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Why are children targeted by marketers?
Independent spenders

Influence over famlly spendlng

Future adult
consumer
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How are children
targeted?
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(Simplified) Hierarchy of Effects to Food Promotions
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Kelly Bet al. American Journal of Public Health 2015; 105(4): e8695.
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The influence of front -of-pack portion -size images on
chil drends serving and

A - News
Breakfast cereal boxes criticised for
depicting portions that are too big
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= Contains Vitamin D, Iron and B Vitamins

A At suggested portion size, 8 of 13 cereals _ _ _ _
provided over half the recommended daily A Wwith bigger portion, children (7 -11y):

sugar intake for a 4-6 year old. A Served themselves 37% more
A Recommended sizes at least 2/3 less than A Consumed 63% more
those depicted.

M I l., (under review atPediatri
Khehraet al., 2018 BDJ cGaleet al., (under review atPediatric9
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Impact of food marketing on short -term consumption

Study or Subgroup

Std. Mean Difference

SE Weight

Std. Mean Difference
WV, Random, 95% CI

Std. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% Cl

1.2.1 Adults

Anshutz 2011 (27) -0.05259 011043 A.0% -0.05 027, 0.16] T

Bellisle 2009 (38} -0.0F04 01118 A.0% -0.07 [-0.29,0.19]

Boland 2013 (31} -01BET52 010911 5.0% -017F [-0.38, 0.05] T

Harris 20090 {19} 013823 012217 5.0% 014 010, 0.38] T

Martin 2009 {28) 0.0269 010206 A.0% 003017, 023 -

Wan Strien 2012 (46) 0.00742 0.088045 A.0% 0.01 017, 0.148] -1
Wondetlich-Tierney 20132 (47 0.20587 013868 4.9% 0.21 [-0.07, 0.48] T

Subtotal {95% CI} 34.8% -0.00 [-0.08, 0.08] *

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*=6.54, df=6{(P=0.37), F=8%

Test for overall effect Z=0.00 (F=1.00

1.2.2 Children

Anshutz 2009 (29) 002625 0.091249 A.0% 0.03 014, 0.21] -

Anshutz 2010 (30} -0.09ys2 01118 A.0% -010[-0.32,0.13] T

Boyland 2012a (39) 044744 01191 5.0% 0.45[0.21, 0.68] —_—

Boyland 20132k (39} 0.03059 012856 4.9% 0.03 022, 0.248] T

Diovey 2011 {21) 207638 0.08704 A.0% 2.08[1.91,2.259)] I
Follkward 2013 {23 04808 008639 A.0% 0,459 [0.32, 0.66] —

Follkward 2014 {22 0.358674 0.08737 5.0% 0.36[0.19,0.53] —

Follward 2015 {24) 034122 010426 5.0% 0.34 [0.14, 0.55] —_

Halford 2004 {18} 1.0697 010911 A.0% 1.07 [0.86, 1.28] —
Halford 2007 (26 053218 007332 a.1% 0.53[0.39, 0.68] -

Halford 2008 (26) 1.71047 0.09206 5.0% 1.71[1.53,1.89] —_
Harris 20092 {19} 041517 0.09206 5.0% 0.42[0.23, 0.60] —

Harris 2012 {20) 012621 0.09901 A.0% -013 [F0.32,0.07] i

Subtotal {95% CI} 65.2% 0.56 [0.18, 0.94] i
Heterageneity, Tau®= 047, Chi®= 62543, df=12 (P = 0.00001);, F=98%

Testfor overall effect; Z=2.92 (P=0.003)

Total {95% CI) 100.0% 0.37 [0.09, 0.65] e
Heterageneity, Tau®= 0.40; Chi®= T88.63, df=19 (P = 0.00001), F=98% 12 =1 b 1= é

Testfor overall effect Z= 287 (P=0.01)
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*=8.14, df=1 (P=0.004}, F=87.7%

Favors Control ads Fawvors Food ads

Boyland et al.,

American Journal of Clinical Nutrition, 2016
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Sustained impact of food marketing on food intake

Study Design

A Children 7-12 years (n=160)

A Single media or multiple media

A 3 days food advertising and 3
days non-food advertising

A Measured snack and lunch intake

Key findings

A All children in multiple media condition ate more at a snack after food
advertising d not compensated for at lunch

A Additional 194kJ consumed on food advertising days
A Increased effect in children with heavier weight status and multiple (versus

single) media exposure

Norman, J,Kelly,B, McMahon, AT, Boyland, EBaur, L, Bauman, A, Chapman, K, King, L, & Hughes, Onder review at IJBNPA
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39% have their own H 83% have their own

smartphone, 52% have their smartphone, 55% have their
own tablet. own tablet.

95% watch TV on a TV set, 91% watch TV on a TV set, for
for nearly 14h a week. nearly 14%:h a week.

8-11s ._! !. 55% watch TV on other 12-15s 68% watch TV on other devices,

devices, mostly on a tablet mostly a tablet or mobile.

81% play games, for around 10h a week. 77% play games, for around 12h a week.

94% go online, for nearly 13%h a week. 99% go online, for nearly 21h a week.

46% of these mostly use a tablet to go online, 49% of these mostly use a tablet to go online, 26%
22% a mobile. mostly use a mobile.

81% use YouTube, of which 23% say funny videos 90% use YouTube, of which 26% say music videos
or pranks are their favourite thing to watch, 18% are their favourite thing to watch, 23% say funny
say music videos. videos or pranks.

23% have a social media profile. 74% have a social media profile.

The TV set or tablet are the devices they would Their mobile phone is the device they would miss
miss the most. the most.

Media Use and Attitudes report (Ofcom, 2017)
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Digital ad spend in EU markets

Figure 2: Digital ad spend
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Source: Written evidence from the Interner Advertising Bureau UK (ADV0022)

House of Lords Select Committee on Communications: UK advertising in a digital age (2018)
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Digital food marketing techniques

A Tailored advertising:
Tackling food marketing to children .
inadig?talworld:tr:nsg-disciplinary A Contextual (Content Vlewed)

perspectives

A Behavioural (characteristics & preferences.

Children’s rights, evidence of impact, methodological challenges,
regulatory options and policy implications for the WHO European Region

A Real examples

A Based on usersd engage
Unilever ice cream advertised differently in
hot / rainy weather, a
purchase history and flavour preferences.

A Geo-location data from cell phones used to

l cung igtal marketing of food and drink wehigen deliver ads in real time when users are in area

so can owal k i n and bu

A McDonalds in Japan partnered with Pokémon

GO. US pizzerias acqui

Geaall  POLICY AND PRACTICE
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Social media @ major marketing platform for brands

ardgiod 'A': w/list/sor

"1HDUO\ RQH WKLUG RI 8.
IRRG DQG GULQN FRPSD_Q—LHVu
FoodNavigator.com, Sept 2015



