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[bookmark: _GoBack]Abstract
Background: Children are active on social media and consequently are exposed to new and subtle forms of food marketing.
Objectives: To examine whether exposure to a YouTube video featuring influencer marketing of an unhealthy snack affects children’s ad libitum snack intake, and whether inclusion of an advertising disclosure moderates this effect.
Methods: In a randomised between-subjects design, 151 children (aged 9-11 years, mean 10.32 years ± 0.6) were exposed to influencer marketing of a non-food product (n=51), or an unhealthy snack with (n=50) or without (n=50) an advertising disclosure. Participants’ ad libitum intake of the marketed snack and an alternative brand of the same snack was measured.
Results: Children exposed to influencer food marketing with (p<.001, d= 1.40) and without (p<.001, d= 1.07) a disclosure consumed more (kcals) of the marketed snack relative to the alternative, the control did not differ (p=.186, d= 0.45). Consumption of the alterative brand did not differ across conditions (p=.287, ηp2= .02). Children who viewed food marketing with a disclosure (and not those without) consumed 41% more of the marketed snack (p=.004, ηp2=.06), compared with control.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK4]Conclusions: Influencer marketing increases children's immediate intake of the promoted snack relative to an alternative brand. Advertising disclosures may enhance the effect.
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Introduction
The well-documented global increases in childhood obesity prevalence 1,2 are likely to be driven by an obesogenic environment 3 including the excessive marketing of unhealthy foods, particularly to children.4 Substantial evidence illustrates the acute impact of marketing foods high in saturated fat, salt, and/or free sugars (HFSS) on children’s dietary health.5–7 While many studies have explored the effects of traditional television (TV) advertising, research on the impact of digital marketing on children’s eating behaviour is far more limited.8 Digital media are hugely popular with children 9 and so it is important that the impact of marketing exposure through this medium is further investigated and quantified.  
Awareness of where children spend time online is critical to understanding the types of digital food marketing they may be exposed to and how this may affect their eating behaviours. It is thought that Internet locations most visited by children are not child-specific but are platforms that appeal to a range of ages, such as social media.10 Despite many social media platforms requiring users to be a minimum age of 13-years, younger children are active on these sites.8 The most popular is YouTube, with 80% of 5-15-year-olds in the UK reporting regular use.9 YouTube has enabled video bloggers (vloggers), to amass huge followings, and these individuals are often referred to as “influencers” due to the persuasive effect their opinions can have on their audiences.11 Children report trusting vloggers’ recommendations more than advertising directly from a brand 12 or celebrity.13 Accordingly, food brands pay or ‘gift’ products to influencers to feature on their social media channels. Social Learning Theory 14 claims that children's liking of a character increases the probability of imitating the character's action. Consistent with this, a previous study showed that exposure to Instagram posts of vloggers pictured with HFSS foods increased children’s (9-11 years) later consumption of HFSS products, compared with children in a control condition.15 
 Studies exploring the effect of celebrity endorsements of HFSS foods show that they can increase children’s preferences, requests for, and intake of these products.16–18 One study looked at effects on children’s (aged 8-11 years) brand choice and intake by simultaneously offering children the endorsed brand and a perceived alternative brand and allowing them to choose the amount they consumed from each.16 The alternative brand was in fact the endorsed brand, but participants were led to believe it was an alternative to test the impact of advertising on brand choice while controlling for other potential differences, such as taste and texture. Children were exposed to a TV commercial featuring celebrity endorsement of a HFSS food, the same celebrity in a non-marketing context (presenting a TV show), a commercial for a different snack, or a non-food commercial (control). Results showed that children consumed significantly more of the endorsed brand compared with the alternative brand in the celebrity endorser conditions, but not in the control condition. Children also did not reduce their intake of the alternative brand to compensate for their increased intake of the endorsed brand. No research has explored whether promotion of a food brand by an influencer, such as a YouTube vlogger, affects children’s choice and intake of a branded product.
The Reactivity to Embedded Food Cues in Advertising Model (REFCAM) states that the level of processing influences the effect of food cue exposure.19 While TV advertising appears at recognisable intervals within and between programming,20 digital marketing is often embedded in the online content itself.21 Food cues that are integrated into media content are processed with minimal cognitive elaboration,19,22,23 diminishing children’s ability to recognise when they are being advertised to,24,25 and making this type of marketing more difficult for children to resist.19 Under the current self-regulatory codes for non-broadcast marketing in the UK, marketing of this nature should clearly indicate the commercial intent of the marketer.26 This guidance applies to influencer marketing on social media which is paid for and controlled by the advertiser. On YouTube this requires an advertising disclosure (e.g. “ad”), to be displayed on screen during the marketing content and/or in the video title before viewer engagement. 
