identify a relationship between the activation of persuasion 

knowledge and brand attitude when exposed to brand placements in music videos, and 
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even found that brand recognition had a positive effect on brand attitudes. With children, 

Rozendaal and colleagues (2013) found that targets who encountered advertising in social 

games fairly reliably recognized the intent of the messages and maintained uncritical 

attitudes toward the practice.  

Perhaps because these results demonstrate largely negative or at least ambivalent 

outcomes resulting from the activation of persuasion knowledge, few studies expressly 

examine the positive outcomes of the persuasion episode. Originally, Friestad and Wright 

(1994, 1995) envisioned the PKM as a process that could both challenge and reward 

marketers. Those agents, who try to manipulate consumers, may have trouble persuading 

their targets. Those agents who use their knowledge of their consumers and their topic to 

present well-designed messages should be received by a welcoming audience. In these 

situations, targets may respect the agents, find the persuasion messages helpful, and 

realize they have legitimate use for the marketed products or services. A relatively small 

number of studies do examine this prosocial aspect of the relationship, though.  

Tutaj and van Reijmersdal (2012) found that targets responded more positively to 

sponsored content than banner advertisements. Similarly, Yoo (2009) identified that 

when consumers perceived that search engine sponsorship appropriately matched their 

search engine results, they responded less negatively than when they felt it inappropriate, 

while Wei and colleagues (2008) identified the same trend in the mention of brands in 

radio news stories. Finally, in one study that focuses on prosocial outcomes of persuasion 

knowledge, Nelson and Kehr (2016) demonstrated that when children are taught 

persuasion knowledge skills (conceptualized in their study as advertising literacy) and are 
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able to reliably use those skills when faced with food messaging, their interest and 

preference for healthy food increases. 

These types of positive responses that result from the activation of persuasion 

knowledge can also lead to mutually agreeable persuasion outcomes. Bambauer-Sachse 

and Mangold (2013) found that if the persuasive intent of a message is in line with what 

the targets are predisposed to, and adds to their preexisting sentiment, consumers would 

not become critical. Jeong and Lee (2013) found that when consumers have a positive 

attitude toward the context of the marketing (websites in the study’s case) and perceive a 

marketing tactic as congruent with their shopping goals (product recommendations in the 

study’s case), they see it as consumer-serving, and thus may not engage in 

counterarguing or coping tactics. Taking this a step further, van Reijmersdal and 

colleagues (2012) found that, in advergame play, targets (children ages 7 to 12 in their 

study) may actually consciously choose not to enlist coping strategies or 

counterarguments even though they are fully aware of the advertising tactic and its 

potential to affect their preferences and behaviors. There is clearly room to explore many 

aspects of the PKM that may benefit both agents and targets independently and mutually, 

but this demonstrates Friestad and Wright’s (1994) point that the activation of persuasion 

knowledge is merely a catalyst for the deliberate examination of a message, not 

necessarily a negative response. As such, Rozendaal and colleagues (2016) incorporated 

an attitudinal scale into their advertising literacy measure, to appropriately identify the 

affective response and utility nature of advertising messages that consumers encounter. 

This extant research, however, demonstrates that there are a number of points of 

conflict surrounding the outcomes of the activation of persuasion knowledge. One 
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additional key point of conflict in the PKM concerns the model’s basic assumption that 

persuasion knowledge develops as individuals age (Friestad & Wright, 1994) and the 

implication that age is a direct predictor of the development of persuasion knowledge. 

Understanding the state of development of the theory with regards to age lays an 

important foundation for further understanding of how persuasion knowledge functions in 

children and plays a role in parenting strategies. 

Influence of age. When the PKM was initially introduced, researchers identified 

age as a contingent condition of persuasion knowledge development. In one of the few 

panel studies of persuasion knowledge, Boush and colleagues (1994) demonstrated 

among a group of 426 adolescents in grades 6 to 8 that persuasion knowledge exhibits 

significant development in just one academic year. For most of the following two 

decades, this assertion was largely embraced, and researchers shifted the focus of their 

attention to such things as the contexts in which persuasion knowledge was activated or 

inhibited (for radio, see Wei et al., 2008; for interpersonal sales, see Henrie & Taylor, 

2009; for in-game advertising, see Lorenzon & Russell, 2012; for advergames, see 

Waiguny et al., 2014; for traditional advertisements, see Aguirre-Rodriguez, 2013; for 

cause-related marketing, see Szykman, Bloom, & Blazing, 2004), and how strategic 

techniques affected the activation of persuasion knowledge (for product placement, see 

Cowley & Barron, 2008; for brand sponsorship, see Boerman et. al, 2012; for flattery, see 

Campbell & Kirmani, 2000; for negative ad comparisons, see Jain & Posavac, 2004). 

In 2012, Nelson and Ham reasserted the need for research on children’s 

persuasion knowledge when they charged that, “given the development of new 

advertising forms…studies should investigate the development of [persuasion 
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knowledge] among children” (p. 185). Similarly, Kunkel (2010) argued that more 

research is needed that focuses on more encompassing measures of persuasion 

knowledge that appropriately address the salient dimensions of the concept without 

conflating various dimensions (e.g., examining understanding of selling intent while 

assessing understanding of persuasion intent). The ensuing literature took up this charge 

with dozens of empirical studies and at least 14 different operationalizations of the 

variable of persuasion knowledge in assessing the concept in children (Ham et al., 2015). 

All of this research began unveiling a tremendous conflict in research that challenged the 

original assumption that age is a primary moderator of consumers’ persuasion 

knowledge. 

While An and colleagues (2014) validated the traditional assumption of PKM and 

found that many children lack an adequately developed awareness of persuasive intent, 

Rozendaal and colleagues (2013) identified that children have a good grasp on awareness 

of advertising content and intent. McAlister and Cornwell (2009) went a step further in 

their examination of children ages 3 to 5, and identified that although persuasion 

knowledge was not fully developed in children this young, it did manifest itself in some 

children as young as three years old, and was found to be widely in active development at 

this very early age (see also, Nelson et al., 2017). Conversely, while Lorenzon and 

Russell (2012) found that adults have a general awareness of persuasive intent of 

messages, even in traditionally covert contexts (i.e., in-game advertising), Tutaj and van 

Reijmersdal (2012) found that adults have trouble recognizing the persuasive intent of 

non-traditional advertisements that take the form of sponsored content (see also, Spiteri 

Cornish, 2014). The results of this research began to indicate that there must be other 
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variables than age at play in the development and activation of PKM. To properly 

understand the next step that occurred in the development of persuasion knowledge, it is 

necessary to momentarily review how child consumers cognitively develop, and consider 

the processes that occur during this development. 

Cognitive development of child consumers. As children age, they progress 

through distinct stages of psychological development. This assertion has been empirically 

investigated and validated over the course of nearly a century, and has spanned the 

disciplines of consumer behavior, psychology, sociology, and communication (see 

Arnett, 1995; Piaget, 1929; Selman, 1980; Vygotsky, 1962). In her seminal work on the 

development of child consumers, John (1999) culled the interdisciplinary knowledge on 

the psychological development of children, specifically outlined the construct of the 

developmental stages of child consumers, and addressed how these developmental stages 

of childhood should affect children’s persuasion knowledge. Essentially, John (1999) 

explained that there are three developmental stages of child consumers—the perceptual 

stage, the analytical stage, and the reflective stage.  

Perceptual stage. The perceptual stage (around ages 3-7) is where children begin 

to recognize that objects have perceptive differences (e.g., size, color, or feel), and they 

recognize how objects fit their needs. Along these lines, children in this stage have 

difficulty recognizing others’ wants, needs, and desires. The notion that others don’t exist 

solely to serve them or devote cognitive capacity to their well-being is incomprehensible 

because it is incompatible with their experiences (John, 1999). Within the marketplace, 

children in this stage can recognize brands (see also Derscheid, Kwon, & Fang, 1996) 

and identify advertisements, but only as perceptually different content than programming 
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or editorial content (see also Ali, Blades, Oates, & Blumberg, 2009; Valkenburg & 

Cantor, 2001). They may be able to tell that a commercial is shorter or has different 

characters, but they still view it merely as entertaining, rather than informational or 

persuasive. However, they establish brand loyalty during this stage of development that 

informs favorable attitudes for products that they carry into adulthood (McNeal, 1992). 

Because children in the perceptive stage have trouble recognizing the perspectives 

of others (John, 1999; Perner & Lang, 1999), these children have a particular difficulty 

recognizing the persuasive motives behind advertisements, a fundamental component of 

being able to evaluate and critically respond to advertisements (see Lapierre, 2015; 

McAlister & Cornwell, 2009; Slaughter et al., 2013). Specifically, Lapierre (2015) 

identified that it is the deficiencies in very young children’s theory of mind, or 

perspective-taking of others’ attitudes, desires, and intentions (see Premack & Woodruff, 

1978), that limits their abilities to recognize selling and persuasion intent in marketing 

messages. Wellman and Liu (2004) confirm that this mental process emerges and matures 

throughout childhood. Lapierre (2015) went as far as arguing that this developmental 

characteristic of theory of mind is a greater predictor of the activation of persuasion 

knowledge than age alone.  

Practically, children’s inabilities to critically recognize the form of advertising 

and understand that the creators of those messages have the intention to sell a product and 

elicit a favorable change in attitude from the consumer may be problematic since the 

children in this developmental stage are simultaneously forming positive relationships 

with brands (McNeal, 1992). Still, as McAlister and Cornwell (2009) identified, the 

earliest notions of persuasion knowledge are in active development in this stage, even if 
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these abilities are not fully usable (see also, Nelson et al., 2017). Thus, at least some of 

these children could conceivably develop evaluative responses that make them less 

susceptible to marketing messages if they were educated to recognize the full nature of 

advertising and encouraged to activate that knowledge when exposed to such messages 

(see Brucks et al., 1988). 

Analytical stage. In the second, or the analytical, stage (around ages 7-11), 

children become able to reason abstractly, consider multiple attributes of messages and 

those messages’ functions, and they have developed an understanding of others’ 

perspectives which allows them to negotiate and attempt to influence the outcome of 

persuasive interactions (see also Slaughter et al., 2013). These developmental 

characteristics allow children to begin to recognize that there is a company behind an 

advertisement and they are selling something in the advertisement (i.e., that it has selling 

intent). Rozendaal and colleagues (2011a) identified that by age ten, the majority of the 

participants in their study of children ages 8 to 11 could recognize the selling intent of 

advertisements. This is to say that children recognize that advertisers produce 

advertisements to get their audiences to buy what they are advertising. 

This recognition should not be confused with the recognition that marketers are 

using strategic tactics in their ads to try to elicit a positive response or favorable attitude 

from their audience. In this analytical stage, John (1999) points out that most children 

have not fully developed the self-reflective characteristics that protect them from being 

unduly manipulated by marketing messages. These self-reflective characteristics that are 

deficient include executive function and emotional regulation (Rozendaal et al., 2011b), 

and they are the processes that allow children to stop and think about an advertisement 
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and their own desires and identify that they may or may not want what is being advertised 

(see also, Lapierre, 2015). Buijzen and colleagues (2010) point out that children are 

naturally inclined to passively consume advertisements because they lack this level of 

cognitive development. Since they may not be centrally processing these advertisements, 

they may be less inclined to stop and think and evaluate the ads and their own emotions 

and desires (Rozendaal et al., 2011b). 

Here, Rozendaal and colleagues (2011a) identified that the recognition of 

persuasive intent (that the marketer and the message are trying to elicit a specific emotion 

or response) is still widely in development around age 12, while Pechman and Wang 

(2010) identified that this component of persuasion knowledge is well-developed by age 

15. Furthermore, Büttner and colleagues (2014) point out that many children lack the 

self-control to regulate their behavioral response after ad exposure. So, even when 

children are developed enough to recognize persuasive intent and critically evaluate ads, 

they may still lack the developmental sophistication that allows them to act in line with 

their evaluations. 

While children in this analytical stage are more equipped to cognitively process 

and respond to marketing messages, they still lack a sophisticated understanding of 

persuasion and its emotional appeal component in particular. Again, here, though, it 

seems particularly conceivable that the prompting of the activation of persuasion 

knowledge and defensive coping behaviors could have a strong effect among this 

population. Some research has begun to identify this (see An & Stern, 2011; An et al., 

204; Buijzen & Mens, 2007), but relatively little has examined the parent’s role in this 
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process (see Rozendaal et al., 2016; Vanwesenbeeck et al., 2016, for particular important 

exceptions that begins to move the conversation in this direction). 

Reflective stage. The final stage, or the reflective stage (around ages 11-17), is 

marked by children’s developed ability to distinguish themselves from their environment, 

identify their own will, and possess abstract thoughts and reasoning. It is at this stage that 

children recognize the persuasive intent of messages and understand advertising effects 

(Pechman & Wang, 2010; Rozendaal et al., 2011a). Opree and Rozendaal (2015) 

demonstrated that the development of both the conceptual (i.e., recognition of advertising 

source, and understanding of selling and persuasive intent and persuasive tactics) and 

attitudinal (i.e., skepticism toward and disliking of advertising, and understanding of bias 

in advertising) components of persuasion knowledge (i.e., advertising literacy) were 

significantly higher in 11- and 12-year-old children in their sample than the children who 

were 8, 9, or 10 years old. 

Van Reijmersdal and colleagues (2012), however, identified that even though 

children possess this level of cognitive development and these abilities, they may choose 

to not enlist the coping tactics that can protect them from the adverse effects of 

advertising. Furthermore, Büttner and colleagues (2014) indicated that even though 

children at this developmental stage may be able to critically evaluate ads and identify 

their own wants and desires, they must exhibit self-control for the effects emanating from 

the activation of persuasion knowledge to be fully within their control. Because most 

children consume advertising passively (Buijzen, 2009), these elements of advertising 

response may continue to lack independent activation. 
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To this point, Brucks and colleagues (1988) suggested that children may be 

lacking in a higher-order level of discernment of the encompassing nature of advertising 

effects and need the help from an outside source to trigger their persuasion knowledge 

and motivate them to respond critically, so they can be less susceptible to those 

advertising effects (see also, Buijzen, 2009). 

John’s (1999) work brought together the extant literature on the early cognitive 

development of consumers and helped researchers in persuasion knowledge understand 

the limitations that children possessed as they developed in responding to ads. It also 

helped clarify at what stages of human development people become capable of playing a 

dynamic role in any potential effects advertising may have. John (1999), however, openly 

recognized that there was some variability in the boundaries of the identified 

developmental stages. These may occur because there are nuanced differences from child 

to child in which age they develop the recognized characteristics of theory of mind, 

executive function, emotion regulation, and self-control. 

Theory of mind. Armed with this knowledge of the cognitive development of 

child consumers and propelled by the discrepancies that challenged the notion that age 

alone was a fundamental predictor of persuasion knowledge, researchers began theorizing 

that persuasion knowledge is an accumulation of multiple developmental traits (Kunkel, 

2010). This idea agreed with the notion that cognitive and social maturation are 

simultaneously contributing to changes in persuasion knowledge development, and that 

these forms of maturation are correlated with but not necessarily synonymous with aging 

(see Buijzen et al., 2010; John, 1999; Moses & Baldwin, 2005; Roedder, 1981). These 

researchers proposed that personal traits like ego-depletion (Gillespie et al., 2012), 
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executive function and emotion regulation abilities (Rozendaal et al., 2011b), and theory 

of mind (Lapierre, 2015; McAlister & Cornwell, 2009; Slaughter et al., 2013) are 

positively related to the development and activation of persuasion knowledge. And 

following the activation of persuasion knowledge, Büttner and colleagues (2014) 

additionally identified that self-control has a positive relationship with consumption 

behaviors.   

The identified variable of theory of mind is especially salient in the present 

context. The previous section illustrated the impact of theory of mind in children’s 

development as consumers (John, 1999). Some researchers argue that this concept is 

more important in child development than age (see Wellman, Cross, & Watson, 2001). 

