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ABSTRACT 

Almost one million of Croatian millennials, people between the ages of 18 and 30, are using 

Facebook. With a large amount of information available on Facebook, users need to employ 

media literacy strategies in order to access and critically consume that information, as well 

as produce their own content to share. Because of low costs and high reach, there is also an 

increasing number of advertisements on Facebook, often in the form of paid posts. In order 

to be able to recognize and critically assess advertising, users need a certain level of 

advertising literacy. Therefore, this research investigated the overall levels of media and 

advertising literacy among Croatian millennials, as well as the effects of intensity of 

Facebook usage and media literacy on advertising literacy on Facebook. The overall 

question of this research was whether Facebook usage and media literacy are positive 

predictors for advertising literacy. To answer this question, an online survey was conducted 

during which participants were asked questions to determine their intensity of Facebook 

usage and media and advertising literacy. The participants were recruited through Facebook 

using snowball sampling. The findings showed that the overall level of media literacy of the 

Croatian millennials was high, attitudinal advertising literacy was high, but the ability to 

recognize advertising depended on disclaimers presented with paid posts. The results 

showed that media literacy positively influenced understanding of persuasive intent, but had 

limited effect on other segments of advertising literacy. At the same time, intensity of 

Facebook usage had limited effects on both media and advertising literacy. In order to 

increase people’s ability to recognize advertising, disclaimers of paid posts need to be 

clearly visible, and possibly regulated with industry guidelines. Media and advertising literacy 

modules should also be present in the educational system, and individuals need to become 

aware that their levels of advertising literacy are not as high as they perceive. 
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1. Introduction  

 A report from Pew Research Center (2010) showed that 71% of millennials (i.e., 

people aged between 18 and 29) have a profile on Facebook. All Facebook users combined 

spend approximately 700 billion minutes per month on the social network site (Williams, 

Crittenden, Keo, & McCarty, 2012). For these reasons, Facebook was chosen as a medium 

of interest of this research. Since advertising research was mainly done in Western countries 

(Saleem, Larimo, Ummik, & Kuusik, 2015), this research focuses on an Eastern European 

country, Croatia, where there is almost a million millennial Facebook users (arbona.hr, 

2016). The increase in advertising and sponsored content on Facebook (Magnini, 2011) 

makes Facebook users more exposed to commercial messages, and therefore it is relevant 

to explore whether and how users can recognize this content. Ability to recognize advertising 

is one of the elements of advertising literacy (Rozendaal, Lapierre, van Reijmersdal, & 

Buijzen, 2011), and at the same time, interpreting and analyzing media messages is part of 

media literacy (Kamerer, 2013). Therefore, it is relevant to explore the ability to recognize 

advertising in terms of both media and advertising literacy. Furthermore, advertising literacy 

is often considered as part of media literacy (Potter, 2014), so exploring them within the 

same research can show whether there are practical differences between the two. 

 This research has four aims: (1) to determine the level of media literacy among 

millennial Facebook users in Croatia; (2) to determine the level of advertising literacy among 

millennial Facebook users in Croatia; (3) to determine whether an increase in media literacy 

leads to an increase in advertising literacy among millennial Facebook users in Croatia, and 

(4) to determine whether the levels of media literacy and advertising literacy are higher 

among heavy Facebook users than light Facebook users in the generation of millennials in 

Croatia. Definitions of key concepts used in this research are provided in the next 

paragraphs. 

 

1.1. Media literacy 

 With the emergence of new media (i.e., the Internet), researchers became aware of 

the need for a definition of media literacy. In 1992, the National Leadership Conference on 

Media Literacy came up with the definition of media literacy as the ability to access, analyze, 

and create information for specific outcomes (Aufderheide, 1993). In the 21st century, 

definitions of media literacy often emphasize the word “critical” when talking about reflection, 

analysis and evaluation of content and social, political and economic contexts in which  

media messages are created (Hobbs, 2005). Key dimensions of media literacy defined by 

Buckingham (2003) are the ability to produce media content, the ability to use language to 
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construct the message, the ability to represent different ideas, values and ideologies through 

those messages, and to identify audience selection and interpretation. Another definition of 

media literacy states that it is the knowledge, skills and competencies needed to interpret 

and use media, and ability to access, analyze, create, reflect and act (Kamerer, 2013). The 

new definition adds to the previous ones in terms of analyzing, reflecting and acting upon 

those messages. Older definitions focus on accessing and producing the media, while the 

analytical part is limited to understanding the audience and the general representation of 

ideas. The newer definitions also include the critical approach, as well as acting upon these 

messages, which suggests a more active approach towards media messages. 

 These skills, knowledge, and competencies have become even more important with 

the emergence of social networking sites, because through these sites individuals consume 

and produce great amount of content. Social networks have become an important aspect of 

communication, which made way for research in motivations for individuals to participate in 

social networking and how attitudes towards social media and their messages are formed on 

social networks (Yap & Gaur, 2016). Yap and Gaur’s (2016) research suggests that the 

information seeking on Facebook involves fun and entertaining information that require low 

levels of cognitive thought and critical assessment. This means that during their time on 

Facebook, individuals are less likely to engage in such thinking, allowing themselves to be 

more easily influenced by messages coming from that medium. 

 

1.2. Advertising literacy 

 Advertising literacy has a wide range of definitions, and is understood as consumers’ 

awareness of the different kind of ads, their sensitivity to production values and ability to 

describe advertising techniques (O’Donahoe & Tynan, 1998). Other definitions focus on 

awareness of advertising and understanding and evaluating persuasiveness of advertising 

messages, as well as specific techniques and forms of advertising, while they don’t mention 

production, as regular consumers of the media only consume advertising, rather than 

produce its content (Spielvogel & Terlutter, 2013). This is one of the fundamental differences 

between media and advertising literacy, which serves as a basis for exploring advertising 

literacy on its own. 

 The most detailed definition of advertising literacy divides it into three advertising 

dimensions: (1) “conceptual advertising literacy”, or conceptual knowledge of advertising, for 

example whether a person can identify what the ad is for, who paid for it and what is the 

purpose of the ad; (2) “attitudinal advertising literacy”, which is characterized by low-effort 

attitudinal mechanisms in conditions of low elaboration, for example whether a person thinks 

the ad is truthful or not, and whether they find it deceiving, irritating or boring; and (3) 

“advertising literacy performance”, or the use of conceptual knowledge of advertising while 
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exposed to it, or in other words, whether a person can distinguish advertisement from 

regular content (Rozendaal, et al. 2011).  

 

1.3. Relationship between media literacy and advertising literacy 

 The definitions of media literacy focus on understanding, creating and evaluating 

messages from all forms of media and all producers of content. Within the scope of media 

literacy, there are other specific kinds of literacy that are researched, such as advertising 

literacy, visual literacy, story literacy, and computer literacy (Potter, 2014). These other kinds 

of literacies have their own definitions and concepts, but are considered to be a part of the 

common term “media literacy” due to the common denominators. One important distinction 

between media and advertising literacy, however, is that with while people are rather active 

in searching for exposure to entertainment and informational media, they seem to encounter 

advertising messages in a state of automaticity (Potter, 2014). Moreover, advertising 

scholars talk about advertising literacy on its own, not as part of media literacy, suggesting 

there are practical differences between the two, which is relevant for this research because 

this research aims to determine whether the two are connected and whether they should be 

further explored independently.  