Persuasion knowledge is a consumers’ understanding of the persuasive attempts of marketing.21 Although not tested in the context of YouTube videos, studies exploring the effectiveness of advertising disclosures in increasing persuasion knowledge have produced equivocal results. Research with adults shows that disclosures can correct for otherwise increased brand attitudes, by activating persuasion knowledge and mitigating persuasion.27,28 However similar research with adolescents finds no such effects 29. Persuasion knowledge is thought to develop in adolescence,21,30 therefore if not fully developed, disclosures may not be effective.31 In support of this, when children were informed of the persuasive intent of an advergame (a free online game characterised by extensive branded content 32), this did not affect children’s cognitive or affective responses to the promoted brand. In addition, children who played an advergame promoting branded HFSS foods increased their food intake, irrespective of whether an advertising disclosure was featured.33 The Food Marketing Defense Model 34 states that four conditions must be met in order for children to counter the effects of food marketing; awareness of advertising, understanding of its persuasive intent, and the ability and the motivation to resist. Therefore, if advertising disclosures do raise awareness of the persuasive intent of marketing, in order to resist its effect children must also be motivated to do so.25 Children describe enjoying engaging with digital marketing,35,36 are less likely than adults to have health concerns 37 and are more likely to make food choices based on taste.38 Therefore, they may not be motivated to resist HFSS digital food marketing even when they are aware of the exposure.
The aim of the current research was to examine the impact of influencer marketing of a branded unhealthy snack, featured in a YouTube video, on children’s ad libitum snack intake and brand choice; and to explore if the presence of an advertising disclosure moderates any effect. It was hypothesized that (1) children exposed to digital marketing of a branded unhealthy snack (with or without an advertising disclosure) would consume more of the marketed brand relative to a perceived alternative brand (marketed brand labelled as an alternative brand), than those in the control condition (exposure to digital marketing for a non-food item), (2) these children would not differ in consumption of a perceived alternative brand compared with children in the control condition, and (3) children exposed to marketing of a branded unhealthy snack with an advertising disclosure would not differ in their consumption of the marketed snack compared to children exposed to the same marketing without an advertising disclosure.

Methods
Participants
A convenience sample of 151 participants (80 female) aged 9-11 years were recruited via schools in the UK. The power calculation for the current study was based on 95% power and an alpha of .05 to find a large effect size (d = .67, based on a similar short-term advertising exposure study 16). This indicated a required sample size of 150 participants. 
The current study was approved by the University of Liverpool Institute of Psychology, Health and Society Research Ethics Committee in September 2017. Parents and children were informed of the study via school distribution of written information. Parents were required to return opt-in consent forms, and children to assent, before participation. Children with a food allergy of any kind (as reported by parents on the consent form) were excluded from participation. The number of children with food allergies, and eligible parents who did not provide consent, were not recorded. Data were collected between January and June 2018 and no incentive was offered for taking part.
Design
Using a between-subjects design children were randomly assigned to one of three conditions; exposure to a YouTube video featuring influencer marketing of (i) a branded non-food product, or a branded unhealthy snack either with (ii), or without (iii), an advertising disclosure. Allocation of participants to condition was conducted using www.randomizer.org. Participants’ intake of the marketed snack and a perceived alternative brand of the same snack was measured and used to calculate overall intake (as detailed below).
Materials and measures
Mock YouTube video blogs (vlogs)
Two social media influencers, 26 year old female YouTube vlogger Zoella (https://www.youtube.com/user/zoella280390), and 23 year old male YouTube vlogger PointlessBlog (https://www.youtube.com/user/PointlessBlog), were selected on the basis of their popularity with children in the UK.12 At the time of testing Zoella had approximately 12.1 million subscribers and PointlessBlog 4.1 million. Children respond differently to male and female celebrity endorsers,39 and choose to watch YouTube vloggers who they view as being appropriate for their own gender.40  For these reasons girls were shown videos of the female influencer, and boys videos of the male. Videos were obtained from influencers’ YouTube channels using the download software KeepVid (https://keepvid.com) and edited using VideoPad video editor (http://www.nchsoftware.com/videopad/index.html). Editing ensured that each video was 5 minutes in duration and included a 1-minute marketing segment, which was identical for the two influencers across food marketing conditions. The influencers regularly feature in one another’s videos, therefore this remains ecologically valid. Editing also enabled an advertising disclosure message to be inserted into the advertising disclosure condition. An on-screen message “This is an advert” was displayed in the top left-hand corner of the screen for the duration of the marketed content (see supporting information). This message is more direct and prose-like than the suggested labelling of ‘#ad’ and was used so children of this age would be more likely to understand that the video featured a commercial. 