Within the context of persuasion knowledge, Lapierre (2015) makes this argument 

explicitly in arguing that researchers have tried, largely in vain, to assess the exact age at 

which children develop persuasion knowledge, but that theory of mind may be a more 

accurate indicator of children’s recognition of persuasion and selling intent. In his 

structured interviews of 79 children between the ages of 6 and 9, Lapierre (2015) 

demonstrated that although age and theory of mind are strongly correlated, it is the latter 

concept that has a stronger association with recognition of selling intent and advertising-

based knowledge. McAlister and Cornwell (2009) further supported this notion by 

identifying that children with a developed sense of theory of mind, some as young as 3 

years old, demonstrated a rudimentary manifestations of persuasion knowledge. 

This research guides the present study to the following hypothesis: 

H1: Theory of mind will be positively associated with persuasion knowledge. 
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  While developmental characteristics like theory of mind may more directly 

contribute to the development of persuasion knowledge than age, they are conceivably 

processes that do not occur naturally in child development. As children progress through 

these developmental stages their acquisition of the knowledge, attitudes, and skills to 

properly function in society are also heavily influenced by interactions with family, 

educators, friends, culture, and the media (see Moschis, 1987; Ward, 1974). These 

influences have varying degrees of impact at different stages of development that occur 

during childhood and affect how children interact with their environment, generally, and 

the marketplace, narrowly (John, 1999).  

Scholarship has demonstrated that educators (Pàmies, Ryan, & Valverde, 2016; 

Robinson et al., 2001), other consumers (Bambauer-Sachse & Mangold, 2013), and even 

the media (An & Stern, 2011) can positively influence the development of persuasion 

knowledge. Interactions with parents are another logical source of such acquisition of 

knowledge. Specifically, parental advertising mediation (Buijzen et al., 2008) is a process 

Figure 2.2. Hypothesis 1: Direct Influence of Theory of Mind on Persuasion Knowledge. 
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that has a reasonable conceptual relationship with the development of persuasion 

knowledge (Rozendaal et al., 2016), but could also act as an antecedent to the 

development of theory of mind that is a salient predictors of persuasion knowledge. To 

properly understand the role that parental advertising mediation can have in the 

development of theory of mind and persuasion knowledge as children age, it is necessary 

to undertake a conceptual explication of the concept of parental advertising mediation. 

Advertising Mediation 

 Research has examined the role that advertising mediation plays in the 

development and activation of persuasion knowledge (see An et al., 2014; Hudders et al., 

2016; Nelson & Kehr, 2016; Nelson et al., 2009; van Reijmersdal et al., 2012). 

Advertising mediation, or deliberate intervention efforts intended to alter the outcome of 

a consumer’s response to advertising’s persuasive messaging, can include programming 

content that explicitly communicates the purpose of an advertisement (see An & Stern, 

2011), educational videos hosted by cartoon-characters (An et al., 2014), communication 

from other educated consumers (Bambauer-Sachse & Mangold, 2013) or researchers 

present during advertising exposure (Buijzen & Mens, 2007), or informational consumer 

reports (Nelson et al., 2009). In their research with children ages 8 and 9, An and 

colleagues (2014) found that 75% of the participants in their experiment’s control group 

(who did not receive advertising literacy education) did not recognize advertising intent 

in advergames. Alternatively, 79% of participants who received mediation, or were 

educated about the nature and intent of advergames before playing one, were able to 

correctly identify the game as a form of advertising. Furthermore, An and colleagues 

(2014) demonstrated that the advertising mediation used in their study (i.e., an animated 
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training video) caused participants’ to perceive the advergame as advertising, which in 

turn caused the participants to feel skeptical toward advertising (the relationship between 

advertising mediation and advertising skepticism was fully mediated by persuasion 

knowledge, or perceptions of the advergame as advertising). 

The findings from this study suggest that communication about advertising can 

activate persuasion knowledge and induce skepticism of advertising’s intentions, but 

indicates that persuasion knowledge may not be independently activated in many 

children. This relationship between advertising mediation and persuasion knowledge has 

been further investigated and validated in additional contemporary media research (see 

An & Stern, 2011; Bambauer-Sachse & Mangold; 2013; Nelson et al., 2009; van 

Reijmersdal et al., 2012).  

Those knowledge interventions have almost unanimously looked at educational 

interventions by experimenters, though. With children specifically, parents are additional, 

ecologically intuitive facilitators of such intervention. The interventions that parents 

make to protect their children from the adverse effects of media are more commonly 

referred to as parental mediation (Nathanson, 2001), and when those interventions are 

directed toward modifying children’s responses to advertising (see Buijzen & 

Valkenburg, 2003; Wiman, 1983), they are collectively referred to as parental 

advertising mediation (see Buijzen et al., 2008). These forms of mediation can focus on 

both the content and the outcome of the advertising (the object of the communication) 

and can be guided by either a conversational or control-oriented approach (the style of the 

communication), and depending on where parents focus they can produce different 

outcomes in the child consumer (Buijzen, 2009). To date, research that focuses on the 
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influence that parental advertising mediation plays in the development of persuasion 

knowledge is underrepresented, even though parental interventions are effective at 

limiting advertising effects (Bijmolt et al., 1998; Wiman, 1983). The present review of 

the literature identified only one study that examined the relationship between broad 

media parental mediation, developmental stages, and persuasion knowledge 

(Vanwesenbeeck et al., 2016). This study lacked an important focus on parents’ 

communication about advertising content and outcomes specifically. Given the literature 

that children’s consumption of advertising is qualitatively different than their 

consumption of broad media (Buijzen, 2009), it seems logical an appropriate examination 

of the relationships between these variables should include parents’ communication with 

their children about advertising specifically. 

Additionally, this examination of the literature identified one study that identified 

a relationship between active parental advertising mediation and persuasion knowledge 

(Rozendaal et al., 2016). This study used active parental advertising mediation to 

establish construct validity for the Advertising Literacy Scale, and it demonstrated a 

positive relationship between the two variables among children ages 8 to 12. It did not, 

however, assess other forms of parental advertising mediation (i.e., restrictive), control 

for other developmental processes (i.e., theory of mind), or examine children in the 

perceptual stage or more advanced into the analytical stage. Given the existence of other 

developmental processes, like theory of mind, that have been advanced to explain the 

relationship between children’s social and cognitive development and persuasion 

knowledge (Lapierre, 2015; McAlister & Cornwell, 2009) and the manifestation of 

persuasion knowledge within the perceptual stage (McAlister & Cornwell, 2009; Nelson 
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et al., 2017), the relationship revealed by Rozendaal and colleagues (2016) invites further 

analysis of these relationships. Before this can be done, a deeper examination of the 

concept of parental advertising mediation is required. 

Conceptualizations—object of the communication. 

Content focus. Mediation that focuses on the content of the advertising message 

generally attempts to educate children about the format of an advertisement and the 

selling and persuasive intent of such content (An et al., 2014; Buijzen, 2009). Here, 

parents’ actions may target the “frenetic editing techniques, emotionally evocative cues, 

and dynamic formal features” that are used in the advertisement to engage their children 

(Rozendaal et al., 2011a, p. 338; see also, Page & Brewster, 2007), or the use of 

identifiable and well-liked characters to elicit a positive response from their children 

(Nairn & Fine, 2008; Wicks, Warren, Fosu, & Wicks, 2009). Alternatively, parents may 

focus their mediation on the different formats that advertisements adopt in different 

media (Nairn & Dew, 2007; Nyilasy & Reid, 2009) and the fact that these messages have 

an overarching goal to persuade the viewer to purchase the depicted product regardless of 

where they are located or how they appear (see Vanwesenbeeck et al., 2016).  

The strength of this mediation focus is that it builds children’s literacy about 

advertising and makes them more informed, critical consumers of advertising content 

(Brucks et al., 1988; van Raaij, 1986; Vanwesenbeeck et al., 2016). Essentially, it allows 

them to recognize what advertisements look like and how they perform. Once they do 

recognize the differences between content produced for the given format (e.g., the video 

game, the television programming, the news story) and the promotional content, children 

are able to conscientiously avoid undesirable content (Bijmolt et al., 1998; Zufryden, 
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Pedrick, & Sankaralingam, 1993). This strategy is especially effective with older children 

who possess the developmental characteristics necessary to critically process advertising 

(Pechmann, Levine, Loughlin, & Leslie, 2005). 

One of the primary weaknesses of this conceptualization of mediation is that 

adults themselves may struggle to identify novel forms of advertising, like sponsored 

Internet content or product placements, that do not contain traditional temporal markers 

which explicitly identify the content as advertising (Livingstone, 2009; Spiteri Cornish, 

2014; Tutaj & van Reijmersdaal, 2012). Specifically, Spiteri Cornish (2014) identified 

that nearly two-thirds of the parents in their study felt that advertising has a persuasive 

effect on children, but only 14% of all parents in the study readily recognized the 

advertising nature of the advergames their children played online. So, whether they can 

clearly delineate advertisements’ temporal markers well enough from media platform to 

media platform to be able to mediate it for their children is a valid concern. It begs the 

question as to whether an operationalization that includes this approach is ecologically 

valid or even possible without literacy education of the parent by a researcher. The self-

report measures resolve some of these issues by measuring the natural manifestation of 

this type of mediation (see Wiman, 1983), but suffer from some amount of ability to 

make causal inferences (see Wimmer & Dominick, 2011). 

Additionally, even if parents were enough aware of the temporal nature of 

advertisements in their various different formats, children primarily consume 

advertisements in a state of low-elaboration, so the likelihood of using such education to 

alter the persuasive outcomes of advertising messaging become challenging and 

ecologically suspect (Panic, Cauberghe, & de Pelsmacker, 2013; Rozendaal et al., 2011b; 
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van Reijmersdal et al., 2012). Furthermore, the youngest of children (under the age of 8) 

are developmentally in a state of perceptual processing anyway, and while they may be 

able to recognize the temporal nuances of advertisements, this particular demographic of 

children may be limited in their ability to comprehend the content’s deeper, persuasive 

nature or be able to be cued by parents or other educators as to the intent of advertising 

messages and their content (John, 1999; Buijzen, 2014). 

Outcome focus. Alternatively to focusing on the content of advertising messages, 

parents may focus on the perceived purpose of the advertisement and the influence it can 

have on children (Buijzen, 2014). Within this approach, parents add an evaluative aspect 

to their mediation and encourage their children to think deeply about the media’s 

intended effects on consumer behavior, and motivate their children to make the encoding, 

storing, retrieval, and employing of media messages a series of actions they either 

deliberately avoid or utilize (Byrne, 2008; Carlson & Grossbart, 1988). 

Conceptualizing parental advertising mediation in this way adds an important 

component of evaluation to the previous conceptualization of persuasion knowledge that 

makes the practical implications of the resulting research more insightful to consumer 

behavior research. These types of interventions are more effective than their non-

evaluative, content-focused intervention counterparts at protecting children from 

manipulative outcomes of media messages (Byrne, 2008; Huesmann, Eron, Klein, Brice, 

& Fischer, 1983). However, if they are not clearly associated with the content that 

propels them, these types of mediation risk losing any rational connection they have to 

advertising mediation at all. For example, comparing products in a grocery store is 

simply a lesson in nutritional information comparison, value comparison, or family 
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finance if it is not coupled with an association to the on-shelf branding or pre-shopping 

exposure that informed the consideration set (see Shapiro, MacInnis, & Heckler, 1997). 

Conceptualizations—style of communication. In addition to focusing on the 

object of communication (i.e., the advertisement) and its content or outcome, parental 

advertising mediation simultaneously focuses on the restrictive or active style of the 

communication, which creates a 2 x 2 typology for parental advertising mediation 

(Buijzen, 2014; developed from the work of Austin, 2001; Carlson & Grossbart, 1988; 

Koerner & Fitzpatrick, 2006; Moschis, 1985; Valkenburg, Krcmar, Peeters, & Marseille, 

1999). From this perspective, the content and its intended outcomes are each somewhat 

regulated by parents who practice either restrictive or active mediation. 

Restrictive mediation. Scholarship suggests that parents set rules for their 

children’s media consumption more than they talk with their children about media 

content (Vittrup, 2009). This approach of setting rules is known as restrictive mediation 

(Nathanson, 2001). It views children as a vulnerable population, and within the context of 

parental advertising mediation, it can take the form of protecting children from the 

content that advertising exhibits and the effects of the messages (Buijzen, 2009). This 

approach primarily involves creating rules and restrictions that, when focused on the ad 

content, limit use of media, thereby reducing exposure to its commercial content (Lee, 

2013; Livingstone & Helsper, 2008; Robinson et al., 2001). When the rules and 

restrictions focus on outcomes of the messaging, they revolve around consumer attitudes 

and behaviors (Buijzen, 2014). This latter manifestation may be exhibited through 

parents who limit the number of items a child can purchase on a shopping trip, or have 

rules about how much candy their children are allowed to eat. 
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Active mediation. When parents do talk to their children about advertising 

content, it can similarly focus on either the content or outcome of the persuasive 

messaging. This strategy is known as active mediation (Nathanson, 2001) and within 

advertising it focuses on children as consumers with individual perspectives who become 

more autonomous as they age. Active advertising mediation seeks to educate children 

about the nature of advertising to help them develop into critical consumers (Carlson & 

Grossbart, 1988; Moschis, 1985). It is characterized by parents instigating conversations 

and openly commenting on advertising and discussing it with their children as their 

children are exposed to the content and formulate independent responses that reflect an 

understanding of the nature of the content (Valkenburg et al., 1999). 

Each of these conceptualizations are important, because they illustrate that 

parental advertising mediation is a dynamic, multi-dimensional concept, a strong 

characteristic of a good theory (see Shoemaker, Tankard, & LaRossa, 2004). 

Operationalizations. Advertising mediation is primarily operationalized in two 

ways. In experiments, mediation is frequently operationalized as an independent variable 

that is manipulated (see An et al., 2014; Bambauer-Sachse & Mangold, 2013; Nelson et 

al., 2009). For the sake of experimental control, if these mediation manipulations are 

presented in person, they are traditionally done by a member of the study’s research team 

(see Buijzen & Mens, 2007) or a trained educator (Pàmies et al., 2016; Robinson et al., 

2001). Robinson and colleagues (2001) trained children’s school classroom teachers in 

restrictive mediation techniques. These teachers in turn taught their children to monitor 

the content they consume and reduce television and video game consumption by 

budgeting exposure time. Buijzen and Mens (2007), meanwhile, focused more explicitly 
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on the object of communication. In their experiment, they had members of the research 

team watch a series of commercials with a small group of children and provide 

commentary that either casually mentioned facts about the advertisements and their 

depicted products, or evaluated the advertisements and/or their depicted products 

negatively. The inherent strength of this type of operationalization is that it ensures 

uniform exposure of participants to a reliable form of mediation. It also allows for the 

examination and demonstration of controlled effects that are tied to those manipulations. 

Uniform forms of mediation are not ecologically representative of parents’ different, 

nuanced forms of mediation, though. Therefore, while this type of operationalization can 

examine children’s specific responses to a focused form of mediation, it lacks external 

validity that could produce broader, practical implications. Using the parent as the 

experimental manipulation would certainly become more ecologically representative of 

children’s advertising exposure, but creating and using uniform manipulations may also 

not be representative of parents’ diverse implementations of advertising mediation or 

children’s perceptions and experiences with their environments (see Rasmussen et al., 

2016). 