 The relationship between media literacy and advertising literacy was researched by 

other academics. Eagle (2007) refers to “commercial media literacy” when discussing 

understanding of the persuasive intent of advertising. She mentions that media literacy is a 

form of protectionism, but that the knowledge of media literacy and awareness of persuasive 

communication are not enough to mean effective resistance to these messages. Weintraub 

Austin, Muldrow and Austin (2016), explored the relationship between media literacy and 

skepticism towards advertising, which is only one part of advertising literacy. They propose 

that media literacy leads to a greater awareness of advertising, making individuals less 

susceptible to their messages, but at the same time they question to what extent that is so. 

This research aims to provide a solid answer to that question, within the context of the 

generation of millennial Facebook users in Croatia: Is Croatian millennial Facebook users’ 

media literacy a positive predictor for their advertising literacy?  

 

1.4. Facebook usage 

 Importantly, Facebook usage may confound the relation between media literacy and 

advertising literacy (i.e., in which case media literacy does not predict advertising literacy, 

but Facebook usage predicts both). Individuals’ motivations for usage of Facebook vary from 

social interaction, information seeking, passing time, entertainment, relaxation, 

communication to convenience (Whiting & Williams, 2013). Duffett (2015) mentions several 

ways to measure Facebook usage, such as the amount of time an individual has been using 
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Facebook, how often they log in, how much time they spend per log-in, how often they 

update their Facebook account and through which device they access it. However, there is 

more to Facebook usage than frequency of use because mindless scrolling and intentional 

absorption of Facebook content have a different effect on perception of information received 

through that medium (Orosz, Tóth-Király, & Bőthe, 2016). We can assume that the people 

who spend a lot of time on Facebook just to pass time don’t pay close attention to the actual 

content, but rather scroll through their feed and look at posts at a glance, while those who 

turn to Facebook to seek information pay closer attention to the content that is posted and 

read and notice details about posts in their feed. 

 Orosz, Tóth-Király, and Bőthe (2016) explored the dimensions of Facebook use and 

came up with a multidimensional intensity scale. In their research, Orosz and colleagues 

(2016) make the distinction between habits of usage and intensity/motivations of usage, 

arguing that motivations go beyond the aspects of use and can predict Facebook-related 

behaviors. Including motivations of usage of social media in the research question is 

necessary because different kinds of media deliver information cues in different ways, some 

forms of media doing it more accurately than others (Huang, Yang, Baek, & Lee, 2016). 

Therefore, motivations of usage of Facebook needed to be included in the model for this 

research in order to see how motivations of usage specific for the medium of Facebook can 

or cannot predict certain behaviors, in this case media and advertising literacy. Additionally, 

as individuals adopt different roles on social media (Williams et al., 2012), and as social 

media are changing the use of media for communication (Huang et al., 2016), it is necessary 

for individuals to be actively involved with the medium in order to be able to distinguish 

different types and sources of content from one another. In this research, individuals’ activity 

on Facebook is measured through frequency of log-ons, profile updates, and time spent on 

Facebook, as well as in terms of characteristics of usage. If an individual is actively involved 

with the medium and can distinguish sources of information, it can be assumed that the 

individual will develop higher levels of media and advertising literacy due to better familiarity 

with the medium. 

   

1.5. Relevance 

 The academic relevance of research is threefold. First, this question is that it aims to 

explore the relationship between media and advertising literacy, to see whether the two are 

the same or if they should be explored separately. Second, the majority of advertising 

research is done in the Western countries, while advertising research is still scarce in 

countries of Eastern Europe (Saleem et al., 2015), raising the question whether the findings 

from Western countries can be generalized to Eastern countries. Therefore Croatia was 

selected as a country where the research is going to be conducted. Third, the generation of 
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millennials is also of interest to academia. Since it is the second largest generation, it has a 

great impact on the workforce (Loroz & Helgeson, 2013), which in turn has an impact on 

their expectations of education and what they want from it (Ng, Schweitzer, & Lyons, 2010). 

Media and advertising literacy are still often trivialized (Hobbs, 2005), and only taught as 

parts of other subjects, instead of specialized modules (van der Linde, 2010). Therefore, this 

research will provide valuable insight into the current situation and provide a basis and 

direction for future research in the field of media and advertising literacy. 

 The societal relevance of this research is again the fact that it explores the 

generation of millennials, which as the second largest generation has a great impact on the 

economy and society as a whole (Loroz & Helgeson, 2013); therefore it is necessary to 

understand their characteristics. This research also gives insights for advertising 

practitioners and organizations, who are increasingly using Facebook as advertising 

platform, due to less profitable investments in advertising in traditional media (Magnini, 

2011). From this research, advertising practicioners can develop a better understanding of 

how their messages are perceived by the consumers. Then, they can adapt them to be more 

efficient and, as stated before, media and advertising literacy are still often trivialized 

(Hobbs, 2005), and only taught as parts of other subjects, instead of specialized modules 

(van der Linde, 2010). This research will provide insight for educators to know which areas 

of education with regards to media and advertising literacy need improvement. For 

individuals, this research is important in order to become aware of their habits of using the 

media and how it reflects on their susceptibility to advertising. Finally, this research is of use 

to the regulators, to see whether their rules and guides for disclosure of advertising are 

recognized by the users. 
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2. Theory 

 The theory section of this research will explain the literature used to guide the 

research. First, the definitions of media literacy and advertising literacy are applied to 

Facebook. Second, the link between media and advertising literacy on Facebook, as well as 

the link between Facebook usage on the one hand and media and advertising literacy on the 

other hand are elaborated upon. 

 

2.1. Media literacy on Facebook  

 As explained prior, media literacy is generally defined as the knowledge, skills and 

competencies needed to interpret and use media, and ability to access, analyze, create, 

reflect and act (Kamerer, 2013). When it comes to measuring media literacy, Koc and Barut 

(2015) developed a “New media literacy scale” that separates media literacy into four 

segments: (1) functional consumption, (2) critical consumption, (3) functional prosumption, 

and (4) critical prosumption.  

 Functional consumption entails accessing and understanding information in the 

media. Koc and Barut (2015) measured their participants’ functional consumption by asking 

questions about using searching tools to get information needed in the media, catching up 

with the changes in the media and making use of various media environments to reach 

information. These questions can be easily adapted to measure participants’ functional 

consumption on Facebook, by asking questions about using searching tools to get 

information needed on Facebook, catching up with the changes on Facebook and making 

use of various Facebook environments to reach information. Critical consumption entails 

critically assessing, evaluating and receiving media messages. This is examined by asking 

participants whether they can distinguish functions of media, determine whether media 

contents have commercial messages, combine media messages with one’s own opinions, 

consider media rating symbols to choose which media contents to use, and finally make 

decisions about the accuracy of media messages (Koc & Barut, 2015). These questions can 

be adapted to measure critical consumption on Facebook by asking participants whether 

they can distinguish functions of Facebook, determine whether Facebook contents have 

commercial messages, combine Facebook messages with one’s own opinions, consider 

Facebook rating symbols to choose which Facebook contents to use, and finally make 

decisions about the accuracy of Facebook messages. 