In the control videos the marketed product was a branded non-food item (Apple iPhone 8), and in the test videos it was a branded unhealthy snack (McVitie’s chocolate digestives, approximate UK equivalent to graham crackers but with a thin chocolate coating). Snack foods are one of the most frequently marketed food categories to children.41 
Hunger
Subjective measures of hunger were obtained using 100mm visual analog rating scales (VAS). This measure followed the format of the question “how hungry do you feel right now?” with the anchor points “not at all hungry” and “very hungry” to the left and right of the line, respectively. VAS are widely used and are reliable and valid rating scales for measuring children’s subjective experiences related to food intake.42
Caloric intake
To measure caloric intake, children were invited to eat ad libitum from two plates of cookies for a period of five minutes. Each plate contained 100 g of McVitie’s chocolate digestive cookies, but one was labelled “McVitie’s” and the other was falsely labelled “Tesco’s” (the largest food store chain in the UK). The children were also verbally informed of the brand difference. This approach, used in a similar study,16 enabled brand-specific intake effects to be disentangled from the general consumption effects of the marketing. Cookies were broken into small pieces to minimise the likelihood of children consciously choosing a particular amount to consume.43 Cookies were presented on white paper plates and were weighed post intake to the nearest 0.1 g (model BP8100, Sartorius, Epsom, United Kingdom), with data later converted into kilocalories (kcals) based on the manufacturer’s nutritional information.
Questionnaire
To control for potential effects on kcal food intake, a questionnaire designed specifically for this study assessed children’s liking of test foods (pre-marketing exposure), as well as liking of the YouTube video, average time spent on YouTube per week, prior familiarity with the influencers, and awareness of advertising (post-marketing exposure). 
VAS were used to capture children’s liking of the test food and were embedded into a series of scales measuring liking of a variety of items (n=11). The measure followed the format of the question “how much do you like ____?” with the anchor points “really dislike” and “really like” to the left and right of the line, respectively. The order of the scales was counterbalanced across participants. Liking of the video used the same VAS format. Prior familiarity with the influencers was operationalised as the number of social media platforms a child reported following them on. Scores ranged from 0 (no social media sites) to 5 (follows on 5 social media sites). Awareness of advertising was measured with questions derived from Ofcom’s Children and parents: media use and attitudes report 2016.44 Children were asked ‘Did the YouTube video you watched today have an advert in it?’ with a yes/no response.
Body Mass Index (BMI)
Weight was measured to the nearest 0.1 kg with a calibrated weighing scale (Seca 770) and height was measured to the nearest 0.5 cm using a stadiometer (Leicester Portable Height Measure). BMI was later calculated as weight (kg)/height (m)2. Internationally recognised criteria for children were used to categorise children as healthy weight, overweight,  or obese, based on age and sex specific BMI cut offs equivalent to adult BMI of 25–30kg/m2.45 BMI z-scores adjusted for age and sex were calculated using WHO AnthroPlus software (accessible at http://www.who.int/growthref/tools/en).
Procedure 
The experiment was conducted in a quiet room at the children’s school. Participants were seated at a desk with a laptop computer, headphones and a questionnaire. Children firstly completed the VAS hunger rating and test food liking and then were told that they would be watching a YouTube video and that they should pay close attention as they would be asked about it afterwards. Immediately after viewing the video, participants were served two pre-weighed snacks (the branded marketed snack and the purported ‘alternative’ brand). Participants were told they had five minutes and could eat what they wished. Afterwards, remaining snacks were removed and weighed, and participants completed post-marketing exposure measures in their questionnaire. Participants were debriefed, asked about what they thought the purpose of the study was, and their weight and height measurements taken in private. Children were accompanied back to their classrooms and asked to refrain from discussing the experiment with their classmates.