To increase external validity and introduce some amount of measurement 

reliability and validity, researchers of parental advertising mediation have operationalized 

the global concept using multi-item composite measures that are assessed in self-

assessment questionnaires (Buijzen, 2009; Buijzen & Valkenburg, 2005). Here, 

respondents are asked to respond to a series of items on a scale that reveal the nature of 

the advertising mediation in their home environment. These operationalizations include 

sub-items that assess communication about content and outcomes and examine the style 
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of the communication, focusing on restrictive and active communication (Bijmolt et al., 

1998; Buijzen, 2009; Buijzen & Valkenburg, 2005; Wiman, 1983). It must be noted here, 

that many examinations of parental advertising mediation ignore or marginalize the 

concept of co-viewing (see Valkenburg et al., 1999, for an important exception) because 

it resembles active mediation when it is effective (intentional and includes parental 

commentary) (Buijzen, 2014). 

Restrictive advertising mediation is commonly included as a multi-item 

composite measure in these scales, with items that assess how often parents shield their 

children from advertising or set rules and restrictions to limit exposure (Buijzen, 2009; 

Buijzen & Valkenburg, 2005). Restrictive mediation items in these measures that focus 

on content ask about changing the channel or turning off the television to avoid exposure 

to advertising, or having a belief that television networks broadcast too many 

commercials. Similarly, restrictive advertising mediation items that focus on outcomes 

assess the presence of rules regarding consumption. 

Alternatively, active advertising mediation is assessed in these multi-item 

questionnaire measures by assessing how frequently parents discuss the persuasive nature 

of advertisements and the selling intent inherent in their presentation, when focused on 

the outcome, or discussing the incongruence between presentation of a product when it is 

advertised and the actual quality of the product when it is purchased, when focused on the 

content of the advertisement (Buijzen, 2009; Buijzen & Valkenburg, 2005). 

These multi-item scales are asked in both survey research (Robertson et al., 2016; 

Soni & Singh, 2012) and experimental research (Bijmolt et al., 1998; Naderer et al., 

2016). They are generally asked of parents, though there is some research that has 
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worked to validate measures that could validly assess children’s perceptions of their 

parents’ advertising mediation (see Buijzen et al., 2008; Rozendaal et al., 2016). These 

operationalizations have been replicated through the majority of research on parental 

advertising mediation (Bijmolt et al., 1998; Robertson et al., 2016). Since the present 

study will measure children’s perceptions of their advertising mediation environments, 

the next chapter on the present study’s methods will undertake a more detailed 

explanation of the value of measuring children directly. 

An important weakness of both questionnaire items and experimental 

manipulations within the context of parental advertising mediation is that they are limited 

in their ability to examine the process of symbolic interactionism (Blumler, 1969) that is 

important to family dynamics. Snow (2001) extends the theory to families where he 

posits that families’ existences and experiences together create environments where the 

members of the family unit jointly assign meaning to objects and processes. These 

meanings, or symbols, are unique to their unit and were arguably devoid of meaning, as it 

pertained to that unit, before that group interacted and assigned it. This is conceivably 

very applicable to the concept of family advertising mediation, where each family 

constructs a different, unique form of mediation. In addition to just focusing on a 

combination of the style of communication and the object of communication that resides 

within Buijzen’s (2014) typology, parents who practice restrictive mediation of 

advertising messages may focus their restrictions on shielding their children completely 

from advertising in the home, while other parents of the same type may focus their 

restrictions on limiting exposure to certain types of advertising. And both of these 

families’ rules may apply to television, while a third family of the same type may focus 
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their unique combination of mediation on Internet use. Accordingly, Daly (2007) argued 

that qualitative methods are especially suited to examining the rich context of these 

multiple meanings and “the process by which families create, sustain and discuss their 

own family realities” (p. 72; see also Epp & Price, 2008). 

Very little research in the area of parental advertising mediation uses qualitative 

operationalizations to measure the concepts at hand. To date, the only studies that use this 

approach employ qualitative, in-depth interviews (see Newman & Oates, 2014; Spiteri 

Cornish, 2014). Newman and Oates (2014) examined parents’ mediation of food 

advertising across a broad spectrum of media by interviewing parents and children 

individually, and then interviewing entire families in focus groups in hopes of “eliciting a 

rich, descriptive and sometimes argued account of how various marketing 

communications were recognised, understood, valued and mediated against” (Newman & 

Oates, 2014, p. 584). Spiteri Cornish (2014) focused on different types of advertising that 

target children specifically online and interviewed parents to see whether they had “the 

understanding and skills required to protect their children from online persuasive 

messages” (p. 438). In both studies, the researchers identified that parents struggle to 

recognize certain types of advertising in new media, and this limits their ability to 

determine the appropriate form of mediation for their children and engage in those forms 

of mediation successfully. Finally, Nelson and colleagues (2017) conducted in-depth 

interviews of both parents and their children and identified that parents actively and 

deliberately use both restrictive mediation practices (avoidance of programming or 

advertising) and active mediation practices (discussing advertising bias, skepticism, 
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selling intent, and counterarguing techniques) to help build their children’s persuasion 

knowledge.  

This important shortcoming is ultimately beyond the scope of the present 

empirical examination that examines the variable from a positivist perspective rather than 

a social constructivist perspective. Future research, however, would greatly benefit the 

area of parental advertising mediation by recognizing both a qualitative methodology 

built on the theory of symbolic interactionism. 

Both the quantitative and qualitative conceptualizations and operationalizations 

used in examining parental advertising mediation help us to understand precisely what 

scholars are examining when they research the manifestation of parental advertising 

mediation. It also helps us understand how they are approaching their examination of the 

phenomenon. Perhaps more pertinent to the research at hand is what effects the use of 

parental advertising mediation can produce in child consumers. 

Effects. While the use of restrictive mediation effectively lowers exposure to 

advertising content (van den Bulck & van den Bergh, 2000). it can also result in lower 

understanding of TV advertising (Bijmolt et al., 1998) and negatively affects children’s 

use of cognitive defenses like counterarguments (Brucks et al., 1988; van Raaij, 1986). 

Each of these processes are essential to children’s advertising evaluation and response 

(An et al., 2014; Friestad & Wright, 1995). Since children are reached by advertising in 

other ways than the home environment (Buijzen & Valkenburg, 2005) and they rely more 

and more on the media as a source of socialization as they advance into adolescence 

(Arnett, 1995), these results suggest that implementing restrictive advertising mediation 

practices as children age may be counterproductive to the healthy socialization of 
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children into adult consumers of advertising who are knowledgeable about the intentions 

of advertising. 

A discussion on the socializing force that parental advertising mediation could 

have on society and the long-term development of children may be better set forth within 

the framework of active advertising mediation. After all, active advertising mediation has 

been found to be more effective than restrictive mediation at reducing advertising effects 

like materialism and purchase requests (Bijmolt et al., 1998; Buijzen & Valkenburg, 

2005; Wiman, 1983), and within society, parents naturally implement fewer restrictions, 

beginning around age 6, as children age (Nathanson, 2001; Vandewater, Park, Huang, & 

Wartella, 2005). 

This effect of active advertising mediation, which reduces negative outcomes that 

come from advertising exposure, occurs because active advertising mediation employs 

the discussion of the advertisements with children, which helps the child conscientiously 

evaluate the content and its outcomes, effectually learning about the format and 

intentions of advertising from their parents (Bijmolt et al., 1998; Buijzen & Valkenburg, 

2003, 2005; Valkenburg et al., 1999; Wiman, 1983). In other words, it arms children with 

advertising literacy, empowering them to be informed, critical consumers of advertising 

content (Brucks et al., 1988; van Raaij, 1986; Vanwesenbeeck et al., 2016) and choose to 

avoid content they are opposed to (Bijmolt et al., 1998; Zufryden et al., 1993). 

Although this intuitively seems like an optimal form of communication to use 

with children to help with their healthy development and socialization, research 

repeatedly demonstrates that active mediation actually occurs quite infrequently in the 

real world (Vittrup, 2009). This is a matter of particular salience, since parents admit that 
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they would like to be more conscientiously involved in the mediation of, and education 

about, their children’s advertising consumption (Spiteri Cornish, 2014). So, the research 

undertaken here really provides a template for how active advertising mediation could 

operate and influence the development of persuasion knowledge by identifying how it is 

manifested among the minority of parents who actively employ its use in their homes 

with their children. 

 With this foundation of theoretical understanding of parental advertising 

mediation as a potentially salient predictor of the activation of persuasion knowledge, the 

present study makes the following hypothesis: 

H2: Active parental advertising mediation will be positively associated with 

persuasion knowledge.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The relationship between active parental advertising mediation and persuasion 

knowledge may not be entirely direct, however. Parental communication about the 

ulterior motives of advertisements would do little to instill persuasion knowledge in 

children who were not cognitively developed enough to recognize alternative 

perspectives. These discussions, however, could help children to understand what ulterior 

Figure 2.3. Hypothesis 2: Direct Influence of Active Parental Advertising 
Mediation on Persuasion Knowledge. 
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motives are so they can begin to apply this understanding during exposure to 

advertisements. Indeed, conversational environments play a fundamentally important role 

in the development of theory of mind in children (de Rosnay & Hughes, 2006), and 

within media parental mediation of television content has a demonstrated positive 

relationship with theory of mind (Nathanson et al., 2013). Given that theory of mind has 

also been shown to predict the activation of persuasion knowledge (Campbell & Kirmani, 

2000; Lapierre, 2015), the present study asserts a mediated path between active parental 

mediation and persuasion knowledge: 

H3: Active parental advertising mediation will be positively associated with 

theory of mind. 

H4: Theory of mind will mediate the relationship between active parental 

advertising mediation and persuasion knowledge. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Figure 2.4. Hypotheses 3 and 4: Direct Influence of Active Parental Advertising 
Mediation on Theory of Mind and Indirect Influence of Active Parental Mediation on 
Persuasion Knowledge as Mediated by Theory of Mind. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHOD 

Design 

This study employed a survey design that assessed parental advertising mediation, 

children’s theory-of-mind, and children’s persuasion knowledge. The choice to use a 

survey method was chosen because it “allows researchers to examine the 

interrelationships among variables and to develop explanatory inferences” (Wimmer & 

Dominick, 2011, p. 185). Additionally, research about children has historically assessed 

parents’ perspectives of their children’s cognitions, experiences, and attitudes in an effort 

to elicit more accurate data (Hill, 1997). However, the same research artifacts that are 

criticized as limitations to conducting research with children that produces valid results 

(e.g., social desirability, demand characteristics, evaluation apprehension) are legitimate 

research concerns in research with parents as well (Ennew, 1994). Recently, researchers 

have argued for the validity that children’s own accounts contribute, as those accounts are 

the reality the children are experiencing from their own perspective (Punch, 2002). This 

notion has been largely embraced throughout the research on children’s persuasion 

knowledge, where the earliest research examined children directly (see Boush et al., 

1994; Friestad & Wright, 1994), and has continued as research has extended to the 

understanding of children’s media environments (Buijzen et al., 2008; Rozendaal et al., 

2016; Vanwesenbeeck et al., 2016) and consumer outcomes (Rozendaal et al., 2016). 

This approach is fundamental to the conceptualization of persuasion knowledge, where 

consumers’ perspectives of message agents’ intentions are more influential than the 

agents’ actual intentions (Friestad & Wright, 1994). 



Texas Tech University, Steven Holiday, May 2018 

 63 

Beyond the matter of assessing children’s perspectives are the inherent issues of 

examining children through questionnaires. Some children are limited in their language 

and vocabulary, articulateness, experience with the world, and attention span (Boyden & 

Ennew, 1997; Ireland & Holloway, 1996). All of these issues may hinder the assessment 

of young children through questionnaires and create challenges for an equivalent 

assessment of children across all three stages of child development. While older children 

in the analytical and reflective stages (ages 8 and older) of child development may be 

able to respond reliably to questionnaires (see Rozendaal et al., 2016), children in the 

perceptual stage (under the age of 8) may respond best to task-based, nonverbal methods 

(see McAlister & Cornwell, 2009; Rifon et al., 2014) that limit their dependence on 

written and spoken language to express themselves (see Donahue et al., 1980; Macklin, 

1985). Scholarship with children, especially as it pertains to the examination of 

differences between developmental stages, encourages researchers to be attentive to the 

different competencies and abilities of different child subjects and be open to broadly 

adapting methods from older to younger children (see James Jenks, & Prout, 1998; 

Punch, 2002). In illustration of this, Punch (2002) used worksheets to assess the more 

literate members of their sample and illustrations to allow less developed children to 

express themselves. To resolve concerns about issues of inconsistencies between 

operationalizations of measures, researchers with parental advertising mediation in 

particular have tested alpha reliabilities by age groups (see Buijzen et al., 2008). 

 To address these matters and provide a consistent assessment environment, data 

collection for the present study was conducted in-person with the researchers reading the 

questions to the respondents (for older children) and conducting the task-based 
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assignments (for younger children). With the exception of the assessment of parental 

advertising mediation, all measures described below, as noted, have been utilized and/or 

validated with participants in the developmental stage within which they were utilized. 

The assessment of children’s perceptions of parental advertising mediation have only 

been employed with children ages 8 and older. Since the present study is interested in the 

mediation environments of children between the ages of 4 and 15, this measure was not 

included in the child assessment. It was included in the parent questionnaire for all child 

participants. Parents were separated from their child and instructed to respond to 

questions about their children’s advertising mediation environment in an online 

questionnaire while their child was assessed by the researchers. Although the approach to 

assess parents’ perceptions of their child’s advertising mediation environment is less than 

ideal given the desire to comprehensively assess child perceptions of their circumstances, 

the differences between parent and child assessments of mediation environments are 

negligible (Gentile, Nathanson, Rasmussen, Reimer, & Walsh, 2012). 

Participants 

 A purposive sample of 126 children and an accompanying parent was recruited 

for participation in the current study. Child participants included children in the three 

stages of consumer cognitive development identified by John (1999)—the perceptual 

stage (ages 4-7, n = 46), the analytical stage (ages 8-11, n =40), and the reflective stage 

(ages 12-15, n = 40). Although John (1999) recognized that the exact ages that form the 

boundaries of each of these stages is fluid, they have been largely supported in research 

on advertising mediation (Buijzen, 2008) and persuasion knowledge (Rozendaal et al., 

2011a).  
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Participants were recruited through volunteer and snowball sampling from the 

local community via multiple social media groups for parents. Although purposive 

samples limit the generalizability of the findings, this approach is necessary for the 

control of conditions and the assessment of children in this study, and is acceptable for 

identifying initial relationships between variables (see Wimmer & Dominick, 2011). 

Child respondents were dominantly female (54.8%), from two-parent households (81%), 

and were either only children, or the first or second born children in their families 

(57.6%). Median responses revealed that the majority of participants spent one hour or 

less a day viewing cable, satellite, or network TV (69.8%), one hour or less a day 

watching programming on subscription streaming services (56%), and less than one hour 

a day browsing the Internet (51.6%). 

Procedure 

After volunteering to participate, parent participants were given an appointment 

time and directions to the lab. They were instructed to bring their accompanying child or 

children (hereafter referred to as participant family in this chapter) to the appointment 

with them. Upon arrival at the lab, the participant families were directed to a naturalistic 

living room setting where they met with the primary investigator and a research assistant. 

Parents were given a permission form and consent form to read, discuss with the 

researchers, and sign. They were then given a computer that was pre-loaded with the 

online questionnaire, were provided instructions on how to complete it, and were directed 

into an adjoining room to complete the questionnaire. The adjoining room had an open 

door for the parent to observe the child assessment. Each parent were given the option to 

remain in the room for the child assessment, but only one parent elected to remain; 
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however, this parent’s choice was made with the approval of the participating child and 

was done in an effort to help the child feel more comfortable and responsive. No parents 

intervened in the child responses. 

Child participants remained in the living room setting. They were verbally asked 

to assent to participation in the study after being separated from their parent to 

minimalize the possibility of undue influence. Child participants were then guided 

through the task-based measures and survey items by the principle investigator while the 

research assistant unobtrusively recorded the participant’s responses. 