 Functional prosumption includes the usage of different tools to create media 

contents. Koc and Barut (2015) measured this by asking participants whether they can use 

hardware and software necessary for developing media contents and whether they can use 

basic operating tools in the media. To measure functional prosumption on Facebook, these 

questions can be adapted to ask participants whether they can use hardware and software 
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necessary for developing Facebook contents and whether they can use basic operating 

tools on Facebook. Finally, critical prosumption entails the ability to construct online 

identities and to contribute and critically reflect on media contents. Koc and Barut (2015) 

measured this by asking their participants whether they can influence others’ opinions by 

participating to social media environments, make contribution to media by reviewing current 

matters from different perspectives, if they can construct online identity consistent with real 

personal characteristics and design media contents that reflect critical thinking of certain 

matters. These questions can be easily adapted to measure participants’ functional 

consumption on Facebook, by asking each participant whether they can influence others’ 

opinions by participating to Facebook environments, make contribution to Facebook by 

reviewing current matters from different perspectives, if they can construct online identity 

consistent with real personal characteristics and design Facebook contents that reflect 

critical thinking of certain matters. 

 Millennials have grown up with extensive exposure to and experience with various 

forms of media, and are sometimes referred to as “Digital natives” (DiLullo, McGee, & 

Kriebel, 2011). DiLullo et al. (2011) argue that because of the high exposure to media, 

millennials are used to selecting information that is most easily accessible, failing to critically 

assess that information. Research by Van de Vord (2010) argues that even though students 

have access to a large quantity of information online, they do not have the skills to critically 

assess this information. Maksl, Ashley, and Craft (2015) found that high levels of media 

literacy among teens are connected to higher levels of parental education, but the amount of 

media teens were exposed to did not affect their level of media literacy. On the other hand, 

Boyd and Dobrow (2011) argue that regular media consumption leads to higher media 

literacy and civic engagement. 

 Given the high Facebook use of millennials in Croatia (arbona.hr, 2016), their overall 

level of functional (both consumption and prosumption) media literacy is expected to be 

high. However, as previous research shows that many millennials lack critical processing 

skills, their overall level of critical (both consumption and prosumption) media literacy is 

expected to be low. These expectations are expressed in the following hypotheses: 

 H1: Functional media literacy on Facebook among millennials in Croatia is high, 

while critical media literacy is low. 

 H1a: Functional consumption of Facebook content among millennials in Croatia is 

high. 

 H1b: Critical consumption of Facebook content among millennials in Croatia is low. 

 H1c: Functional prosumption of Facebook content among millennials in Croatia is 

high. 

 H1d: Critical prosumption of Facebook content among millennials in Croatia is low. 
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2.2. Advertising literacy on Facebook 

 As stated in the introduction chapter, advertising literacy is divided into three 

dimensions: (1) conceptual advertising literacy (2) attitudinal advertising literacy, and (3) 

advertising literacy performance (Rozendaal, Lapierre, van Reijmersdal, & Buijzen, 2011). 

The dimensions are going to be measured with scales developed by Rozendaal, Opree, and 

Buijzen (2016), which measure both conceptual and attitudinal advertising literacy in 

children, with sixteen and nine items respectively. The conceptual advertising literacy scale 

measured recognition of advertising, understanding selling intent, recognition of advertising’s 

source, perception of intended audience, understanding persuasive intent and 

understanding persuasive tactics. Originally, in research by Rozendaal et al. (2016), this was 

measured by asking the participants whether what they saw was an advertisement and if so, 

what it was for, then participants were asked whether commercials are on television to make 

them buy the product and to feel and think positively about the product, as well as who they 

think pays for the making of television commercials. Then, participants were also asked why 

they think commercials often show happy children playing with product, and why they are 

often funny. To measure millennials’ conceptual attitudinal literacy, these questions can be 

adapted to ask whether paid posts are on Facebook to make them buy the product and to 

feel and think positively about the product, as well as who they think pays for the writing of 

paid posts, as well as why they think paid posts often include a story in which the advertised 

product is used, and why they are often funny. 

 The attitudinal advertising literacy scale measured understanding advertising’s bias, 

skepticism toward advertising and disliking of advertising (Rozendaal et al., 2016). This was 

measured by asking the participants how often they think television commercials are real, 

truthful, boring or stupid, how often they think what they see in commercials is like things in 

reality, and how often they think television commercials tell the truth. These questions can 

be easily adapted to measure participants’ attitudinal literacy on Facebook, by asking how 

often they think paid posts are real, truthful, boring or stupid, how often they think what they 

read in paid posts is like things in reality, and how often they think paid posts tell the truth. 

 Because of the large audience that can be reached through social media sites, 

companies are starting to use them more and more in order to improve their communication 

and engagement with consumers, as well as to reach potential customers (McCorkindale, 

DiStaso, & Fussel Sisco, 2013). Increase in advertising on social media, like Facebook, has 

also led to an increase in advertising research on those media. Lin and Kim (2016) 

researched sponsored advertising on Facebook and users’ response to sponsored 

messages in their news feeds. They found that although users dislike Facebook advertising 

and sometimes or often feel like Facebook ads are intrusive, they also express above 

average perceived usefulness and ease of use associated with Facebook ads. While this 
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research deals with Facebook ads, and not paid posts on Facebook, it will be interesting to 

see how people’s perception of paid posts on Facebook compares to their perception of 

Facebook ads. 

 Lin and Kim’s (2016) research dealt mostly with attitudinal advertising literacy by 

asking their respondents about their liking of ads, feelings of intrusiveness due to ads and 

their belief towards what the ad says. They explored conceptual advertising literacy to a 

lesser extent, by asking participants about the perceived usefulness of Facebook ads. 

Following the results of Lin and Kim’s (2016) research, the assumption is that the overall 

level of advertising literacy is high, and the sub hypotheses are the following: 

 H2: The level of advertising literacy among Facebook users in Croatia is overall high. 

 H2a: The level of conceptual advertising literacy among Facebook users in Croatia is 

high. 

 H2b: The level of attitudinal advertising literacy among Facebook users in Croatia is 

high. 

 

2.3. Media literacy and advertising literacy 

 In their research on dimensions of advertising literacy, O’Donahoe and Tynan (1998) 

identify three dimensions of advertising literacy according to which young adults can be 

grouped. These dimensions are “competent consumers” who can interpret and make sense 

of ads and make a distinction between direct and subtle ads; “surrogate strategists” that are 

able to discuss objectives and measures of effectiveness of ads, as well as identify the 

intentions behind ads; and lastly “casual cognoscenti” whose literacy goes beyond their 

consumer roles to discussion of techniques and production of the ads. This qualitative 

research gives insights into different roles that consumers take when analyzing media 

messages and provides the interpretation of measures of advertising literacy that can be 

adopted in future research. They suggest that future research should focus on how 

consumers move from one group or role to the other and how their perception of the ad 

changes with it. O’Donahoe and Tynan (1998) also argue that the switch between the roles 

in relation to advertising is largely influenced by their experiences of everyday life and the 

mass media. This is an indication for a connection between media and advertising literacy. 

 Additionally, Huang et al. (2016) found that new media are superior to old media 

when it comes to information seeking. The lack of time and location restrictions is changing 

the pattern of information seeking and people are able to access information anytime, 

anywhere. While being able to access a lot of valuable information is empowering, the 

information that is delivered to us is not only the information we specifically requested. 