Statistical analysis
Randomisation checks were conducted with a Welch’s one-way ANOVA and Chi-square analysis for test variables. The conditions did not differ on the variables measured (all ps > .07; Table 1). Correlations with marketed, alternative and overall snack intake were calculated to determine possible covariates. Covariates that were related to kcal intake and included in the analyses were sex F (1, 131.61) = 4.20, p=.042, age (r=-.21, p=.011), hunger (r=.21, p=.010) and BMI corrected (r=-.20, p=.016). All other variables were not related to kcal intake (ps>.05). 
[Table 1 here]
A 3 (condition: food marketing with disclosure, food marketing with no disclosure, non-food marketing with no disclosure [between group factor]) x 2 (snack intake: marketed snack McVitie’s versus a perceived alternative snack Tesco’s [within group factor]) mixed factor analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was conducted to test hypothesis (1).  A separate multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA) measured the effect of food marketing condition (food marketing with a disclosure, food marketing with no disclosure, non-food marketing with no disclosure) on kcal intake of the marketed snack, a perceived alternative snack, and overall (combined snack intake) to test hypotheses (2) and (3). This MANCOVA also measured the interaction effect between food marketing condition and children’s awareness of advertising in the YouTube video (no awareness vs awareness), on kcal intake measures. Post hoc tests examined the differences between and within conditions with Bonferroni adjustments for multiple comparisons. A Chi-square analysis tested whether children’s advertising awareness (no awareness vs awareness) differed across conditions. All analyses were conducted using SPSS software (version 24 for Windows, SPSS Inc, Chicago, US) and significance was assessed using a two-tailed test at p< 0.05. Effect sizes were calculated using partial eta squared, with 0.01 indicating a small effect, 0.09 a medium effect, and 0.25 a large effect. 
Results
The final sample consisted of 151 participants (80 female), aged 9-11 years (M=10.32 ± 0.6). One child was excluded from the analysis for not watching the video in full. Of the participants 60% were of a healthy weight, while 40% were of an unhealthy weight (32% with overweight, and 8% with obesity). The percentage of children with overweight or obesity was slightly higher than the national average 46 (34.3% for 10-11-year-olds in England at the most recent assessment). ﻿No differences were found in BMI distribution between sexes.
The mixed ANCOVA measured the effect of food marketing condition (food marketing with disclosure, food marketing with no disclosure, non-food marketing with no disclosure) on kcal intake of the marketed brand relative to the alternative brand. BMI had a significant effect on kcal intake (F (1, 144) = 6.53, p=.012, ηp2=.04) and therefore, means were adjusted and controlled for BMI. There was a significant main effect of snack type on kcal intake (F (1, 145) = 15.06, p<.001, ηp2=.09), with children across the group as a whole consuming more (kcals) of the marketed brand (180.51 ± 93.53) than the alternative brand (97.40 ± 75.09). There was no significant main effect of condition on snack type consumed (F (1, 148) = 2.46, p=.089, ηp2=.03). There was a significant interaction between snack type and food marketing condition on intake (F (2, 145) = 4.71, p=.01, ηp2=.06). Children who viewed food marketing with a disclosure showed increased intake of the marketed snack (211.5 ± 99.4) relative to the alternative snack (90.61 ± 71.37; t(49) = 6.24, p<.001, d= 1.40), as did children who viewed food marketing without a disclosure (181.36 ± 101.33 v 82.08 ± 82.91 respectively; t(49) = 4.58, p<.001, d= 1.07). There was no significant difference in marketed snack intake relative to alternative snack intake in the non-food marketing condition (t(50) = 1.91, p=.186, d= 0.45) (see Figure 1).