After the completion of both the child measures and the parent measures, which 

took approximately 30 minutes, the participant family was reunited in the living room 

setting. At this point the participants were debriefed, were encouraged to ask questions 

about the study, were issued a participant compensation form to complete, and were 

monetarily compensated for their participation before being guided from the lab. 

Predictor Variables 

Theory of mind. This variable has not been assessed across developmental 

stages. However, the developmental process of theory of mind begins in early childhood 

and continues to evolve into adolescence (Apperly, Samson, & Humphreys, 2009; 

Sommerville, Bernstein, & Meltzoff, 2013). Because children develop a more 

sophisticated sense of theory of mind, or perspective-taking, as they age and cognitively 

develop, the tasks used in research with earlier childhood are inadequate for the more 

developed adolescents (Henry, Phillips, Ruffman, & Bailey, 2013; Moran, 2013). 

However, because the present study sought to examine the influence of theory of mind on 

the manifestation of persuasion knowledge, independent of age, the present study 
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assessed all participants’ responses to measures of the concept that have been targeted 

toward the early development of childhood as well as toward adolescence. This was done 

to ensure a unified measure of the concept of theory of mind for all participants across 

developmental stages. 

Operationally, to assess children in the perceptual and analytical stages (under the 

age of 8 and ages 8 to 11), this measure utilized tasks originally used by McAlister and 

Peterson (2006) and Wellman and Liu (2004) and applied to persuasion knowledge 

research by McAlister and Cornwell (2009) with children ages 3 to 5 and research by 

Lapierre (2015) with children between the ages of 6 and 10. To maintain sensitivity to the 

participants in the youngest developmental stage, wherever there were measures that 

shared conceptual and methodological definitions but varied in operational definition, the 

instrument in the present study deferred to the versions of the tasks which targeted the 

younger children (McAlister & Cornwell, 2009). 

First-order false belief. The first portion of this measure comprised a task 

consisting of four trials. The first and second trials employed the use of Baron-Cohen and 

colleagues’ (1985) unseen displacement task. Here, a girl puppet placed a bouncy ball in 

a patterned box before “leaving” (i.e., being removed from the respondent’s view). In the 

girl’s absence, a boy puppet moved the ball from the patterned box to a black box. The 

girl puppet returned and the respondent was asked the test question “Where will the girl 

look first for her ball?” followed by the control questions “Where is the ball really?” and 

“Where did the girl put the ball in the beginning?” In the second trial, the boy puppet 

moved the ball to the interviewer’s pocket in the girl puppet’s absence, and the rest of the 

trial proceeded identically to the first. The control questions were assessed to ensure that 
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all respondents passed them (all respondents did pass them). Respondents then received 

one point for each trial for identifying that the girl would look for her ball in the patterned 

box. Scores for these first two tasks were significantly correlated (r (125) = .67, p < 

.001), and were then summed together for a total score of unseen displacement (M = 1.75, 

SD = .60). 

The third trial utilized Gopnik and Astington’s (1988) misleading container task 

using a bandage box containing crayons. Respondents were shown the container and 

asked what was inside. After securing a response from respondents that bandages were in 

the container (all respondents passed), the interviewer opened the container to reveal the 

crayons and then resealed the container. The interviewer then asked the control question 

“What is really in the container?” to ensure respondents were paying attention (again, all 

respondents passed). Following this, the boy puppet from the previous trials entered and 

the interviewer asked the test questions “Our friend hasn’t seen inside the box before. 

When I show it to him all closed up like this, what will he say is in it?” and “When I first 

showed you this container, before you looked inside, what did you think was in it?”. The 

control question “What is really in the container?” was asked one more time (again, all 

participants passed this control question), and children were awarded one point for each 

test question that they answered with “bandages” or “Band-Aids” or a similar response 

(M = 1.75, SD = 0.52). 

Correlations for unseen displacement and misleading container were calculated to 

ensure a significant relationship (r (125) = .45, p < .001). Then a total first-order false 

belief score was created by summing the scores of the three trials, for a total of four 

points (M = 3.49, SD = 0.99). 
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Appearance-reality. In two trials, the interviewer showed the respondent a candle 

that looked like an apple and a pen that looked like a flower, and then asked, in turn, the 

control question “What does this look like?” The interviewer then revealed the true 

nature of each object and asked the test questions “What is this really and truly?” and 

“When you look at this with your eyes right now, what does it look like—does it look 

like a [actual nature] or [appearance of object]?” Respondents received one point in each 

trial for answering both questions correctly. Tests for correlation were run to ensure that 

the scores on the two trials were related (r (126) = .38, p < .001), and researchers created 

a total score, ranging from 0 to 2, for appearance-reality by summing the scores of the 

two trials (M = 1.64, SD = .64). 

Pretend representation. Two trials were conducted to assess participants’ 

awareness of representational pretending. The interviewer showed the respondent, in 

turn, a banana and a potato and asked the respondent to play pretend. For the banana, the 

interviewer asked the respondent to use the item as a phone; for the potato, the 

interviewer asked the respondent to use the item as a bar of soap. The interviewer 

expressly concluded the pretend play and asked the test questions  “What is this really?” 

and “What did we pretend this was?” for each item. The interviewer then placed a real 

phone or real bar of soap on the table (according to the corresponding trial) as well as a 

an irrelevant decoy (i.e., a tennis ball in the first task and a golf ball in the second task). 

Finally, the interviewer asked the test questions “Which one did we pretend was a 

[phone/soap]?” and “Which one is really a [phone/soap]?” The four test questions in each 

trial each received one point for a correct response, and were averaged to create a 

composite score of four for pretend representation (M = 3.88, SD = 0.37). 
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Real-apparent emotion. This measure assessed children’s understanding that 

outwardly expressed (i.e., facial) expressions may not always agree with inwardly felt 

emotions. In this task, respondents were presented with a card that displayed three 

cartoon faces displaying expressions of happy, just okay, and sad, and the interviewer 

informed the respondent what each face represented. As a control measure, respondents 

were then be asked to indicate which face they would point to if they felt “happy,” “sad,” 

or “just okay.” Additionally, respondents were shown a second card that depicted the 

back side of a boy. The interviewer then told the respondent a story about a time when 

another child made fun of the boy and other children laughed. Respondents were then 

asked the target questions “How did the boy really feel when everyone laughed?” and 

“How did Matt try to look on his face when everyone laughed?” and were asked to point 

to the corresponding face after each question. Respondents’ answers were considered 

correct (1) if the second response depicted a more positive emotion than the first (M = 

0.88, SD = .33). 

Total first-order theory-of-mind. First-order false belief was correlated with 

appearance reality (r (126) = .37, p < .001), pretend representation (r (126) = .36, p < 

.001), and real-apparent emotions (r (126) = .534, p < .001). Appearance reality was 

correlated with real-apparent emotions (r (126) = .30, p = .001), but pretend 

representation was not found to be correlated with appearance reality (r (126) = .14, p = 

.12) or real-apparent emotions (r (126) = .15, p = .10). Utilizing an exploratory factor 

analysis with a Promax rotation, the three variables of first-order false beliefs, appearance 

reality, and real-apparent emotions all loaded adequately onto a single factor, while 

pretend representation did not achieve adequate fit. 
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A total first-order theory-of-mind score was then calculated by standardizing the 

scores for first-order false beliefs, appearance reality, and real-apparent emotions and 

calculating a mean composite of the three items (M = 0, SD = .77, α = .67). 

Second-order false belief. This measure, employed in persuasion knowledge 

research by Lapierre (2015), and utilizing tasks that originated with Perner and Wimmer 

(1985), extends to the assessment of whether individuals are capable of thinking about 

another person’s thoughts about another person. In this task, the interviewer showed the 

respondent two dolls and the respondent was told that both dolls wanted to buy ice cream 

from a truck that was at their playground. Doll A told doll B “I need to go home to get 

money from my mom. I will meet you at the playground to get ice cream.” The 

interviewer told the respondent that doll A’s mother told her that the ice cream truck was 

at the beach instead of the playground. Additionally, doll B had also been told that the ice 

cream truck was at the beach and went to the beach to get his ice cream. The interviewer 

also told the respondent that doll A did not know that doll B knew where the ice cream 

truck was. Respondents were then asked the target questions “Where does [Puppet A] 

believe the ice cream truck is?”, “Where does [Puppet B] think the ice cream truck is?”, 

and “Where does [Puppet A] believe that [Puppet B] thinks the ice cream truck is?” 

Respondents’ answers were considered correct (1) if they answered “beach” to the first 

question, “beach” to the second question, and “park” to the third question (M = 0.50, SD 

= 0.50). 

Third-order false belief. To date, no research has been identified that examines 

the relationship between theory of mind and persuasion knowledge in adolescents. The 

developmental process of theory of mind does, however, continue to evolve beyond 
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childhood and into adolescence (Apperly et al., 2009; Sommerville et al., 2013). In this 

stage of development, it is important to assess individuals with tasks befitting the more 

developed cognitive processes of adolescents (Henry et al., 2013; Moran, 2013). In order 

to examine the relationship between theory of mind and persuasion knowledge, to remain 

sensitive to the more advanced development of adolescents, and maintain methodological 

similarities with the measures used with less developed participants, the present study 

utilized Valle and colleagues’ (2015) third-order false-belief task. This task, employed 

with 14-year-old children, presented respondents with a story about three friends. 

Following the story, the interviewer asked the respondent a series of questions that 

targeted third-order false beliefs (four questions: two close-ended, two open-ended 

justifications). Responses on the close-ended questions were scored either as correct (1) 

or incorrect (0). Responses on the open-ended questions were scored as incorrect (0), as 

exhibiting a behavior of the character (1), or as exhibiting the character’s mental state (2). 

Scores on each of the questions were proportioned by dividing them by 6. They were then 

summed to result in a total third-order theory-of-mind score between 0 and 1 (M = 0.08, 

SD = 0.17). 

Total theory-of-mind score. In order to be attuned to the development of theory 

of mind that progressively occurs and becomes more sophisticated as individuals develop 

from childhood and into adolescence (Apperly et al., 2009; Henry et al., 2013; Moran, 

2013; Sommerville et al., 2013), the present study employed a scoring that increased as 

individuals gained more nuanced abilities to take more abstract perspectives. Thus, the 

scores for first-order (1), second-order (1), and third-order (1) were added together for a 

total theory-of-mind score ranging from 0 to 3 (M = 1.44, SD = 0.64). 



Texas Tech University, Steven Holiday, May 2018 

 73 

Parental advertising mediation. This scale assesses the dimensions of restrictive 

and active advertising mediation and focuses on both the content and outcomes of 

advertising. The measure was assessed using Buijzen and Valkenburg’s (2005) 

Advertising Mediation Scale (AMS). An adapted version of the scale has been used to 

assess 8- to 12-year-old children’s perceptions of their advertising mediation 

environments (Rozendaal et al., 2016). However, since no reliable measure has been 

established for children under the age of 8, this measure was asked of parent participants 

to assess the child’s mediation environment. The scale included ten items (active e.g., 

“How often do you tell your child that the purpose of advertising is to sell products,” 

“…that advertising does not always tell the truth;” restrictive e.g., “How often do you tell 

your child to turn off the television when you are watching commercials,” “…to watch 

specific networks that broadcast relatively few commercials”) measured on a four-point 

scale ranging from never (1) to very often (4). All responses were subjected to a factorial 

analysis to validate the two dimensions of the construct in the present study, reliability of 

each dimension was assessed, and each dimension was averaged into a composite 

measure of either active (M = 2.62, SD = 0.67, α = .86) or restrictive (M = 1.58, SD = 

0.77, α = .93) advertising mediation. 

Outcome Variable 

Persuasion knowledge. In this study, persuasion knowledge was conceptualized 

as a construct of nine sub-concepts or dimensions. Rozendaal and colleagues (2011b) 

argued theoretically that the concept of persuasion knowledge was most completely 

addressed as a combination of conceptual and attitudinal measurements that addressed 

the majority of the prevailing conceptualizations and operationalizations that had 
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previously been used separately and partially to measure the broader concept. The 

conceptual dimensions recognized by Rozendaal and colleagues (2011b) include 1) 

recognition of advertising, 2) recognition of ad source, 3) perception of an 

advertisement’s intended audience, 4) understanding of selling intent, 5) understanding of 

persuasion intent, and 6) understanding of persuasion tactics. The attitudinal dimensions 

included 1) understanding of advertising’s bias, 2) skepticism toward advertising, and 3) 

disliking of advertising. Rozendaal and colleagues (2016) created multi-item constructs 

of each dimension and subjected the entire scale to rigorous tests of measurement 

reliability, test-retest reliability, and construct validity. As a result, they recommended its 

use with children 8-years-old and older. Since its initial construction and validation, the 

scale has been subjected to further tests of external validity (i.e., replication) (see Opree 

& Rozendaal, 2015). The present study recognizes these dimensions of conceptual and 

attitudinal advertising literacy as components of the encompassing concept of persuasion 

knowledge and employed. Furthermore, the present study employed Rozendaal and 

colleagues’ (2016) 24-Item Advertising Literacy Scale for Children (ALS-c) in the 

assessment of child participants who were in the reflective and analytical stages of child 

development.  

 As noted, Rozendaal and colleagues’ (2016) ALS-c has only been validated with 

children ages 8 and older. They even explicitly cautioned in their work that “because of 

developmental differences in communication and reading skills, younger children may 

have difficulty in understanding and choosing between the verbal response categories of 

the scale” (Rozendaal et al., 2016, p. 92). Almost all of the dimensions identified by them 

as essential components of the encompassing persuasion knowledge construct, however, 
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have been measured in research with children under the age of 8, using task-oriented 

procedures and simplified measurements conducive to research with this population. As 

such, the present study sought to assemble the measures that have been used with 

children in this perceptual stage of child development that coincide with the dimensions 

of Rozendaal and colleagues’ ALS (2016). These measures, as noted respectively below 

and derived from the works of Buijzen (2007), Mallalieu and colleagues (2005), 

Mallinckrodt and Mizerski (2007), and van Reijmerdal and colleagues (2012), were used 

to assess each of the concept’s dimensions with young children. 

Recognition of advertising. This dimension was assessed the same among all 

participants. To assess this dimension, participants were presented with three different 

commercials (two that were produced to target children, and one produced to target 

adults, all three depicting breakfast cereal) and were asked “Is this a commercial?” They 

were then presented with response options on a four-point Likert-type scale, with options 

ranging from “Yes, for sure” (1) to “No, certainly not” (4) (see Rozendaal, Buijzen, & 

Vaslkenburg, 2010; Rozendaal at al., 2016). For analysis, items were reverse-coded, so 

that a higher score signified greater recognition of advertising. The reliability was 

assessed later in the analysis after a principal component analysis was performed on all 

items used to measure this group of respondents. However, mean responses were 

assessed individually among participants under age 8 (for ad 1 [child-targeted], M = 3.29, 

SD = 1.18; for ad 2 [child-targeted], M = 3.51, SD = 0.99; for ad 3 [adult-targeted], M = 

3.51, SD = 0.94) and among children ages 8 and older (for ad 1 [child-targeted], M = 

3.86, SD = 0.54; for ad 2 [child-targeted], M = 3.86, SD = 0.44; for ad 3 [adult-targeted], 

M = 3.82, SD = 0.48). 
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Understanding selling intent. With children under age 8, this measure utilized the 

non-verbal task originally employed by Mallinckrodt and Mizerski (2007) with children 

between the ages of 5 and 8. In this assessment, the interviewer presented the respondent 

with three illustrations that depicted 1) a child playing tennis, 2) a child taking a box of 

cereal from a grocery store shelf, and 3) a child playing computer games. The interviewer 

asked the child to indicate which illustration most closely represented what the 

commercial wanted them to do. Children received a score of 1 for indicating the 

illustration that depicted shopping and a score of 0 for other responses (M = 0.69, SD = 

0.47). With children age 8 and older, this dimension was assessed using three items (e.g., 

“Are commercials on television there to make you ask your parents to buy the advertised 

products?”) rated on a four-point Likert-type scale with options ranging from “Yes, for 

sure” (1) to “No, certainly not” (4). For analysis, items were reverse-coded according the 

ALS-c, so that a higher score signified greater understanding of selling intent. Mean 

responses were assessed individually (for item 1, M = 3.63, SD = 0.68; for item 2, M = 

2.88, SD = 0.98; for item 3, M = 3.05, SD = 0.88). 