Garcia-Molina, Koutrika, and Parameswaran (2011) point out the two different delivery 

modes of information; pull and push, pull being the information a user has specifically 
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requested through searching, and push being information given to a user without the user 

making a specific request for it, such as advertising. Since advertising and non-advertising 

messages are encountered in the same medium, and at the same time, both media and 

advertising literacy need to be employed to make sense of those messages, once again 

showing the overlap between the two literacies. 

 When it comes to research on recognition of sponsored content, Wojdynski and 

Evans (2016) found that the positioning of the disclaimer affects people’s ability to recognize 

sponsored content as advertising. They found disclosures that appear in the middle or at the 

end of the text to be more effective than those that appear at the very beginning, just below 

the article headline. Wojdynski and Evans (2016) also found that visual attention to 

disclosures positively affected the likelihood of recognition of ads. However, visual attention 

on its own is not enough to create awareness of content (Kentridge, Nijboer, & Heywood, 

2008; Lamme, 2003). While attention enables stimuli to reach a conscious state, awareness 

of these stimuli is needed in order to process information (Lamme, 2003), and processing 

information from the media falls into the scope of both media and advertising literacy. 

 Research by Weintraub Austin, Muldrow, and Austin (2016), included critical 

assessment and understanding of advertisements in their media literacy scales, which 

shows how research on media literacy can be connected to advertising literacy. However, 

because the research at hand also explores whether media and advertising literacy can be 

examined together, or if there should be different measures for each, media and advertising 

literacy are in this case looked at separately. Additionally, the influence of media literacy on 

advertising literacy is also explored. In the context of this research, we assume that media 

literacy and advertising literacy are connected in a way that media literacy positively 

influences advertising literacy, therefore the overall hypothesis is the following: 

 H3: The level of media literacy on Facebook positively influences the level of 

advertising literacy on Facebook. 

 Since both media literacy and advertising literacy have more dimensions, sub 

hypotheses were formulated and they are the following: 

 H3a: The level of functional consumption positively influences the level of conceptual 

advertising literacy. 

 H3b: The level of functional consumption positively influences the level of attitudinal 

advertising literacy. 

 H3c: The level of critical consumption positively influences the level of conceptual 

advertising literacy. 

 H3d: The level of critical consumption positively influences the level of attitudinal 

advertising literacy. 
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 H3e: The level of functional prosumption positively influences the level of conceptual 

advertising literacy. 

 H3f: The level of functional prosumption positively influences the level of attitudinal 

advertising literacy. 

 H3g: The level of critical prosumption positively influences the level of conceptual 

advertising literacy. 

 H3h: The level of critical prosumption positively influences the level of attitudinal 

advertising literacy. 

 

2.4. Motivations of Facebook usage and media literacy  

 When it comes to measuring involvement and usage of social media, Williams, 

Crittenden, Keo, and McCarty (2012), divided the users of social media into spectators, 

those who only read content; joiners, those who use social media to connect and unite; 

collectors, who save and share content; critics, those who rate and comment; and creators, 

those that publish, maintain and upload content to social media. Using a uses and 

gratification approach, McCorkindale, DiStaso, and Fussel Sisco (2013) propose that 

millennials use Facebook because of the need for integration and social interaction, because 

they want information about their friends, interests and current events, because they seek 

active entertainment, or for personal identity construction. Motivations, usage patterns and 

emotional connection with a medium are important for this research because they may affect 

the way individuals look and perceive content on social media, as well as their ability to 

critically access content, its source and intended message.  

 Even more recent research by Orosz, Tóth-Király and Bőthe (2016), makes a 

distinction between habits of Facebook usage and intensity of Facebook usage, arguing that 

the time one spends on Facebook, one’s number of friends, and group memberships, does 

not necessarily reflect their emotional connection and involvement with the social network. 

For example, a person might have a relatively small number of Facebook friends and might 

spend less time on Facebook than their peers, but might hold Facebook more important and 

credible, and might even be more familiar with its functions, than those who spend more 

time on it. This distinction is important to make in this research, because this kind of 

involvement is the kind that is relevant for this research, as high intensity involvement and 

motivations, and mindless scrolling through Facebook feed can result in different media 

literacy regarding Facebook.  

The motivations of usage in the case of this research is characterized by frequency 

of usage and strength of emotional connection towards Facebook and is measured by how 

often users access Facebook and how much time they spend on it, whether they use it for 

social interaction, information seeking, passing time, entertainment, relaxation, 
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communication or convenience, as well as their feelings and emotional connection to 

Facebook, for example how they feel if they don’t have access to Facebook, if they spend 

time on Facebook instead of sleeping or doing their obligations, how detailed their profiles 

are and how important it is to update them regularly. Because this research aims to see 

whether heavy Facebook usage leads to higher media literacy, the overall hypothesis is: 

 H4: Heavy Facebook usage positively influences the level of media literacy. 

And the sub hypotheses are the following: 

 H4a: Frequency of Facebook usage positively influences level of functional 

consumption. 

 H4b: Frequency of Facebook usage positively influences level of critical 

consumption. 

 H4c: Frequency of Facebook usage positively influences level of functional 

prosumption.  

 H4d: Frequency of Facebook usage positively influences level of critical prosumption. 

 H4e: The motivations of Facebook usage positively influence the level of functional 

consumption. 

 H4f: The motivations of Facebook usage positively influence the level of critical 

consumption. 

 H4g: The motivations of Facebook usage positively influence the level of functional 

prosumption. 

 H4h: The motivations of Facebook usage positively influence the level of critical 

prosumption. 

 

2.5. Motivations of Facebook usage and advertising literacy 

 If users are highly involved with Facebook, and actively engage in its content, they 

might notice the different types of disclosures of paid content, as well as the newest ways of 

advertising.  

 Eagle (2007) saw a connection between different kinds of social media usage and 

advertising, researching how involvement with specific media can influence the perception of 

advertising in that media. The research also stated that while familiarity with medium could 

affect individuals’ perception of advertising, as well as understanding of persuasive intent of 

advertising in that medium, the longevity of these effects is still unknown. The more familiar 

an individual is with a certain medium, in this case Facebook, it can be assumed that they 

are more literate with the medium and therefore can more easily recognize different types of 

content and their messages in that medium (conceptual advertising literacy), but also 

perception and liking of advertising (attitudinal advertising literacy). Because this research 

aims to see whether heavy Facebook usage leads to higher media literacy, the sub 
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hypotheses to answer this question are the following: 

 H5: Intensity of Facebook usage positively influences the level of advertising literacy. 

 H5a: Frequency of Facebook usage positively influences the level of conceptual 

advertising literacy. 

 H5b: Frequency of Facebook usage positively influences the level of attitudinal 

advertising literacy. 

 H5c: The motivations of Facebook usage positively influence the level of conceptual 

advertising literacy. 

 H5d: The motivations of Facebook usage positively influence the level of attitudinal 

advertising literacy. 

 The visualization of complete theoretical model including hypotheses H3, H4 and H5 

is shown below (Figure 1). 