[Figure 1 here]
The MANCOVA measured the effect of food marketing condition (food marketing with disclosure, food marketing with no disclosure, non-food marketing with no disclosure) on kcal intake (marketed snack kcal consumed, alternative snack kcal consumed, and total snack kcal consumed). Hunger had a significant effect on kcal intake (F (3, 142) = 2.93, p=.036, ηp2=.06) and therefore, means were adjusted and controlled for hunger. Food marketing condition had a significant effect on kcal intake (F (6, 142) = 3.11, p=.006, ηp2=.06). Food marketing condition had a significant effect on marketed snack kcal intake (F (2, 144) = 6.40, p=.002, ηp2=.08), with children exposed to food marketing with a disclosure consuming 41% more kcals (214.40 ± 99.40) than children exposed to non-food marketing (149.61 ± 67.42, p=.002). The difference in marketed snack kcal intake between those exposed to food marketing with no advertising disclosure and non-food marketing (p=.521), and those exposed to food marketing with or without an advertising disclosure (p=.148) was not significant. There was no significant effect of food marketing condition on ‘alternative’ snack kcal intake (F (2, 144) = 1.26, p=.287, ηp2= .02). There was a significant effect of food marketing condition on total snack kcal intake (F (2, 144) = 4.28, p=.016, ηp2=.06). Children exposed to food marketing with an advertising disclosure consumed 12% more snack kcals overall (309.03 ± 105.65) than children exposed to non-food marketing (260.3 ± 71.86, p=.030). There was no significant difference in total snack kcals consumed between children exposed to food marketing with no advertising disclosure and non-food marketing (p=1), and between those exposed to food marketing with and without an advertising disclosure (p=.057). (see Figure 2).
[Figure 2 here]
There was no significant interaction between food marketing with an advertising disclosure and children’s awareness of advertising (no awareness vs awareness) on kcal intake (F (6, 280) = 1.55, p=.163, ηp2=.032). However, the results of a Chi-square analysis showed a significant difference in children’s awareness of advertising across all marketing conditions (χ2=53.43, p<.001). Specifically, 76% of participants exposed to food marketing with an advertising disclosure reported awareness, compared with 20% of those exposed to food marketing with no disclosure, and 12% exposed to non-food marketing with no disclosure. Analyses were rerun without the inclusion of the covariates and the effect of condition on marketed snack intake remained significant (see supporting information).

Discussion
This study quantifies the effect of influencer food marketing via YouTube on children’s brand choice and ad libitum intake and shows that including a ‘protective’ advertising disclosure does not reduce the effect. Children exposed to influencer marketing of a branded unhealthy snack (with and without an advertising disclosure) consumed more of the marketed snack relative to the alternative, whereas children exposed to non-food marketing did not, which supports hypothesis (1). Children exposed to influencer marketing of a branded unhealthy snack (with and without an advertising disclosure) did not differ in intake of an alternative snack, compared with children exposed to non-food marketing, which supports hypothesis (2). The results also support hypothesis (3), as including an advertising disclosure in influencer food marketing was not effective in reducing children’s kcal intake. In addition, relative to the non-food marketing condition, exposure to food marketing with an advertising disclosure actually increased marketed and overall snack intake.
The observed effects of food marketing on intake in the current study were brand specific. Children exposed to a branded unhealthy snack had greater consumption of the marketed snack relative to the perceived alternative brand, whereas those exposed to non-food marketing did not. In addition, intake of the alternative brand did not differ across all three conditions. Although food advertising has been suggested to operate at a category level, 5,47,48 brand specific effects on intake 16,49 and preference 50,51 have been observed in previous studies. In a similar study 16 children (8-11 years) were exposed to a TV commercial featuring celebrity endorsement of a HFSS food, the same celebrity in a non-marketing context, a commercial for a different snack or a non-food commercial. All groups except those exposed to non-food advertising subsequently consumed significantly more of the endorsed product relative to a perceived alternative brand. Those exposed to the commercial or the TV programming in which the endorser featured consumed significantly more of the endorsed branded snack than the other groups but did not reduce their intake of the perceived alternative branded snack to compensate. The findings of the current study are somewhat consistent with this, although there are clear methodological differences that make direct comparisons difficult. 