Recognition of advertising’s source. With children under age 8, the study 

employed a measure used by van Reijmersdal and colleagues (2012) with children as 

young as 7 years old. For this measure, the interviewer asked the respondent “Who pays 

to make these commercials?” and presented the respondent with the options of “the 

companies that makes the cereal,” “my teacher,” “a grocery store,” and “a television 

channel.” Children’s responses were considered correct (1) if they chose the first 

response option. Responses were considered incorrect (0) for all other response options 

(M = 0.20, SD = 0.41). With children age 8 and older, participants were asked the 
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question “Making a television commercial costs money. Who do you think pays for the 

making of television commercials?” They were then presented with five nominal-level 

response options, with the response “The companies that make the products in the 

commercial” coded as a correct response (1) and all other responses (e.g., “the people 

who created the questionnaire,” “the television network that shows the commercial”) 

coded as incorrect (0) (M = 0.56, SD = 0.50). 

Perceptions of intended audience. For this dimension, the measure of all 

participants was derived from the work of Mallalieu and colleagues (2005) that assessed 

children ages 5 to 7. It was also validated with children age 8 and older in Rozendaal and 

colleagues’ ALS-c (2016). Participants were presented three additional commercials 

(different from those presented in assessing recognition of advertising). One commercial 

was intended for children only, one for adults only, and one for both children and adults. 

Participants were then asked “For whom is this commercial intended?” Response options 

included three nominal-level response options “for children only,” “for adults only,” and 

“for children and adults.” Correct answers (those that coincided with the pre-determined 

intended audience) were coded as a correct response (1) and all other responses were 

coded as incorrect (0). Mean responses were assessed individually among children under 

age 8 (for ad 1 [child-targeted], M = 0.76, SD =.44; for ad 2 [adult-targeted], M = 0.58, 

SD = 0.50; for ad 3 [targeted to both], M = 0.73, SD = 0.45) and among children age 8 

and older (for ad 1 [child-targeted], M = 0.74, SD = 0.44; for ad 2 [adult-targeted], M = 

0.64, SD = 0.48; for ad 3 [targeted to both adults and children], M = 0.88, SD = 0.33). 

Understanding persuasion intent. This dimension was assessed among child 

participants under age 8 using two different measures that targeted varying levels of 
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verbal response capability. The first measure was developed by Mallickrodt and Mizerski 

(2007) in their research with children ages 5 to 8. The interviewer presented the 

respondent with illustrations of 1) a child eating cereal, 2) a child mixing ingredients with 

its mother, and 3) children in a schoolroom with a teacher. The interviewer asked the 

respondent to indicate which picture most resembled what the viewed commercials 

wanted them to do. Children’s responses were considered correct (1) if they chose the 

first illustration option or incorrect (0) if they chose the other options (M = 0.62, SD  = 

0.49). The second measure was utilized by van Reijmersdaal and colleagues (2012) with 

children as young as age seven. The interviewer asked the respondent “why do you think 

these commercials are on television?” and presented the respondent with four options: “to 

make children like cereal,” “to show you what you can buy in the store,” “because 

children like them,” and “because the President likes them.”  Children’s responses to this 

measure were considered correct (1) if they chose the first option or incorrect (0) if they 

chose the other options (M = 0.22, SD = 0.42). With child participants age 8 and older, 

this dimension was assessed using three items  (e.g., “Are commercials on television 

there to make you feel positively (i.e., happy feelings) about the advertised products?) 

rated on a four-point scale with options ranging from “Yes, for sure” (1) to “No, certainly 

not” (4). For analysis, items were reverse-coded, so that a higher score signified greater 

understanding of persuasive intent. Mean responses were assessed individually (for item 

1, M = 3.61, SD = 0.70; for item 2, M = 3.10, SD = 0.88; for item 3, M = 3.01, SD = 

0.98). 

Understanding of persuasive tactics. With child participants under age 8, this 

dimension was assessed using a measure derived from Buijzen’s (2007) research with 
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children ages 5 to 10, which was itself derived from the work of Bijmolt and colleagues 

(1998), Donohue and colleagues (1983), and Feshbach and colleagues (1982). The 

interviewer asked the respondent three questions (e.g., “Do you think commercials use 

special tricks to make the toys look better than they really are?”) measured on a four-

point scale ranging from “No, certainly not” (4) to “Yes, for sure” (4). For these items, 

reliability was assessed later in the analysis, contingent upon the results of the principal 

components analysis of all items that were measured among this group of respondents. 

However, the mean responses of each of these was assessed individually (for item 1, M = 

2.69, SD = 1.41; for item 2, M = 2.69, SD = 1.35; for item 3, M = 2.87, SD = 1.31). With 

children age 8 and older, this dimension assessed respondents’ understanding of three 

common persuasion tactics used by marketers to target children through advertisements 

(Rozendaal et al., 2011a) and the industry-recognized objectives of those tactics 

(Rozendaal et al., 2011b). The first target tactic was peer popularity appeal (i.e., 

“Commercials often show happy children who are playing together with the advertised 

products. Why do you think that is?”), with the rank-ordered effects (most desired by 

marketers [4] to least desired [1]) of “to make children like the ad” (like), “to get children 

to recall the ad” (recall), “to get children to believe what the ad says” (believe), and “to 

help children learn about the product” (learn) (M = 3.16, SD = 1.05). The second target 

tactic is humor (i.e., “Commercials are often funny. Why do you think that is?”), with the 

rank-ordered effects of like, recall, learn, and believe (M = 3.42, SD = 0.97). The third 

target tactic is the use of premiums (i.e., “Commercials often promise a freebie when 

purchasing the advertised product. Why do you think that is?”), with the rank-ordered 

effects of recall, like, learn, and believe (M = 2.38, SD = 1.23). 
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Respondents were presented with each persuasion tactic and asked to choose 

which of the four effects, using the wording indicated above (learn = 1, recall = 2, believe 

= 3, and like = 4), they felt advertisers most intended to evoke by using the given tactic. 

Children received a score of 4 if their response corresponded with the most intended 

effect (the effect listed first in the respective rank ordering), a 3 if it corresponded with 

the second-most intended effect, and so on. 

Understanding of advertising’s bias. This dimension was only measured among 

child participants age 8 and older, since a conceptually comparable measure that has been 

used among children under age 8 could not be identified. This measure, derived from the 

work of Bever and colleagues (1975), was assessed using three items (e.g., “How often 

do you think that what you see in television commercials is like things are in reality?”) 

rated on a four-point Likert-type scale with options ranging from Never (1) to Very often 

(4). For analysis, items one and three were reverse-coded, so that a higher score signified 

greater understanding of advertising’s bias. Mean responses were assessed individually 

(for item 1, M = 2.65, SD = 0.71; for item 2, M = 2.64, SD = 0.82; for item 3, M = 2.74, 

SD = 0.74). 

Skepticism toward advertising. The assessment of this dimension among children 

under age 8 utilized a two-item measure used by Buijzen (2007) with children ages 5 to 

10. The measure’s two items (i.e., “Do you think television commercials tell the truth?” 

and “Do you think you can believe what the people in the commercials say or do?”) was 

measured using a four-point Likert-type scale ranging from Never (1) to All the time (4) 

(for item 1, M = 2.56, SD = 1.25; for item 2, M = 2.47, SD = 1.31). With children ages 8 

and older, this dimension, based on the work of Rozendaal and colleagues (2012), 
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included three items (e.g., “How often do you think television commercials tell the 

truth?”) rated on a four-point Likert-type scale ranging from Never (1) to Very often (4). 

For analysis, items were reverse-coded, so that a higher score signified greater skepticism 

of advertising. Mean responses were assessed individually (for item 1, M = 2.69, SD = 

0.76; for item 2, M = 2.63, SD = 0.72; for item 3, M = 2.89, SD = 0.69). 

Disliking of advertising. This dimension was also assessed with children under 

age 8 by adopting a measure utilized by Buijzen (2007) with children ages 5 to 10. The 

measure asks respondents to indicate how much they like television commercials on a 

four-point Likert-type scale ranging from Not at all (1) to A lot (4). Responses were then 

reverse-coded so that a higher score signified greater disliking of advertising (M = 1.67, 

SD = 1.10). With children ages 8 and older, this dimension, also based on the work of 

Rozendaal and colleagues (2012), included three items (e.g., “How often do you think 

television commercials are irritating?”) rated on a four-point Likert-type scale ranging 

from Never (1) to Very often (4), with higher scores signifying greater diliking of 

advertising. Mean responses were assessed individually (for item 1, M = 2.69, SD = 0.94; 

for item 2, M = 2.64, SD = 0.88; for item 3, M = 2.88, SD = 0.89).
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Covariates 

The study employed 14 covariates. For child and parent sex, codes were assigned 

to male (1) and female (2) (for child sex, M = 1.55, SD = 0.50; for parent sex, M = 1.94, 

SD = 0.25). For child age, respondents were asked to enter the child’s birth date into an 

open-ended response, which was converted to years (M = 9.29, SD = 3.54). For parent 

age, respondents entered the year of their birth into an open-ended response. Responses 

were recoded into a corresponding age in years (M = 36.06, SD = 5.97). For parent 

income, respondents reported their household yearly income on a 5-point with “$50,001-

$75,000” being the median response option, given that the median national income is 

approximately $55,000 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2015) (given that “2” represented 

“$25,001-$50,000” and “3” represented “$50,001-$75,000,” M = 2.69, SD = 1.27). For 

parent education, parents reported their highest level of education on a 6-point scale 

ranging from “some high school” to “graduate degree” (given that “3” represented “Some 

college, no degree” and “4” represented “Associate’s degree,” M = 3.87, SD = 1.28). For 

parent and child media consumption, parents reported social media use for themselves 

and TV use, streaming programming use, and Internet use for themselves and their 

children, by reporting the number of hours they generally spend with the specified media 

on a typical day on a 14-point scale ranging from “none” to “more than 6 hours” (given 

that “3” represented “1 hour,” “4” represented “1.5 hours,” and “5” represented “2 

hours,” for parent social media, M = 4.12, SD = 2.63; for parent TV, M = 4.71, SD = 

3.53; for child TV, M = 3.01, SD = 1.93; for parent streaming, M = 3.77, SD = 2.42; for 

child streaming, M = 3.98, SD = 2.64; for parent Internet, M = 4.94, SD = 2.77; for child 
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Internet, M = 3.47, SD = 2.81)For parent’s total number of children, respondents were 

asked to specify the number of biological, step-, or adopted children they have into an 

open-ended response (M = 4.14, SD = 1.83). A correlation matrix of all study variables is 

reported in Table 3.3. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Preparing Data for Analysis 

 Child respondent data was recorded with pen and paper and transposed into SPSS. 

Parent respondent data was collected via Qualtrics, an online survey software, and 

exported to SPSS. In SPSS, variable attributes were assigned and responses were 

assessed to ensure that all answers were possible options (e.g., parent age was not entered 

in as the child’s age, or that Likert scale options were within the range of predetermined 

values). Following this assessment, the data set was reviewed for missing data resulting 

from nonresponse (e.g., parent respondent skipped items, child participant refused to 

answer). For items missing as a result of nonresponse, the value of “99” was entered. 

Next, numerous items needed to be reverse coded so that factor analysis and reliability 

could be assessed. Finally, all pertinent items were subjected to factor analyses, reliability 

analyses, the creation of composite variables, and the ensuing data analysis. 

 Persuasion knowledge component analysis. Persuasion knowledge items 

measured with children under age 8 and age 8 and older were independently subjected to 

principal components analyses, using oblique rotations. Among children under age 8, this 

resulted in five components for advertising literacy that explained 65% of the variance in 

the data. Among children age 8 and older, the results of this analysis identified seven 

components for persuasion knowledge that accounted for 70% of the variance in the data. 

Following the initial identification and analysis of the dimensions, the five 

components identified among child participants under age 8 were qualitatively compared 
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to the seven components identified among respondents age 8 and older. This comparison 

identified conceptual similarities between two components (see Table 4.1). First, both 

groups of respondents included a component that contained measures of recognition of 

advertising. Among younger respondents, this included the second and third items of this 

subscale. This factor’s item loadings ranged from .59 to .89 and explained 13% of the 

variance in the data. Among older respondents, this included all three items of this 

subscale. The factor’s item loadings ranged from .66 to .90 and explained 13% of the 

variance in the data. Since this dimension was operationally defined the same way in both 

groups of respondents, a single variable for each “recognition of advertising” sub-item 

was created and included scores for the younger children and older children respondents. 

The score for each sub-item was then standardized for later use in creating a composite 

measure of persuasion knowledge. Since the operational definition in both groups were 

identical, but only items two and three in the subscale were included in both the factor for 

younger children and the factor for older children, only these two items were used to 

create the shared dimension. Scores for the two items were then averaged to create a 

composite measure of recognition of advertising (Spearman-Brown coefficient = .62; r = 

.45, p < .001).  

 The second common component consisted of measures that contributed to a 

conceptual definition of understanding persuasive intent. In the younger group of 

respondents, these items included both of the measures of “understanding persuasion 

intent” and the third item in the “understanding of persuasive tactics” subscale (i.e., “Do 

you think commercials try to get people to like the things they show?”). The factor 

analysis of all items directed at younger children revealed item loadings ranging from .64 
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to .75 for these specific items, and the factor explained 12% of the variance in the data. A 

composite measure of understanding persuasive intent among child participants under 

age 8 was constructed by standardizing each of the subscale items and computing the 

mean score (α = .56). In the older group of children, the items that contributed to the 

conceptual definition of understanding persuasive intent included items two and three in 

the “understanding of persuasive intent” subscale as well as the third item in the 

“understanding selling intent” subscale (i.e., “Are commercials on television there to 

make you buy the advertised product with your own allowance?”). The factor analysis of 

all items directed at older children revealed item loadings ranging from .51 to .87 for 

these specific items, and the factor explained 15% of the variance in the data. These items 

were also standardized and averaged to create a composite score (α = .59). A unified 

variable of understanding persuasive intent was then created by transposing the scores 

from each group’s responses onto a common variable of the dimension. Although alpha 

reliability was low for these constructed variables, they are in line with past work done 

with children’s persuasion knowledge in the construction of variables that comprise 

multi-item measures (see Rozendaal et al., 2016; Opree & Rozendaal, 2015). Indeed, the 

results demonstrated here include higher reliability than that which is frequently 

identified in similar research. 
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 Once a unified score for each dimension was created, which included scores for 

both young-child respondents and older-child respondents, the dimensions of recognition 

of advertising and understanding persuasive intent were assessed for reliability and 

correlation (Spearman Brown coefficient = .01; r = .01; p = .94). Since these dimensions 

assessed different, uncorrelated aspects of persuasion knowledge, they were summed 

together into the composite measure of the overall concept of persuasion knowledge. An 

individual analysis of each dimension was also conducted given the uncorrelated nature 

of the dimensions, without notably significant results. 

  
Table 4.2. Means and Standard Deviations for  
Key Study Variables. 
 