 

 
Figure 1. Theoretical model.  
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3. Method 
 
3.1. Research design 

 This research takes a quantitative approach in order to answer the research question 

of whetherthe levels of media literacy and advertising literacy are higher among participants 

with higher intensity of usage of Facebook. Research method that was chosen to explore 

this research question was an online survey. In this survey, participants were asked to 

complete some demographic questions first, followed by questions to determine their 

frequency, motivations and intensity of use of Facebook, and questions to determine their 

level of media literacy. Then they saw six Facebook posts, three of which ads and three non-

ads and they had to specify which posts were ads and which were not. Then, the 

participants were shown which posts were ads, and were asked to complete some questions 

to determine their level of advertising literacy. How each of the constructs was measured is 

described in detail below.  

The reason this design was chosen is that the participants were already limited 

according to their nationality and age before the survey distribution even began. There were 

no conditions in this research; all participants saw the same survey with the same stimulus 

material, six post out of which three were advertisements and three were regular editorial 

content. Furthermore, a survey was chosen because it is the instrument that allows 

standardization for all participants, as all participants see questions in the same order and 

same wording (Sapsford, 2007). This allows us to compare the responses and make 

conclusions about the impact of variables. Since the results of survey are quantitative data, 

we can use statistical analyses to test the hypotheses (Sapsford, 2007). Furthermore, online 

survey is easier to distribute and can reach a larger amount of people from different 

backgrounds that still fit the sampling criteria. 

 

3.2. Sampling and consent form 

 All respondents were collected in April 2017. Since selected method was an online 

survey and the survey included questions about Facebook use, the first participants were 

recruited via Facebook. This allowed for a personal approach, which can increase the 

response rate (Baltar & Brunet, 2012). The first participants were approached through 

Facebook chat of the researcher’s own network of people that fit the selection criteria. They 

were given a direct link to the Qualtrics survey, and they were asked to distribute the survey 

further through their network of people that fit the selection criteria, meaning a snowball 

sample was adopted in order to reach a larger network of participants, making the sample 

more diverse and representative of the population (Baltar & Brunet, 2012). All participants 

were from Croatia, since that is the target group this research deals with. They were also 
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part of the generation of millennials, meaning they were between the of ages 18 to 29 

(Lenhart, Purcell, Smith, & Zickuhr, 2010).  

 When participants clicked on the survey link, they were redirected to the Qualtrics 

survey. The first thing participants saw was the consent form (Appendix A). Here, they were 

explained that the research they are going to take part in is part of master’s program in 

Media and Business at the Erasmus University Rotterdam, and that their participation is 

voluntary and anonymous. This is also where participants were introduced to the cover story 

of the experiment. They were told that this research deals with Croatian millennials’ usage of 

Facebook and its content. The cover story is introduced in order to prevent response bias 

due to participants realizing their media and advertising literacy is being observed.  

 

3.3. Participants 

 The participants of this survey (N = 155) were between ages of 18 and 29, more 

precisely, the biggest group of participants was 22 years old (N = 60), followed by 23-year-

olds (N = 30), and 21-year-olds (N = 19). The smallest groups of participants were 18- and 

29-year olds with one participant in each group. Ages of 28 and 27 were represented by two 

and three participants, respectively, while five participants indicated they were 25 years old. 

Groups of 19- and 20-year-olds each had 11 participants, and 24-year-olds 12. The 

complete distribution of participants across ages can be seen in Figure 2. 

 Out of all participants, 40.6% (N = 63) were male, while 59.4% (N = 92) were female. 

When it comes to the education of participants, the biggest number (N = 66) indicated they 

were high school graduates, followed by Bachelor’s degree (N = 47), Master’s degree (N= 

26) and Associate degree (N = 10). Other groups had less then ten participants, more 

precisely three participants indicated they attended or received Professional degree, two 

attended or received a Doctoral degree, while one participant had less than high school 

degree. When asked if they noticed any advertising on Facebook, the majority (N = 152) 

replied with “yes”, while three participants reported they have not noticed any advertising on 

Facebook.  

 

3.4. Stimulus material 

 As stated above, participants of this research saw six Facebook posts in order to test 

their media and advertising literacy. All six posts were actual posts (Appendix B) that 

appeared on the Facebook page ‘mindbodygreen’, a health and wellness website. The 

reason this page was chosen for stimulus material is that it is gender neutral and relatively 

unfamiliar to Croatian audience, so pre-existing prejudice about the source were eliminated. 

Of the six posts, three were advertisements, while other three were regular editorial content. 

The first post that was an ad was for Kohl’s. It was chosen as stimulus material that is easy 
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to recognize as an ad because it has several signifiers of the company that paid for the ad. 

Kohl’s is tagged in the first line together with mindbodygreen, in the description of the post 

and in the post itself. The second ad was for SUJA Juice. This post is less easy to recognize 

as an ad, as it has only two signifiers of the company behind it; tagged with mindbodygreen 

and mentioned in the post. The last ad, that was least likely to be recognized as an ad was 

for The Model Health Show. This company was mentioned only at the very end of the post, 

below the picture. Other three posts were regular editorial content that served as distraction 

to the participants. After determining which posts they considered to be ads, participants 

were shown which posts in fact were advertisements and which were regular editorial 

content. 

 

3.5. Measures  

 This survey consisted of several scales to measure frequency and intensity of 

Facebook usage, media literacy, and advertising literacy. Scales used in this research were 

validated through other research. However, some of them were adapted to suit the purpose 

and target group of this research, therefore factor analysis and reliability analysis were used 

for every scale to see if these scales were reliable and could be further used in this 

research. For the factor analyses, both the Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin measure of sampling 

adequacy and Bartlett’s test of sphericity were inspected. The KMO value should be higher 

than 0.60, and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity statistically significant, in order for factor 

analysis to be allowed. When it was, the Eigenvalues were looked at in order to determine 

how many factors there were within a scale. Eigenvalue of 1 or more indicates there is a 

factor within the scale, and all items must be positively correlated with one factor. If the 

analysis showed a one dimensional scale, we proceeded with a reliability analysis. In 

reliability analysis, Cronbach’s alpha was looked at and values of 0.70 and above were 

accepted, but values above 0.80 are preferable (Pallant, 2007). Reliable scales were 

computed into a new variable by calculating the mean of all items. If Cronbach’s alpha could 

be improved by removing an item from the scale, that item was removed and the remaining 

ones were computed into a new variable. 

 Frequency of Facebook usage. To examine the frequency of Facebook usage, 

people were first asked to answer the question “Do you use Facebook?” with either “yes” or 

“no”. If the answer was “no”, the respondent was redirected towards the end of survey, 

because non-users of Facebook are not the target group of this research. The next five 

questions about accessing Facebook, length of usage, frequency of log ins, hours spent per 

log in and frequency of updating profile have several answer categories. The whole scale 

can be seen in Appendix C. In terms of accessing Facebook, 119 participants access it 

through both mobile device and PC/laptop, while 31 report accessing through mobile device 
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only, and 5 participants access Facebook through PC/laptop only. The majority of 

participants (148) have used Facebook for more than five years, while 3 and 2 participants 

used it for four and three years respectively, and one participant reported usage for two 

years and one for less than one year. When it comes to frequency of log-ons, 134 

participants log in several times a day, 15 once a day, 3 participants log in 2-4 times a week, 

while one participant logs in once a week and one once a month. As for the time spent on 

Facebook per log on, 118 participants spend less than one hour per log in, 26 spend up to 

two hours, and 7, 2 and 2 participants report spending 3, 4 and more than 5 hours, 

respectively. From 155 participants, 107 report updating their Facebook profile only once a 

month, 32 2-4 times a week, 11 report updating once a week, 3 participants update their 

profile 2-4 times a week, and 2 update it every day. 