Concerns have been raised over the potential for digital marketing to be even more impactful on eating behaviour than traditional forms of exposure.8,48 While children have been shown to recognise TV advertising from a relatively young age because of the presence of cues such as jingles or clear advert ‘breaks’, it is more challenging to identify when digital marketing is occurring because of the blurred boundaries between content and marketing.52 In order to support children to discern what digital content is actually marketing, current self-regulatory codes in the UK require that influencer marketing should be labelled with an advertising disclosure.26 In the current study there was no difference in intake of the marketed snack between children who viewed influencer marketing with or without an advertising disclosure. This is consistent with a recent study finding the same effects after exposure to a HFSS food advergame either with or without an advertising disclosure.33 Also supported by the literature,25,29,53,54 the current study found the presence of an advertising disclosure did increase children’s awareness of advertising, with 76% of children exposed to a disclosure, and 32% of those not, reporting awareness. However, increased awareness did not reduce kcal intake of the marketed snack, but actually increased intake, meaning marketing was more effective when a disclosure was present. Other studies too have found little evidence that awareness of advertising has a beneficial impact on children’s eating behaviour response.55,56 Even six-year-olds have been found to display knowledge of the persuasive intent of an advergame, but this knowledge did not impact brand preference, with children preferring the advertised product to an alternative.32 Media literacy programmes have been developed as strategies to increase persuasion knowledge e.g. industry funded MediaSmart in the UK (http://www.mediasmart.org.uk). However, if persuasion knowledge is not associated with increased resistance to advertising, it is not clear what benefit these programs could have in relation to helping children counter advertising’s influence. From the findings of the current study we might conclude that such programmes could unintentionally exacerbate the problem. It appears, based on these new data and the evidence cited, that more than advertising recognition is necessary for children to defend themselves against influential effects. This notion is supported by the Food Marketing Defence Model, which asserts that motivation and ability to resist are also essential.34 Future research could explore whether children who are more motivated to eat healthily (e.g. restrained eaters), and therefore more likely to resist HFSS food advertising, respond differently to advertising disclosures.
In the current study the advertising disclosure was made more explicit than in real life by using clear wording (“this is an advert”) that featured on screen for the duration of the marketed content. This was done intentionally to increase the likelihood of children noticing the warning and to ensure the study could explore any moderating effect of marketing awareness. Compared to the control condition, children had increased intake of the marketed snack when marketing featured an advertising disclosure. This effect was non-significant for those exposed to food marketing with no advertising disclosure. This latter finding is surprising and is not consistent with the REFCAM,19 which states that food cues embedded in marketing can increase children’s intake of these foods when they become available. It is also not consistent with the celebrity endorsement study that the current study was broadly based on 16 or with the many studies that demonstrate food marketing does increase children’s food intake.5,57 One potential explanation may be that advertising disclosures attract children’s attention to brands, and can actually increase brand awareness,28,54,55 thus children who saw the disclosure consumed more of the branded product when available ad libitum. In addition, without the ‘distraction’ of the disclosure, children in the non-disclosure condition may have been more engaged in the entertaining content 22 of the YouTube video and paid less attention to the brand compared to those in the disclosure condition. Children’s knowledge of the persuasive intent of advertising has previously been shown to increase children’s preference scores for advertised foods.32 The current findings are consistent with this, but the mechanism of effect warrants further exploration. Whilst in principle demand characteristics are another potential explanation for these findings, this is unlikely to be the case for the present study as the ‘manipulation check’ found that only two children correctly guessed the aims of the research. It is also important to note here that in both food marketing conditions, relative to the alternative brand, consumption of the marketed brand intake was greater (an effect not found in the non-marketing condition).
The literature indicates that when children consume a greater amount of snack food following acute food advertising exposure (via both TV and the Internet), this additional intake is not compensated for at a later lunch meal.58 Cohort studies indicate that an energy gap of 69-77 kcal per day is all that is required for a child to become overweight.59 In the current study, children exposed to influencer food marketing with an advertising disclosure consumed 41% kcal more of the marketed snack compared with the control. This is the effect after acute exposure to marketing of a single branded product in a YouTube video only. If food marketing exposure drives increased consumption of food that is not compensated for, over time, this would contribute to weight gain. A limitation of this study is that children viewed a YouTube video for only five minutes, which featured one minute of influencer food marketing. In reality these videos can feature more marketing 60 and children will watch for longer,44 and so the effects may well be amplified relative to those reported here. However, in real life children may be less likely to be invited to eat unhealthy food ad libitum, and parental mediation may moderate the effects of advertising.61 Additionally, all children were exposed to the same influencers, and individual differences that may moderate endorser effects (such as perceived similarity, familiarity, and likeability 62) were not measured. 
This study confirms that engaging and entertaining digital marketing of unhealthy foods can increase children’s intake of the advertised brand relative to an alternative. Equally, it has been established that although an advertising disclosure increases advertising awareness, it does not protect children from the effects of influencer marketing. Disclosures may actually drive increased brand awareness and amplify intake effects in the marketed product specifically. In light of these findings advertising disclosures may be something of a counterproductive regulatory approach. Further research is needed to support development of policy options to reduce children’s exposure to digital advertising and its impact on their consumption of unhealthy foods. 
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