 (N = 126) 
    M (SD) 
 
Active Parental 2.62 (.67)  
Advertising Mediation 
 
Theory of Mind 1.44 (.64) 
 
Persuasion Knowledge 0.00 (1.14) 

 
 
Data Analysis 

Hypothesis 1 predicted that theory of mind would be positively associated with 

persuasion knowledge. This hypothesis was examined using hierarchal linear regression, 

with the covariates and active parental advertising mediation entered into the first step, 

and respondents’ theory of mind entered in the second step. Results revealed that theory 

of mind accounted for 0.5% of the variance in persuasion knowledge, and that there was 

not a significant relationship between theory of mind and persuasion knowledge among 
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the present sample (β = -0.17, t = -.74, p = .46). Thus, H1 was not supported in the 

present study. 

For Hypotheses 2 and 4, it was predicted that active parental advertising 

mediation would have a direct positive association (H2) with persuasion knowledge and 

that this relationship would be at least partially mediated by theory of mind (H4). This 

simple mediation model was estimated using OLS regression, with the identified 

covariates. Specifically, Hayes’ (2013) PROCESS SPSS macro (model 4) was employed, 

which estimates both direct and indirect effects of simple mediation models. The total 

effect (c) of active parental advertising mediation on persuasion knowledge (H4) was not 

significant (β = -0.26, t = -1.30, p = .20, 95% confidence interval (CI) [-0.65, 0.14]). The 

direct effect (c’), removing the effect of the mediator (H2), was also not significant (β = -

0.26, t = -1.29, p = .20, 95% CI [-0.65, 0.14]). The indirect effect through theory of mind 

was also not significant (β = -0.0001, 95% CI [-0.08, 0.04]); therefore, Hypotheses 2 and 

4 were not supported. 

Hypothesis 3 predicted that active parental advertising mediation would be 

positively associated with theory of mind. This hypothesis was examined using hierarchal 

linear regression, with the covariates entered into the first step, and respondents’ theory 

of mind entered in the second step. Results revealed that active parental advertising 

mediation accounted for 0.1% of the variance in theory of mind, and that there was not a 

significant relationship between theory of mind and persuasion knowledge among the 

present sample (β = -0.03, t = -.35, p = .72). Thus, H3 was not supported in the present 

study. 
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Figure 4.1. Results of Proposed Model. 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

Findings 

 The antecedents to children’s persuasion knowledge have been a source of 

academic interest for more than two decades. Early in the development of the concept, 

Friestad and Wright (1995) explored the influence that age played in this process, while 

more contemporary researchers have advanced the notion that other developmental 

processes are more directly related to children’s development of persuasion knowledge 

(see Kunkel, 2010; Lapierre, 2015). 

 Given past literature that indicates the positive relationships between parental 

advertising mediation and persuasion knowledge (Rozendaal et al., 2016), parental 

mediation and theory of mind (Nathanson et al., 2013), and theory of mind and 

persuasion knowledge (Campbell & Kirmani, 2000; Lapierre, 2015), the present study 

sought to identify the relationship between these three variables, specifically 

hypothesizing a relationship between parental advertising mediation and persuasion 

knowledge that is mediated by theory of mind. The present study was unable to validate 

past research that supports relationships between these three variables individually, and 

was unable to identify a mediated relationship among all three variables. 

 Since this study began with the notion that age may be a proxy variable that is 

representing a more attributable developmental process, the present research sought to 

include a wide range of children that spanned ages and developmental stages. As such, 

the sample for the present study included children as young as 4 years old and as old as 

15 years old. The deliberate recruitment of such a sample was done with the knowledge 
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that no previous research has sought to measure children across developmental stages. 

Typically, research on children’s persuasion knowledge is confined to one developmental 

stage, or spanning the two more advanced stages (i.e., children and adolescents from 7 or 

8 through 15 or older). To the best of my knowledge, there is no persuasion knowledge 

research that has bridged the two youngest developmental stages (i.e., perceptual stage, 

children ages 3 or 4 to ages 7 or 8; analytical stage, children ages 7 or 8 to ages 11 or 12) 

other than to include the arguably flexible border of the perceptual stage in research with 

older children (see van Reijmersdal et al., 2012, which assessed children as young as age 

7).  

Given that no persuasion knowledge research has spanned all three developmental 

stages, there is no unified, validated operationalization of the concept of persuasion 

knowledge that could be reliably used with all children in the current sample. As such, 

the present study sought to use operationalizations that have been successfully utilized in 

each developmental stage and which share conceptual similarities across the divide 

between the perceptual and analytical stages. This procedure has problematic issues that 

should be recognized here.  

Although the independent measures may tap into similar concepts, the indicators 

used to assess these concepts differed, so aligning responses of older children and 

younger children had to be based on a qualitative comparison. Furthermore, the initial 

component analyses needed to be carried out within the respective developmental stages 

before the resulting components could be qualitatively compared. This process further 

complicated the qualitative comparison of the emerging components between groups of 
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respondents since the emergent components included differing convergence of 

dimensions. 

 Future research should seek to cross-validate operationalizations across the 

developmental divide between the perceptual and analytical stages. This could be done 

by using an operationalization such as that of Rozendaal and colleagues (2016), and 

adapting the existing questions and response options with the consideration of very young 

children’s language, vocabulary, articulateness, and attention span (see Boyden & 

Ennew, 1997; Ireland & Holloway, 1996). Such an approach would conceivably include 

the incorporation of non-verbal tasks that explicitly represent the established measures, 

thus retaining sensitivity to young children’s differences in competencies and abilities 

(see James Jenks, & Prout, 1998; Punch, 2002). This approach may prove to be a more 

successful alternative to the approach taken in the present study. Furthermore, it may be 

prudent given the advancement of knowledge on persuasion knowledge and the 

increasing interest in alternative explanations for the concept’s development beyond age 

alone (see Kunkel, 2010; Lapierre, 2015; Rozendaal et al., 2011b). If scholarship 

suggests that age is a proxy for developmental processes, research needs to strive to find 

a way to be inclusive of all children, not just those of specific developmental stages, 

otherwise any findings that support the influence of a given developmental process are 

still invariably yoked with age by default. 

 Caution is, however, advised in the selection of operationalization that is chosen 

in such scale development. While Rozendaal and colleagues’ (2016) ALS was subjected 

to rigorous internal validation in its construction, and external validation in subsequent 

research (see Opree & Rozendaal, 2015), initial factor analyses of the sub-items of the 
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ALS in the present study did not support the structural integrity of the scale’s nine 

dimensions among the portion of the present sample who were ages 8 and older. Because 

of this, the present study was not able to validate the ALS by replication. The sample size 

of the portion of respondents in the present study who were eight years old or older (n = 

80) may constrain the inferences that can be made about whether the present study 

challenges the validity of the ALS, however. The ALS was selected because of its scope 

in addressing the varied aspects of the concept of persuasion knowledge, and was judged 

to be an appropriate instrument in the present study. Future research should continue to 

test the external validity of this scale, in hopes of finding a unified measure that 

adequately addresses persuasion knowledge as a comprehensive concept that 

encompasses all past, varied conceptualizations. By doing so, research can begin to speak 

about persuasion knowledge in a generalizable manner and ensure that researchers are 

assessing the same concept and its implications. 

 Ultimately, the implication of the findings of the present study is that, within the 

context of the present sample, parents’ communication with their children about 

advertising content does not inform those children’s development of theory of mind (i.e., 

perspective taking) or persuasion knowledge, and thus active parental advertising 

mediation is not an adequate alternative explanation to age for the development of 

persuasion knowledge. Speaking to age, however, a post-hoc analysis probe using Hayes’ 

(2013) PROCESS SPSS macro (model 1) via the Johnson-Neyman approach found that 

the effect of the interaction between respondents’ age and persuasion knowledge was 

significant for respondents whose theory of mind ranged from moderate (M = -1.4388, ß 

= .075, SE = .04, t = 2.16, p = .03) to high (M = 2.08, ß = .096, SE = .05, t = 2.07, p = 
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.04). This might suggest that there is a valid relationship between age and the 

development of persuasion knowledge that is moderated by children’s development of 

theory of mind. This relationship should receive further attention in the ongoing 

investigation of the interconnected relationship between age, theory of mind, and 

persuasion knowledge. 

 In the present study, the developmental process of theory of mind was chosen as a 

key variable of interest because of contemporary academic support for its influence in the 

development of persuasion knowledge (see Lapierre, 2015; McAlister & Cornwell, 2009; 

Slaughter et al., 2013). This was also chosen because the ability to understand that others 

think differently than one’s self is also a logical antecedent to the ability to intuit that the 

communication from advertisers and salesmen is intended to persuade one to a different 

attitude, cognition, or behavior than one is predisposed to. Given previous academic 

support for this relationship, it seems reasonable that there could be alternative 

explanations for the lack of support for the hypothesis (H1) in the present study. While 

the present study did control for multiple variables in the relationship between theory of 

mind and persuasion knowledge, participant evaluations of their children’s media 

exposure were particularly low, with the majority of respondents saying that their 

children viewed television for one hour or less a day (i.e., cable, satellite, or network TV) 

(69.8%) and streaming video programming for one hour or less a day (56%). With the 

national average among children ages 2 to 11 at approximately 24 hours a week and 

approximately 21 hours a week for children ages 12-17 (Nielsen, 2014), even by 

combining traditional television viewing with the viewing of streaming programming, the 

sample for this study was exposed to substantially less programming and its 
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accompanying advertising content than the typical child. It is entirely possible that 

parents’ reports of their children’s media use are either inaccurate or subject to social 

desirability bias, an inherent weakness of surveys where parents report on their children’s 

media behavior (see Vandewater & Lee, 2009). However, if we accept the reports 

provided in the present study, this bahavioralistic difference could contribute to the lack 

of findings in this study that demonstrate the relationship between theory of mind and 

advertising literacy that has been previously identified in scholarship, since it may stand 

to reason that more exposure to advertising content enables children to understand the 

perspective of advertisers (see Bart, 1962).  

 Although media exposure of respondents was universally low, the inclusion of the 

variable in the data encouraged the exploration of a post hoc exploration of the variable’s 

influence in the context of the present study. A post-hoc analysis probe using Hayes’ 

(2013) PROCESS SPSS macro (model 1) via the Johnson-Neyman approach found that 

the effect of the non-significant interaction between respondents’ theory of mind and 

persuasion knowledge became significantly negative for child respondents whose 

television exposure was high (M ≥ 4.53, ß = -.55, SE = .27, t = -2.02, p < .05). However, 

one further probe, using model 3, indicated that this negative effect was reduced to non-

significant levels in conditions that also included high amounts of active parental 

advertising mediation (M ≥ 3.34, p = .07). Although exploratory in nature, this analysis 

could indicate that high amounts of television exposure inhibit the application of theory 

of mind to persuasion knowledge, but that active parental advertising mediation tempers 

(i.e., moderates) this among those heavy television viewers. 
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In addition to this, there are other equally salient developmental processes, both 

cognitive and social in nature, that could substantively influence children’s ability to 

recognize the persuasive and selling intent of advertisements. Rozendaal and colleagues 

(2011b) encouraged the further examination of executive function and emotion regulation 

as antecedents to the development of persuasion knowledge. They argued that these 

processes allow consumers to stop and think about advertisements after they have 

developed the ability to recognize advertisements. These processes, which are also 

correlated with age (see Zelazo & Cunningham, 2007) and share a theoretical connection 

to the concept of marketplace metacognition (see Brown & Krishna, 2004) discussed in 

the literature review of this study, could be a more direct developmental explanation for 

children’s abilities to critically evaluate the nature and purposes of advertisements. 

Although Rozendaal and colleagues (2011b) encouraged the exploration of these 

relationships more than half a decade ago, only Lapierre (2017) has begun the empirical 

work that supports these developmental processes in the context of persuasion 

knowledge. The tenuous results of Lapierre’s study and the infancy of the work in this 

area should encourage more exploration of the developmental process of executive 

function’s relationship with persuasion knowledge. 

The present study also examined a very specific type of parental mediation. 

Active parental advertising mediation has an identified relationship with persuasion 

knowledge (Rozendaal et al., 2016), and the present study examines the influence that 

active mediation of television advertising has on persuasion knowledge of television 

advertising. This relationship would seem a logical one to validate, but there are 

additional forms of marketplace mediation that parents engage in with their children. 
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Parents also engage in marketplace mediation at the point of purchase (e.g., grocery 

store) to help their children understand the persuasive and selling intent used by 

marketers to sell products (see Atkin, 1978). According to John’s (1999) review of the 

extant literature, it is in these environments, where children initially accompany their 

parents, that they are “exposed to a variety of stimuli and experiences, including aisles of 

products, shoppers reading labels and making decisions, and the exchange of money and 

goods at the checkout counter” (p. 194). Given that store displays and product packaging 

are strategically used to communicate to both adults and children (see Mehta et al., 2012; 

Ogba & Johnson, 2010) and that knowledge of pricing tactics assists consumers in 

additional critically evaluation of advertising communication (see Hardesty, Bearden, & 

Carlson, 2007; Pillai & Kumar, 2012), active parental mediation at the point of sale could 

be an invaluable alternative form of socialization that could assist in children’s 

development of persuasion knowledge. 

Ultimately, this discussion about other intervening, contingent, and alternative 

variables indicates a belief in the value of exploring mediating and moderating 

relationships in the examination of children’s development of persuasion knowledge. As 

Kunkel (2010) argued, the ability to utilize persuasion knowledge is almost certainly the 

result of an accumulation of multiple developmental and socialization processes. The 

further examination of such processes and their influence should be a fruitful, targeted 

endeavor by researchers in the continued discovery of how to help children become more 

informed, dynamic participants in the relationship between marketers and consumers. 
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Limitations and Directions for Future Research 

Limitations to this study have been raised throughout the preceding discussion, 

but it is worth noting a few additional here that should encourage cautious interpretation 

of the results. This study was carried out in a laboratory environment, which allows for 

the control of conditions, but limits the environmental validity of the conditions in which 

parents and children experience media consumption. Furthermore, respondents completed 

self-report measures. These two factors limit a true assessment of the actual parental 

mediation and manifestation of persuasion knowledge that exists in the natural home 

environment. Future research could approach the assessment of these variables through 

unobtrusive observation of the home environment to understand how parents mediate 

their children’s advertising exposure. Such an approach could also enable researchers to 

discuss advertising content that children actually consume and properly assess their 

persuasion knowledge for that content. 

Although an unobtrusive observation of advertising mediation and persuasion 

knowledge in the home environment could be conducted using either quantitative or 

qualitative methods, the present line of research could benefit from explicitly qualitative 

approaches. As noted in the literature review, the majority of research done on persuasion 

knowledge uses a quantitative approach. What qualitative research does exist primarily 

assumes a post-positive ontology (see Ham et al., 2015). Future research could benefit 

from the consideration of an interpretivist approach that engages with children and 

parents to identify how the family microsystem socially constructs advertising mediation 

and persuasion knowledge. Such empirical research could further academic and industry 

understanding of how children conceptualize advertising, how they engage with it and 
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respond to it, and how their parents communicate with them about it. Such work may be a 

vital first step in getting at the heart of a unified operationalization of persuasion 

knowledge among children, which can propel work in this area that can be unfettered by 

the restraints of age. This kind of interpretivist research could also help to identify other 

social influences and environmental behaviors that affect the family microsystem and the 

manifestation of persuasion knowledge among children. 

Ultimately any direct assessment of children invites potentially confounding 

variables like response apprehension among this population or is limited to the 

expressiveness and vocabulary the child respondents possess to articulate their responses. 

Future research could strive to identify more task-based measures and pictorial or non-

verbal response options that allow children to express themselves without the use of 

language or communication apprehension. 

  



Texas Tech University, Steven Holiday, May 2018 

 106 

CHAPTER VI 

CONCLUSION 

 The identification of developmental processes that contribute to the development 

of persuasion knowledge is an important endeavor in the present consumer environment. 