 Intensity of usage. After frequency of usage, respondents were asked why they use 

Facebook in order to determine their motivations. As answer categories, they were 

presented with seven possible answers from Whiting and Williams (2013). These answers 

are “social interaction”, “information seeking”, “pass time”, “entertainment”, “relaxation”, 

“communication utility” and “convenience utility”, as can be seen in Appendix D. 

Respondents were allowed to choose several answers for this question. As a result, 

“communication” was the most indicated motivation, with 113 participants choosing it, 

followed by “passing time” with 109 participants, “looking for information” with 102, 

“entertainment” with 100, “social interaction” with 98, “relaxation” with 50, and lastly 

“convenience” with 33 participants. 

 The intensity of Facebook usage was further measured in terms of motivations of 

usage with thirteen items developed by Orosz et al. (2016). Responses were recorded on a 

five-point Likert scale, ranging from (1) completely disagree to (5) completely agree. The 

items from this list measure persistence with items such as “If I could visit only one site on 

the Internet, it would be Facebook” and “I feel bad if I don’t check Facebook daily”; boredom 

with items like “Watching Facebook posts is good for overcoming boredom” and If I’m bored, 

I open Facebook”; overuse with items like “I spent time on Facebook at the expense of my 

obligations” and “I spend more time on Facebook than I would like to”; and, finally, self-

expression with items like “My Facebook profile is rather detailed” and “It is important for me 

to update my Facebook profile regularly”. The full list of items for motivations of usage can 

be found in Appendix E.  

The factor analysis for intensity of usage showed a KMO value of 0.801, while 

Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant (p=0.000). The thirteen items loaded on 3 factors, 

out of which 2 had positive correlations with items. The first factor consisted of 4 items, 

“Watching Facebook posts is good for overcoming boredom”, “When I’m bored, I often go to 

Facebook”, “If I’m bored, I open Facebook” and “Before going to sleep, I check Facebook 
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once more” explaining 32.08% of the variance (factor loadings respectively 0.574, 0.847, 

0.845 and 0.647). The second factor consisted of 3 items, “My Facebook profile is rather 

detailed”, “I like refining my Facebook profile” and “It is important for me to update my 

Facebook profile regularly” explaining 14.21% of the variance (factor loadings respectively 

0.774, 0.780, and 0.803). 

 After factor analysis, reliability analysis was conducted for each of the two factors. 

The first, “boredom” showed Cronbach’s alpha of 0.719, however, removing the first item 

would improve Cronbach’s alpha to 0.732, therefore that item was removed. The remaining 

three items were combined into a mean scale with a mean of 3.63 and a standard deviation 

of 0.871. The mean indicates that, generally, the participants use Facebook as a way of 

overcoming boredom. The second factor, “self expression” with three items showed to be 

reliable with Cronbach’s alpha of 0.716. The items were combined into a mean scale with a 

mean of 1.989 and a standard deviation of 0.809, meaning the participants of this survey, in 

general, don’t use Facebook as a way of self-expressing. 

 Media literacy. The media literacy scale comes from research by Koc and Barut 

(2016). This scale has a total of 35 items, separated into four categories: functional 

consumption contains statements like “Know how to use searching tools to get information 

needed in the media” and “”Perceive different opinions in the media”; critical consumption, 

statements like “Distinguish different functions of media” and “Determine whether or not 

media contents have commercial messages”; functional prosumption statements like “Use 

hardware necessary for developing media contents” and “Use basic operating tools”; and, 

finally, critical prosumption, statements like “Construct online identity consistent with real 

personal characteristics” and “Design media contents that reflect critical thinking of certain 

matters”. The full 35 item scale can be seen in Appendix F, while the answers were recorded 

on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from (1) completely disagree and (5) completely agree. 

The scale by Koc and Barut (2016) was designed to measure media literacy in 

general, but in order to be used in this research it was adapted to ask questions about 

Facebook specifically. However, at first double-barreled questions were removed, for 

example: “Understand political, economical and societal dimensions of media contents” and 

“Asses media in terms of credibility, reliability objectivity and currency”. Without the double-

barreled statements, the total list consists of 15 items, more specifically FC1, FC2, FC3, 

CC1, CC2, CC5, CC6, CC7, FP2, FP3, FP4, CP1, CP2, CP4 and CP6. After deciding which 

items can be used in the survey, they also needed to be adapted to measure Facebook 

media literacy, therefore instead of “media” the word “Facebook” was used. For example, 

“Know how to use searching tools to get information needed in the media” became “Know 

how to use searching tools to get information needed on Facebook”, “Determine whether or 

not media contents have commercial messages” became “Determine whether or not 



 
19 

Facebook contents have commercial messages”, “Use hardware necessary for developing 

media contents” was transformed to “Use hardware necessary for developing Facebook 

contents” and “Design media contents that reflect critical thinking of certain matters” was 

turned into “Design Facebook contents that reflect critical thinking of certain matters”. All 

answers to the remaining items were recorded on a 5-point Likert scale, 1 being “completely 

disagree” and 5 being “completely agree”. 

 Functional consumption was measured on a 3-item scale with “I know how to use 

searching tools to get information needed on Facebook,” “I can catch up with the changes 

on Facebook,” and “I can make use of various Facebook environments to reach 

information.” The factor analysis resulted in a KMO of 0.682 and Bartlett’s test of sphericity 

was significant. All items loaded on one factor, explaining 66.21% of the variance (factor 

loadings respectively 0.793, 0.806, and 0.841). Then, reliability analysis was conducted and 

Chronbach’s alpha showed the scale to be reliable with 0.744. The three items were then 

used to form a mean scale, whose mean was 4.00 and standard deviation 0.764, showing 

that the level of functional consumption is in general high in this sample. 

 Critical consumption was measured on a 5-item scale with items “I can distinguish 

different functions of Facebook (communication, entertainment, etc.)”, “I am able to 

determine whether or not Facebook contents have commercial messages”, “I can combine 

information on Facebook with my own opinions”, “I can consider Facebook rating symbols to 

choose which media contents to use” and “I can make a decision about the accuracy of 

messages on Facebook”. The factor analysis resulted in a KMO value of 0.735, and 

Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant.All items loaded on one factor, explaining 47.39% 

of the variance (factor loadings respectively 0.627, 0.825, 0.774, 0.429, and 0.715). 

Reliability analysis was then conducted and showed Chronbach’s alpha to be 0.707, which 

could be improved if “I can consider Facebook rating symbols to choose which media 

contents to use” was removed. This item was then removed and the new Chronbach’s alpha 

was 0.738. The four items were then combined into one variable with a mean of 4.05 and a 

standard deviation of 0.65, meaning the general level of critical consumption in this sample 

was high. 

 Functional prosumption was measured on a 3-item scale with items “I can use 

hardware necessary for developing Facebook contents (text, image, video, etc.)”, “I can use 

software necessary for developing Facebook contents (text, image, video, etc.)”, and “I can 

use basic operating tools (butoon, hyperlinks, file transfer, etc.) on Facebook”. When factor 

analysis was conducted, it showed KMO of 0.688 and Bartlett’s test was significant. All items 

loaded on one factor with eigenvalue more than one, explaining 75.79% of the variance 

(factor loadings respectively 0.899, 0.905, 0.803). Reliability analysis then showed 

Cronbach’s alpha of 0.839, but after removing the last item, Cronbach’s alpha was improved 
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to 0.869. Therefore, a new variable was created with two items, with mean of 3.88 and 

standard deviation of 1.061, meaning the level of functional prosumption of this sample was, 

in general, moderately high. 

 Critical prosumption was measured on a 4-item scale with items “I can influence 

others’ opinions by participating in Facebook environments”, “I can make a contribution to 

Facebook by reviewing current matters from different perspectives (social, economical, 

ideological etc.)”, “I am able to construct online identity consistent with real personal 

characteristics” and “I am able to design Facebook contents that reflect critical thinking of 

certain matters”. In the factor analysis, KMO was 0.687, and Bartlett’s test was significant. 

All four items loaded on one factor, explaining 54.99% of variance (factor loading 

respectively 0.722, 0.721, 0.749, and 0.774). The Cronbach’s alpha of the scale was 0.727, 

meaning the scale was reliable. The four items were then used to create a new mean scale, 

with a mean of 3.36 and standard deviation of 0.762, meaning the level of critical 

prosumption, in general, was moderately high. 

 Advertising literacy. Advertising literacy on Facebook was measured using the scale 

from research by Rozendaal et al. (2016). More specifically, the 11-item scale for conceptual 

advertising literacy, and a 6-item scale for attitudinal advertising literacy. The original list can 

be found in Appendix G. Again, this scale was designed to measure advertising literacy on 

television; therefore it needed to be adapted for Facebook. This was done similarly as in the 

case of media literacy, the word “television” was replaced by “Facebook”, and “commercial” 

was changed for “paid post”. For example, “Are commercials on television there to make you 

buy the advertised products?” was changed to “Are paid posts on Facebook there to make 

you buy the advertised products?”, “How often do you think television commercials are 

real?” was transformed to “How often do you think paid posts on Facebook are real?”. Also, 

questions that were targeted to children, such as “Commercials often show happy children 

who are playing together with the advertised products. Why do you think that is?” were 

modified to fit the target group of this research: “Paid posts often feature a story that 

mentions the advertised product. Why do you think that is?”. In this case, the answer 

categories also featured the word “children”, so they were modified to fit the target group of 

this research. More specifically, the answer category “To help children learn about the 

product” turned into “To help people learn about the product” and “To get children to believe 

what the ad says” became “To get people to believe what the ad says”. Two questions were 

deleted from the original scale, specifically “For whom is this commercial intended?” with 

answer categories “For children only”, “For adults only”, “For children and adults”, “Neither 

for children nor for adults” because it is not applicable for this research due to the target 

group, the same as the question “Are commercials on television there to make you ask your 

parents to buy the advertised products?”. The reasons these items were removed are the 
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following; the first item is irrelevant for posts that the participants saw because if paid posts 

appear on Facebook, they are not targeted for children, since children don’t use the medium. 

Moreover, it was specified that the posts are from an online magazine, which again is not 

targeted for children. The second question was removed because the target group of the 

research were millennials, and while some of them were probably students, millennials in 

general have their own disposable income (Loroz & Helgeson, 2013) and therefore would 

not ask their parents to buy something for them. The whole modified scale can be seen in 

Appendix H. 

 Conceptual advertising literacy was firstly measured with recognition of 

advertisements. The first post, that was easy to recognize as an ad, was successfully 

recognized by 102 participants (65.8%), out of which 93 correctly recognized the ad was for 

Kohl’s. The second post, 97 participants (62.6%) recognized as an ad, but 63 of them 

correctly recognized the ad was for Suja Juice. The third post, only 54 participants (34.8%) 

recognized as an advertisement, and 38 of them correctly recognized the ad was for The 

Model Health Show.  

Persuasive intent was measured with three items; “Are paid posts on Facebook there 

to make you buy the advertised product?”, “Are paid posts on Facebook there to make you 

think positively about the advertised product?”, and “Are paid posts on Facebook there to 

make you feel positively about the advertised product?”. The factor analysis resulted in a 

KMO of 0.672, and Bartlett’s test was significant. All three items loaded on one factor 

explaining 76.05% of variance (factor loadings respectively 0.786, 0.911, and 0.913). 

Reliability analysis showed a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.837, but by removing the first item the 

Cronbach’s alpha could be improved to 0.887. Therefore, a new mean scale was formed 

with the last two items, and the mean of that scale was 3.36 and standard deviation was 

0.754, meaning the level of understanding persuasive intent was, in general, moderately 

high. 

 Understanding of purpose of demonstration and humor in advertising was also 

measured, using items “Paid posts often include a story in which the advertised product is 

used. Why do you think that is?” and “Paid posts are often funny. Why do you think that is?”. 

Answer categories were the following: “To help people learn about the product”, “To get 

people to recall the ad”, “To get people to believe what the ad says” and “To make people 

like the ad”. The answer categories were then recoded to reflect findings of Rozendaal, 

Buijzen, and Valkenburg (2011), meaning the answers were ranked from the most correct 

one to the least correct. In the case of demonstration, ranking was from best to worst as 

follows; “To help people learn about the product”, “To get people to believe what the ad 

says”, “To get people to recall the ad”, and “To make people like the ad”. For use of humor, 

ranking of the answers from best to worst was as follows: “To make people like the ad”, “To 
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get people to recall the ad”, “To help people learn about the product”, and “To get people to 

believe what the ad says”. A factor analysis of the two items showed KMO of 0.500, which 

means the two items can’t be loaded on one factor and they have to be tested separately. 

For understanding the use of demonstration in advertisements, mean was 2.16 and standard 

deviation 0.765, meaning the participants, in general, have a low understanding of usage of 

demonstration. For understanding the usage of humor, mean was 1.72 and standard 

deviation 1.019, meaning the participants, in general, have a low understanding of usage of 

humor in advertisements. 

 Attitudinal advertising literacy was measured on a 6-item scale with the items “How 

often do you think paid posts are real?”, “How often do you think that what you read in paid 

posts is like things are in reality?”, “How often do you think paid posts are truthful?”, “How 

often do you think paid posts tell the truth?”, “How often do you think paid posts are boring?”, 

and “How often do you think paid posts are stupid?”. The answer categories were “never”, 

“sometimes”, “often” and “very often”. Consequently, the first four items were recoded so 

that a higher score would indicate a higher level of attitudinal advertising literacy and the six 

items could be compared. Then, factor analysis was conducted and it resulted in a KMO-

value of 0.638 and Bartlett’s test was significant. However, two factors had eigenvalue 

higher than one. The first four items loaded on one factor explaining 40.18%of variance 

(factor loadings respectively 0.723, 0.692, 0.782, and 0.856), while the last two items loaded 

on the second factor, explaining 26.76% of variance (factor loadings respectively 0.888 and 

0.896). Then a reliability analysis was conducted for both factors separately. The first, 4-item 

scale, was reliable with Cronbach’s alpha of 0.759, so a new mean scale for attitudinal 

literacy that measures belief was created. This scale had a mean of 3.01 and a standard 

deviation of 0.432, meaning participants, in general, did not believe paid posts. The second 

scale was also reliable with Cronbach’s alpha 0.761, therefore a new mean scale was 

created with a mean of 2.85 and a standard deviation 0.720, meaning that participants, in 

general, didn’t show a high level of disliking towards paid posts. 
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4. Results 

 In this section, the five hypotheses are tested using several analyses. Software used 

for this analysis was SPSS. After exporting data from Qualtrics, this raw data was imported 

in SPSS where it was cleaned so that only completed responses from the target group 

remained 

 

4.1. Media literacy on Facebook (H1a, H1b, H1c, H1d) 

 To first four hypotheses stated that the levels of functional consumption (H1a) and 

levels of functional prosumption (H1c) are high, while levels of critical consumption (H1b) 

and critical prosumption (H1d) are low. In order to test these hypotheses, one-sample-t tests 

were conducted, since the dependent variables were continuous. The tests were conducted 

to determine whether participants scored significantly higher or lower than the mid-point of 

the scale, which was 3 in all cases.  