Children begin to form brand relationships as early as age 4 (McNeal, 1992), but the 

majority of youth do not develop the abilities that enable them to play a more dynamic 

role in the relationship between the marketer and the consumer and the influence 

advertising has on their attitudes, behaviors, and cognitions until later in childhood 

(Bijmolt et al., 1998; Brucks et al., 1988; Buijzen & Valkenburg, 2005; Wiman, 1983). It 

is reasonable then to understand why parents play a protective role in their children’s 

consumption of advertising and primarily restrict their children’s access to advertising 

(see Vittrup, 2009). It is also understandable that marketers and advertisers are interested 

in communicating with children. Marketers know that there are advertising tactics that 

can produce product desire and purchase requests in children who are not old enough to 

critically evaluate and respond to advertisements (see Cowley & Barron, 2008; Nyilasy & 

Reid, 2009). They also know that children heavily influence the purchase decisions of 

their respective homes (Coulbourne et al., 2017). 

 Reducing the age at which children achieve persuasion knowledge could ease 

parents’ concerns about the vulnerability of their children and allow advertisers to speak 

more directly to child consumers. While this scenario may at first seem concerning for 

children’s rights activists, advertisers are already speaking directly to children, and 

parents readily admit that they do not possess adequate literacy to mediate all forms of 

advertising that children encounter (see Spiteri Cornish, 2015). Thus, equipping children 
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with persuasion knowledge at a younger age is not a replacement for parent-child 

communication. Rather, it is an additional tool in parents’ arsenals for protecting their 

children against unwarranted effects while allowing them to receive prosocial advertising 

messages, like anti-bullying campaigns or nutritional products, that would go un-received 

in a restrictive environment. Early-age persuasion knowledge not only allows for the 

receipt of such prosocial messages, it may enable children to dynamically encode the 

messages and incorporate them as part of the socialization process. Because of this, 

researchers should continue to identify developmental processes, like theory of mind, that 

influence the development of persuasion knowledge (see Lapierre, 2015) and are 

manifested in some very young children (see McAlister & Cornwell, 2009). Work should 

then be done to identify what social or cognitive variables affect the uncharacteristically 

early manifestation of these processes in young children and what parents, educators, or 

professionals can do to assist with the development of such processes on a more 

generalizable scale.  
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Appendix A 
Child Questionnaire 

 
Theory of Mind 

Tasks 1, 2, and 3 are progressively assessed tasks. If a child does not score 
any points in the trials of a lower-level task, DO NOT continue to assess 
subsequent tasks in this task set. Instead, continue on to the “Advertising 
Literacy” portion of the assessment. 

 
Task 1: First-order False Belief  

Trial 1. 
-Materials needed 

o girl doll 
o boy doll 
o basket 
o box w lid 
o marble 
o the researcher’s pocket (pants/shirt) 

 
-Steps 

o Show the people and the objects to the child and say, “Here we have Sally 
and Peter, a basket, a box, and a marble.” 

o Tell the child this story while performing the actions depicted: “Sally and 
Peter are playing with this marble. Sally puts the marble in the basket and 
goes away. While she is gone, Peter moves the marble to the box. Then 
Sally returns to look for the marble.” 

2.) Ask the child “Where will the girl look first for her marble?” 
Did the child point to the basket or answer “basket”? If “Yes,” enter a “1” 
here; If “No,” enter a “0” here: ________ 

3.) Ask the child “Where is the marble really?”  
Did the child point to the box or answer “box”? If “Yes,” enter a “1” here; 
If “No,” enter a “0” here: ________ 

4.) Ask the child “Where did the girl put the marble in the beginning?” 
Did the child point to the basket or answer “basket”? If “Yes,” enter a “1” 
here; If “No,” enter a “0” here: ________ 

 
-Scoring 

o Add up the points from questions 1, 2, and 3.  
 

 
Write the score here: ____________ 
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Trial 2. 

-Steps 
o Remove the box from the scene. 
o Tell the child this story while performing the actions depicted: “This time, 

Sally and Peter are playing with this marble. Sally puts the marble in the 
basket and goes away. While she is gone, Peter moves the marble to my 
pocket. Then Sally returns to look for the marble.” 

 
5.) Ask the child “Where will the girl look first for her marble?” 
 

Did the child point to the basket or answer “basket”? If “Yes,” enter a “1” 
here; If “No,” enter a “0” here: ________ 

 
5.) Ask the child “Where is the marble really?”  

Did the child point to the box or answer “pocket”? If “Yes,” enter a “1” 
here; If “No,” enter a “0” here: ________ 

 
6.) Ask the child “Where did the girl put the marble in the beginning?” 

Did the child point to the basket or answer “basket”? If “Yes,” enter a “1” 
here; If “No,” enter a “0” here: ________ 

 
-Scoring 

o Add up the points from questions 4, 5, and 6. 
 
 
Write the score here: ____________ 
 

Trial 3. 
-Materials needed 

o Band-Aid box with crayons inside 
o boy doll 

-Steps 
o Show the closed box to the child.  

 
7.) Ask the child “What is inside this box?” 

Did the child answer “Bandaids” or something similar? If “Yes,” enter a 
“1” here: ________ 

 
Did the child answer “pigs” or something similar? If “Yes,” enter a “2” 
here: __________ 
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o Now, open the box and show the child the crayons.  
o Identify that there are crayons inside. 
o Put the crayons back in the box and close the lid. 

 
8.) Ask the child “What is really in the box?” 

Did the child answer “crayons” or something similar? If “Yes,” enter a “1” 
here; If “No,” enter a “0” here: ____________ 

 
o Now, bring in the boy doll, and tell the child, “Here comes Peter. He 

hasn’t seen inside this box before.”  
 

9.) Ask the child “When I show it to him all closed up like this, what will Peter 
say is in the box?”  

Did the child answer “bandaids” or something similar? If “Yes,” enter a 
“1” here; If “No,” enter a “0” here: ____________ 

 
10.) Ask the child “”When I first showed you this box, before you looked inside, 

what did you think was in it?” 
Did the child answer “bandaids” or something similar? If “Yes,” enter a 
“1” here; If “No,” enter a “0” here: ____________ 
 

11.) Finally, ask the child, “What is really in the box?” 
Did the child answer “bandaids” or something similar? If “Yes,” enter a 
“1” here; If “No,” enter a “0” here: ____________ 
 

-Scoring 
o Add up the points from questions 9 and 10 only. 

 
 

Write the score here: ____________ 
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Trial 4. Appearance-reality 
 -Materials needed 

o a candle shaped like an object (e.g., an apple, a cactus, etc.) 
o a pen shaped like a flower 

 
-Steps 

o Show the child the candle object. 
 
12.) Ask the child “What does this look like?”  

Did the child answer “[object]”? If “Yes,” enter a “1” here; If “No,” enter 
a “0” here: ________ 
 

o Tell the child that the object is really a candle and show them that it is a 
candle (show them the wick, let them feel that it is waxy). 

 
13.) Ask the child “What is this really and truly?”  

Did the child answer “candle”? If “Yes,” enter a “1” here; If “No,” enter a 
“0” here: ________ 

 
14.) Ask the child “When you look at this with your eyes right now, what does it 

look like…. Does it look like a candle or like an [object]?”  
Did the child answer “[object]”? If “Yes,” enter a “1” here; If “No,” enter 
a “0” here: ________ 

 
-Scoring 

o If you marked “1” for BOTH 13 and 14, put a “1” here: ____________ 
 

Trial 5. 
o Show the child the pen object. 

 
15.) Ask the child “What does this look like?”  

Did the child answer “flower”? If “Yes,” enter a “1” here; If “No,” enter a 
“0” here: ________ 
 

o Tell the child that the object is really a pen and show them that it is a pen 
(show them the tip and that it writes). ***DO NOT MARK 
RESPONDENT ANSWERS WITH THIS PEN AT ANY TIME 
DURING THE SESSION*** 

 
16.) Ask the child “What is this really and truly?”  
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Did the child answer “pen”? If “Yes,” enter a “1” here; If “No,” enter a 
“0” here: ________ 

 
17.) Ask the child “When you look at this with your eyes right now, what does it 

look like…. Does it look like a candle or like an [object]?”  
Did the child answer “flower”? If “Yes,” enter a “1” here; If “No,” enter a 
“0” here: ________ 

 
-Scoring 

o If you marked “1” for BOTH 13 and 14, put a “1” here: ____________ 
 

 
Trial 6. Pretend Representation 

-Materials needed 
o banana 
o cell phone 
o tennis ball 

 
-Steps 

o Show the child a banana and give it to the child **DO NOT IDENTIFY 
THE ITEM AS A BANANA**. Say something like “Now we are going 
to use this thing/object.” (if they say what it is DO NOT say “that’s 
right!”) 

o Tell the child, “let’s play pretend. Use this item like a phone to call your 
friend.” 
§  (feel free to play along if you need to prompt or encourage the child—

use your fingers as a phone).  
o After allowing the child time to play pretend, tell the child, “Okay. Play 

time has ended.” 
 

18.) Ask the child “What is this really?”  
Did the child answer “banana”? If “Yes,” enter a “1” here; If “No,” enter a 
“0” here: ________ 
 

19.) Ask the child “What did we pretend this was?”  
Did the child answer “phone”? If “Yes,” enter a “1” here; If “No,” enter a “0” 
here: ________ 

 
o Place a real cell phone and the tennis ball on the table beside the banana 

 
20.) Ask the child “Which one did we pretend was a phone?”  
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Did the child point to the banana? If “Yes,” enter a “1” here; If “No,” enter a 
“0” here: ________ 
 

21.) Ask the child “Which one is really a phone?”  
Did the child point to the phone? If “Yes,” enter a “1” here; If “No,” enter a 
“0” here: ________ 
 
o Put these objects away.  
o Show the child a potato and give it to the child **DO NOT IDENTIFY 

THE ITEM AS A BANANA**. Say something like “Now we are going 
to use this thing/object.” (if they say what it is DO NOT say “that’s 
right!”) 

o Tell the child, “let’s play pretend. Use this item like a bar of soap.” 
o After allowing the child time to play pretend, tell the child, “Okay. Play 

time has ended.” 
 
Ask the child 

22.) Ask the child “What is this really?”  
Did the child answer “potato”? If “Yes,” enter a “1” here; If “No,” enter a 
“0” here: ________ 
 

23.) Ask the child “What did we pretend?”  
Did the child answer “soap”? If “Yes,” enter a “1” here; If “No,” enter a “0” 
here: ________ 

 
o Place a real bar of soap and the tennis ball on the table beside the potato 

 
24.) Ask the child “Which one did we pretend was a bar of soap?”  

Did the child point to the potato? If “Yes,” enter a “1” here; If “No,” enter a 
“0” here: ________ 
 

25.) Ask the child “Which one is really a bar of soap?”  
Did the child point to the soap? If “Yes,” enter a “1” here; If “No,” enter a 
“0” here: ________ 

 
-Scoring 

o Add up the points from questions 18-25. 
 
 

Write the score here: ____________ 
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STOP!! Has the child scored any point in the “scoring” sections of the preceding 
trials of this task? If “Yes,” continue to the next page. If “No,” stop assessing the 
“Theory of Mind” portion of this assessment and skip to the “Advertising Literacy” 
portion of the assessment. 
 
Task 2: Second-order False Belief 
Trial 1. 

-Materials needed 
o girl doll 
o boy doll 
o laminated picture of a beach and a playground 

 
-Steps 

o Show the child the boy doll and the girl doll.  
o Tell the child, “Peter and Sally want to buy some ice cream from a truck 

that is stationed at the playground.” 
o Tell the child, “Sally needs to go home to get money from her mother and 

tells the Peter that she will meet him at the playground to get ice cream.” 
o Tell the child, “When Sally gets home, her mother tells her that the ice 

cream truck is actually at the beach.” 
o Tell the child, “While Sally is at home, Peter finds out that the ice cream 

truck is also at the beach, and he goes to the beach to get his ice cream.” 
o Tell the child, “Sally does not know that Bobby knows where the ice 

cream truck is.” 
 

26.) Ask the child “Where does Sally believe the ice cream truck is?” 
Did the child say or point to the beach? If “Yes,” enter a “1” here; If “No,” 
enter a “0” here: ________ 

 
27.) Ask the child “Where does Peter think the ice cream truck is?” 

Did the child say or point to the beach? If “Yes,” enter a “1” here; If “No,” 
enter a “0” here: ________ 

 
28.) Ask the child “Where does Sally believe that Bobby thinks the ice cream 

truck is?” 
Did the child say or point to the playground? If “Yes,” enter a “1” here; If 
“No,” enter a “0” here: ________ 
 

-Scoring 
Did you mark “1” in ALL THREE of the previous responses? If “Yes,” enter “1” 
here; If “No,” enter a “0” here: _________ 
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Trial 2. Real-apparent Emotion 

-Materials needed 
o laminated paper with three faces on it. 
o laminated picture of the back of a boy (Matt) 

 
-Steps 

o Show the paper with the 3 faces on it to the child 
o Ask the child to point to which face is “happy,” “sad,” or “just okay” to 

ensure they understand what each face represents. 
o Show the picture of the boy seen from the back. 
o Tell the child, “You are going to hear a story about this boy, named Matt, 

and then I’m going to ask you how Matt really feels inside and how he 
looks on the outside. Matt might feel one way on the inside but look a 
different way on the outside, or that the boy might look and feel the same 
way.” 

o Tell the child, “One day another child made a funny joke about Matt in 
front of other children. The other children laughed, but Matt did not. Matt 
tried to hide how he felt because he was worried that the children would 
call him a baby if they knew that his feelings were hurt.” 

29.) Ask the child “So, how did Matt really feel when everyone laughed? Did he 
feel happy, sad, or just okay?” 

30.) Ask the child “How did Matt try to look on his face when everyone 
laughed? Did he look happy, sad, or just okay?” 

 
-Soring 

o Is the answer to the first question is more negative than the answer to the 
second question?  
If “Yes,” enter a “1” here; If “No,” enter a “0” here: ____________ 

 
 

Trial 3. Interpretive ToM 
-Materials needed 

o two girl dolls 
o laminated picture of a basketball court 

 
-Steps 

o Show the child the two girl dolls, Sally and Jane, and the picture of a 
basketball court. 

o Tell the child “Sally is a new member of her school’s basketball team, and 
she is very excited about being on the team with her best friend Jane.” 

o Tell the child “During Sally’s first game, she had several easy shots, but 
missed them all.  
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o Tell the child “After the game, Jane said to Sally, ‘You sure are a great 
scorer.’” 

 
31.) Ask the child, “Did Sally help her team to win the game?” 

Did the child say “Yes” or “No”?: ________ 
 
 

32.) Ask the child, “What did Jane say to Sally?”  
If the child does not answer correctly, help the child remember that Jane said 
“You are sure a great scorer.” 
 

33.) Ask the child “Does Jane mean that?” 
Record the child’s answer here: _________________________________ 

 
34.) Ask the child “What does Jane mean” 

Record the child’s answer here: _________________________________ 
 

35.) Ask the child “Does Jane think Sally is a great scorer?” (circle one)    
 
YES    NO    DON’T KNOW 
 

-Scoring 
o Did the child identify that the meaning of the statement was opposite from 

what was literally said? If “Yes,” enter a “1” here; If “No,” enter a “0” 
here: _____________ 

 
STOP!! Has the child scored any point in the “scoring” sections of the trials in this 
Task 2 (“Second-order False Beliefs”)? If “Yes,” continue to the next page. If “No,” 
stop assessing the “Theory of Mind” portion of this assessment and skip to the 
“Advertising Literacy” portion of the assessment. 
  



Texas Tech University, Steven Holiday, May 2018 

 145 

Task 3: Third-order false belief 
-Materials needed 

o two girl dolls 
o one boy doll 
o laminated paper with a toy box, a closet, and a dresser, a bed, and a 

computer desk 
o laminated soccer ball 

 
-Steps 

o Tell the child “Peter, Sally, and Jane are playing at Peter’s house.” 
o Tell the child “Peter is playing with a ball in the bedroom while his friend 

Sally is playing on the computer.” 
o Tell the child “After the game, Peter decides to go to the kitchen to eat a 

snack and puts the ball in the toy box.” 
o Tell the child “Sally and Jane see Peter put the ball in the box.” 
o Tell the child “While Peter is in the kitchen, Sally and Jane enter the 

bedroom.” 
o Tell the child “Sally takes the ball and plays with it for a while. Then she 

puts it in the closet, and returns to the computer.” 
o Tell the child “At this point, Jane takes the ball and plays with it.” 
o Tell the child “Sally goes to the bathroom.” 
o Tell the child “Meanwhile, Jane kicks the ball with his foot, and the ball 

goes behind the large dresser. Jane is unable to recover the ball, so she 
climbs onto the bed and starts reading.” 

o Tell the child “Sally meets Peter in the hallway and tells him that she put 
the ball in the closet.” 

o Tell the child “After several minutes, the two friends enter in the 
bedroom.” 

o Tell the child “Sally goes to the computer, and Jane clearly point to tell 
Peter that the ball is behind the dresser.” 

o Tell the child “Sally does not see this gesture.” 
o Tell the child “Peter wants to play again with the ball.” 

 
36.) Ask the child “Where does Jane think that Sally thinks that Peter will look 

for the ball?  
Did the child say “in the box” or something similar? If “Yes,” enter a “1” 
here; If the child said something else, enter a “0” here: ________ 

  
37.) Ask the child the justification question “Why?”  

If the response exhibits the mental state of the character, enter a “2” here (if 
the child says something about the characters’ “thinking” or “knowing” about 
the situation, like “Jane doesn’t know Sally told Peter it was in the closet” or 
“Jane thinks Sally thinks…”); If the response exhibits a behavior of the 
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character, enter a “1” here (if the child says something about doing 
something, like “that’s where Peter put it and saw it last” or “Sally didn’t see 
Jane point to the dresser”); If incorrect, enter a “0” here: ________ 

 
38.) Ask the child “Where does Sally think that Jane thinks that Peter will look 

for the ball?  
Did the child say “in the box” or something similar? If “Yes,” enter a “1” 
here; If the child said something else, enter a “0” here: ________  

 
39.) Justification question: Why?  

If the response exhibits the mental state of the character, enter a “2” here (if 
the child says something about the characters’ “thinking” or “knowing” about 
the situation, like “Jane doesn’t know Sally told Peter it was in the closet” 
“That’s the last place Sally knows that Peter thought it was”); If the response 
exhibits a behavior of the character, enter a “1” here (if the child says 
something about doing something, like “that’s where Peter put it and saw it 
last” or “Jane didn’t see Sally tell Peter it was in the closet”); If incorrect, 
enter a “0” here: ________ 

 
Advertising Literacy (8 yo and older) 

1.) [COMMERCIAL 1] Is this a commercial? 
a. Yes, for sure 
b. Yes, I think so 
c. No, I don’t think so 
d. No, certainly not 

2.) [COMMERCIAL 2] Is this a commercial? 
a. Yes, for sure 
b. Yes, I think so 
c. No, I don’t think so 
d. No, certainly not 

3.) [COMMERCIAL 3] Is this a commercial? 
a. Yes, for sure 
b. Yes, I think so 
c. No, I don’t think so 
d. No, certainly not 

4.) Are commercials on television there to make you buy the advertised products? (R) 
a. Yes, for sure 
b. Yes, I think so 
c. No, I don’t think so 
d. No, certainly not 

5.) Are commercials on television there to make you ask your parents to buy the 
advertised products? (R) 
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a. Yes, for sure 
b. Yes, I think so 
c. No, I don’t think so 
d. No, certainly not 

6.) Are commercials on television there to make you buy the advertised product of 
your allowance? (R) 

a. Yes, for sure 
b. Yes, I think so 
c. No, I don’t think so 
d. No, certainly not 

7.) Making a television commercial costs money. Who do you think pays for the 
making of television commercials? 

a. The television network that shows the commercial 
b. The people who created this questionnaire 
c. The companies that make the products in the commercial 
d. The actors in the commercial 
e. Otherwise, namely... 

8.) [COMMERCIAL 4—for children] For whom is this commercial intended? 
a. For children only 
b. For adults only 
c. For children and adults 
d. Neither for children nor for adults 

9.) [COMMERCIAL 5—for adults] For whom is this commercial intended? 
a. For children only 
b. For adults only 
c. For children and adults 
d. Neither for children nor for adults 

10.) [COMMERCIAL 6—for adults and children] For whom is this commercial 
intended? 

a. For children only 
b. For adults only 
c. For children and adults 
d. Neither for children nor for adults 

11.) Are commercials on television there to make you want to have the advertised 
products? (R) 

a. Yes, for sure 
b. Yes, I think so 
c. No, I don’t think so 
d. No, certainly not 

12.) Are commercials on television there to make you think positively (i.e., happy 
thoughts) about the advertised products? (R) 

a. Yes, for sure 
b. Yes, I think so 
c. No, I don’t think so 
d. No, certainly not 
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13.) Are commercials on television there to make you feel positively (i.e., happy 
feelings) about the advertised products? (R) 

a. Yes, for sure 
b. Yes, I think so 
c. No, I don’t think so 
d. No, certainly not 

14.) Commercials often show happy children who are playing together with the 
advertised products. Why do you think that is? 

a. To help children learn about the product 
b. To get children to recall the ad 
c. To get children to believe what the ad says 
d. To make children like the ad 

15.) Commercials are often funny. Why do you think that is? 
a. To help children learn about the product 
b. To get children to recall the ad 
c. To get children to believe what the ad says 
d. To make children like the ad 

16.) Commercials often promise a freebie when purchasing the advertised product. 
Why do you think that is? 

a. To help children learn about the product 
b. To get children to recall the ad 
c. To get children to believe what the ad says 
d. To make children like the ad 

17.) How often do you think television commercials are real? (R) 
a. Never 
b. Sometimes 
c. Often 
d. Very often 

18.) How often do you think television commercials are fake? 
a. Never 
b. Sometimes 
c. Often 
d. Very often 

19.) How often do you think that what you see in television commercials is like 
things in reality? (R) 

a. Never 
b. Sometimes 
c. Often 
d. Very often 

20.) How often do you think television commercials are truthful? (R) 
a. Never 
b. Sometimes 
c. Often 
d. Very often 

21.) How often do you think television commercials tell the truth? (R) 
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a. Never 
b. Sometimes 
c. Often 
d. Very often 

22.) How often do you think you can believe television commercials? (R) 
a. Never 
b. Sometimes 
c. Often 
d. Very often 

23.) How often do you think television commercials are boring? 
a. Never 
b. Sometimes 
c. Often 
d. Very often 

24.) How often do you think television commercials are stupid? 
a. Never 
b. Sometimes 
c. Often 
d. Very often 

25.) How often do you think television commercials are irritating? 
a. Never 
b. Sometimes 
c. Often 
d. Very often 
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Persuasion Knowledge—Participants ages 4 to 8 
 

1.) [COMMERCIAL 1] Is this a commercial? 
a. Yes, for sure 
b. Perhaps 
c. I don’t think so 
d. No, certainly not 

 
2.) [COMMERCIAL 2] Is this a commercial? 

a. Yes, for sure 
b. Perhaps 
c. I don’t think so 
d. No, certainly not 

 
3.) [COMMERCIAL 3] Is this a commercial? 

a. Yes, for sure 
b. Perhaps 
c. I don’t think so 
d. No, certainly not 

 
Show the child three additional commercials (different from those presented in assessing 
recognition of advertising). One commercial will be intended for children only, one for 
adults only, and one for both children and adults. 

4.) Commercial 4 (children only) “Is this commercial intended for…” 
a. children only 
b. adults only 
c. children and adults 

 
5.) Commercial 5 (adults only) “Is this commercial intended for…” 

a. children only 
b. adults only 
c. children and adults 

 
6.) Commercial 6 (both adults and children) “Is this commercial intended for…” 

a. children only 
b. adults only 
c. children and adults 

 
7.) Point to the picture that came closest to what the commercials wanted you to do: 

a. a drawing of a child eating cereal* 
b. a drawing of a child with her mother mixing ingredients 
c. a drawing of children in a school room with a teacher 
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8.) Point to the picture that came closest to what these commercials want you to do 
a. a drawing depicting a child playing tennis 
b. a drawing of a girl next to her mom pushing a cart holding a box of cereal, 

as if just taken off the shelf* 
c. a drawing of a child playing computer games 

 
9.) Who created these commercials? 

a. cereal makers* 
b. my teacher 
c. a supermarket 
d. a television channel 

 
10.) Why do you think these commercials are on television? 

a. To make children like cereal* 
b. To show what you can buy in the store 
c. Because children like them 
d. Because the President likes them 

 
11.) Do you think commercials try to sell things to people? 

a. Yes, for sure 
b. Perhaps 
c. I don’t think so 
d. No, certainly not 

 
12.) Do you think commercials use special tricks to make the toys look better than 

they really are? 
a. Yes, for sure 
b. Perhaps 
c. I don’t think so 
d. No, certainly not 

 
13.) Do you think commercials try to get people to like the things they show? 

a. Yes, for sure 
b. Perhaps 
c. I don’t think so 
d. No, certainly not 

 
14.) Do you think television commercials tell the truth? 

a. Yes, for sure 
b. Perhaps 
c. I don’t think so 
d. No, certainly not 

 
15.) Do you think you can believe what the people in the commercials say or do? 
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a. Yes, for sure 
b. Perhaps 
c. I don’t think so 
d. No, certainly not 

 
16.) Overall, how much do you like these commercials? 

a. Not at all 
b. A little 
c. Some 
d. A lot 
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Appendix B 
Parent Questionnaire 

 
PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE 

1. What year were you born? 
a. __________ 

2. What is your sex? 
a. Male 
b. Female 

3. How would you best describe your ethnicity? 
a. Asian/Pacific Islander 
b. Black/African American 
c. Hispanic/Latino 
d. Native American/Alaska Native 
e. White/Caucasian 
f. Other (please specify) 

4. What is the highest level of education you have completed? 
a. Some High School 
b. High School 
c. Some college, no degree 
d. Associates Degree 
e. Bachelor’s Degree 
f. Graduate Degree (M.A., Ph.D., J.D., M.D., etc.) 

5. Currently, are you and your child in: 
a. A two-parent household 
b. A single-parent household 
c. Other 

6. What is your household yearly income? 
a. $0 - $25,000 
b. $25,001 – $50,000 
c. $50,001 - $75,000 
d. $75,001 - $100,000 
e. $100,001 or greater 

7. On a typical day, about how much time do you spend watching cable, satellite, or 
network TV? 

a. None 
b. Less than 1 hour 
c. 1 hour 
d. 1.5 hours 
e. 2 hours 
f. 2.5 hours 
g. 3 hours 
h. 3.5 
i. 4 hours 
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j. 4.5 hours 
k. 5 hours 
l. 5.5 hours 
m. 6 hours 
n. More than 6 hours 

8. On a typical day, about how much time do you spend watching programming 
(shows/movies) on subscription streaming service (like Netflix, Hulu, Amazon 
Prime, etc.)? 

a. Less than 1 hour 
b. 1 hour 
c. 1.5 hours 
d. 2 hours 
e. 2.5 hours 
f. 3 hours 
g. 3.5 
h. 4 hours 
i. 4.5 hours 
j. 5 hours 
k. 5.5 hours 
l. 6 hours 
m. More than 6 hours 

9. On a typical day, about how much time do you spend browsing the Internet (such 
as watching Internet video content on sites like YouTube, shopping online, 
conducting searches on sites like Google.com, reading news articles, blogs, and 
other editorial content, and other similar activities)? 

a. None 
b. Less than 1 hour 
c. 1 hour 
d. 1.5 hours 
e. 2 hours 
f. 2.5 hours 
g. 3 hours 
h. 3.5 
i. 4 hours 
j. 4.5 hours 
k. 5 hours 
l. 5.5 hours 
m. 6 hours 
n. More than 6 hours 

10. On a typical day, about how much time do you spend on social media networking 
sites (such as Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, etc.)? 

a. None 
b. Less than 1 hour 
c. 1 hour 
d. 1.5 hours 
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e. 2 hours 
f. 2.5 hours 
g. 3 hours 
h. 3.5 
i. 4 hours 
j. 4.5 hours 
k. 5 hours 
l. 5.5 hours 
m. 6 hours 
n. More than 6 hours 

11. How many biological children do you have? 
a. __________ 

12. How many step-children do you have? 
a. __________ 

13. How many adopted children do you have? 
a. __________ 

14. What is this child’s sex?  
a. Male 
b. Female 

15. What is this child’s birthdate (please include month, day, and year)? 
a. _________ 

16. What is this child’s birth order? 
a. Only child 
b. 1st born 
c. 2nd born 
d. 3rd born 
e. 4th born 
f. 5th born 
g. 6th born 
h. Other (please specify) 

17. What is your relationship to this child? 
a. Mother 
b. Father 
c. Other Guardian (please specify) 

18. On a typical day, about how much time does this child spend watching cable, 
satellite, or network TV? 

a. Less than 1 hour 
b. 1 hour 
c. 1.5 hours 
d. 2 hours 
e. 2.5 hours 
f. 3 hours 
g. 3.5 
h. 4 hours 
i. 4.5 hours 
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j. 5 hours 
k. 5.5 hours 
l. 6 hours 
m. More than 6 hours 

 
19. On a typical day, about how much time does this child spend watching 

programming (shows/movies) on subscription streaming service (like Netflix, 
Hulu, Amazon Prime, etc.)? 

a. Less than 1 hour 
b. 1 hour 
c. 1.5 hours 
d. 2 hours 
e. 2.5 hours 
f. 3 hours 
g. 3.5 
h. 4 hours 
i. 4.5 hours 
j. 5 hours 
k. 5.5 hours 
l. 6 hours 
m. More than 6 hours 

20. On a typical day, about how much time does this child spend browsing the 
Internet (such as watching Internet video content on sites like YouTube, 
conducting searches on sites like Google.com, reading articles, blogs, and other 
editorial content, and other similar activities)? 

a. None 
b. Less than 1 hour 
c. 1 hour 
d. 1.5 hours 
e. 2 hours 
f. 2.5 hours 
g. 3 hours 
h. 3.5 
i. 4 hours 
j. 4.5 hours 
k. 5 hours 
l. 5.5 hours 
m. 6 hours 
n. More than 6 hours 

21. Which of the following does your child watch? 
a. Cable/Satellite television 
b. Network television 
c. Public television (like PBS) 
d. Netflix 
e. Hulu 
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f. Amazon Prime 
g. YouTube 
h. Other (please specify) 

 

How often do you tell your child... 
22. …that advertising depicts products as better than they really are? 

a. never 
b. sometimes 
c. often 
d. very often 

23. …that advertising does not always tell the truth? 
a. never 
b. sometimes 
c. often 
d. very often 

24. …that the purpose of advertising is to sell products? 
a. never 
b. sometimes 
c. often 
d. very often 

25. …that not all advertised products are of good quality? 
a. never 
b. sometimes 
c. often 
d. very often 

26. …that some advertised products are not good for children? 
a. never 
b. sometimes 
c. often 
d. very often 

27. …to turn of the television when they are watching commercials 
a. never 
b. sometimes 
c. often 
d. very often 

28. …that they should not watch commercial networks because they broadcast too 
many commercials? 

a. never 
b. sometimes 
c. often 
d. very often 

29. …to switch to a channel that broadcasts fewer commercials? 
a. never 
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b. sometimes 
c. often 
d. very often 

30. …that they should not watch television advertising at all? 
a. never 
b. sometimes 
c. often 
d. very often 

31. …to watch specific networks that broadcast relatively few commercials? 
a. never 
b. sometimes 
c. often 
d. very often 

 