 The mean value for functional consumption was 4.00, with standard deviation of 

0.061 and significance level p = 0.000 (95% CI [0.88, 1.12]). Therefore, hypothesis 1a is 

supported. For critical consumption, the mean value was 4.05 (SD = 0.659, p = 0.00, 95% CI 

[0.95, 1.15]). While p-value showed the difference between the mean of scale and mid-point 

of the scale is significant, looking at the mean value, we see that the mean is in fact 

significantly higher than the mid-point, therefore, hypothesis 1b is not supported.  

 The one-sample-t test for functional prosumption was significant (p = 0.000) with 

mean of 3.88 and standard deviation 1.061 (95% CI [0.71, 1.04], therefore hypothesis 1c 

was supported. The mean for critical prosumption scale (M = 3.36, SD = 0.762) was also 

significantly (p = 0.000) different than the mid-point of the scale. However, since the mean 

was significantly higher than the mid-point, hypothesis 1d is not accepted. 

 

4.2. Advertising literacy on Facebook (H2a, H2b) 

 In order to test these hypotheses, which stated that the level of conceptual 

advertising literacy (H2a) and the level of attitudinal advertising literacy (H2b) are high, one-

sample-t tests were conducted. The tests were conducted to determine whether the mean of 

the scale was significantly different than its mid-point. 

 To test conceptual advertising literacy, recognition of advertisements was tested first. 

In this case, respondents were asked whether what they saw was an advertisement or 

regular content, with advertisement being coded as 1, while regular content being coded as 

0. For easy advertisement, the one with high level of transparency, the mean (M = 0.63, SD 

= 0.483, 95% CI [0.05, 0.21) was significantly (p = 0.001) higher than the mid-point of the 

scale (i.e., 0.5). Therefore, for recognition of highly transparent advertisements, hypothesis 

2a is supported. For the moderate and low transparency of advertisements, while the 
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difference was significant (p = 0.000) for both cases, the means (M = 0.25, SD = 0.437, 95% 

CI [-0.34, -0.14] and M = 0.10, SD = 0.309, 95% CI [-0.45, -0.33], respectively) were lower 

than the mid-point of the scale (i.e., 0.5). Therefore, hypothesis 2a is not supported for the 

recognition of moderate and low transparency advertisements. 

 Understanding of persuasive intent was also measured as part of conceptual 

advertising literacy, and in this case, the mean of the scale (M = 3.36, SD = 0.754, 95% CI 

[0.74, 0.98]) was significantly (p = 0.000) different than the mid-point of the scale (i.e., 2.5). 

For this reason, hypothesis 2a for understanding of persuasive intent is supported. 

Understanding of usage of demonstration and humor in paid posts was also measured, and 

while for both the mean of scale (M = 2.16, SD = 0.765, 95% CI [-0.45, -0.20] and M = 1.72, 

SD = 1.01, 95% CI [-0.94, -0.61] respectively) were significantly (p = 0.000) different than the 

mid-point, they were lower than the mid-point (i.e., 2.5). Therefore, hypothesis 2a for 

understanding usage of demonstration and humor is not supported. Overall, there is more 

evidence to reject hypothesis 2a than to support it: Croatian millennial Facebook users 

actually have a low level of conceptual advertising literacy.  

 Attitudinal advertising literacy was measured with two scales, the first one for 

believing paid posts and the second for disliking them. The mean of scale that measured 

believing paid posts (M = 3.01, SD = 0.432, 95% CI [0.44, 0.58] was significantly higher than 

the mid-point, therefore hypothesis 2b is supported for believing paid posts (i.e., 2.5). 

Additionally, the mean for the scale of disliking paid posts (M = 2.85, SD = 0.720, 95% CI 

[0.24, 0.46]) was significantly (p = 0.000) higher than the mid-point (i.e., 2.5). For this 

reason, hypothesis 2b for disliking paid posts is also supported. Overall, hypothesis 2b is 

fully supported: Croatian millennial Facebook users have a high level of attitudinal 

advertising literacy. 

 

4.3. Media literacy and advertising literacy (H3a, H3b, H3c, H3d, H3e, H3f, H3g, H3h) 

 For testing these hypotheses, which assumed that medial literacy (functional 

consumption, critical consumption, functional prosumption and critical prosumption) 

positively influences advertising literacy (conceptual advertising literacy and attitudinal 

advertising literacy) regression analysis was used. More specifically, since the scales for the 

independent media literacy and the dependent variable advertising literacy were typically 

continuous, linear regression was applied in most instances. However, for the analyses in 

which the dependent variable was advertising recognition (i.e., H3a, H3c, H3e, and H3g) 

logistic regression was applied.  

 Functional consumption (H3a, H3b).  To test H3a, which stated that functional 

consumption positively influences conceptual advertising literacy, several tests were used. 

Firstly logistic regression was used to test whether functional consumption positively 
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influences recognition of ads. For all three ad categories, with high, moderate and low level 

of disclosure, the relationship was not significant (p-values respectively 0.064, 0.586, and 

0.287, Chi-square respectively 16.139, 6.550, and 10.849). The model for recognition of ads 

with high disclosure explained between 10.4% (Cox and Snell R squared) and 14.2% 

(Nagelkerke R squared) of the variance in ability to recognize ads with high disclosure, and 

correctly classified 66% of cases. The model for ad recognition with moderate disclosure 

explained between 0.8% (Cox and Snell R squared) and 1.17% (Nagelkerke R squared) of 

the variance in ability to recognize ads with moderate disclosure, and correctly classified 

74.7% of cases. The model for ad recognition with low disclosure explained between 9.1% 

(Cox and Snell R squared) and 18.6% (Nagelkerke R squared) of the variance in ability to 

recognize ads with low disclosure, and correctly classified 89.4% of cases. Due to 

significance levels being higher than 0.05 (Pallant, 2007), hypothesis 3a is not supported for 

recognition of ads, and we conclude there is no relationship between functional consumption 

and recognition of ads.  

Next, the relationship between functional consumption and understanding persuasive 

intent was explored using linear regression, since both independent and dependent variable 

were continuous. From regression analysis, according to R-square value, this model 

predicted 4.4% of the variance, F (1,153) = 7.09, p = 0.009, in understanding persuasive 

intent. Functional consumption (b = 0.20, 𝛽 = 0.21, t = 2.66, 95% CI [0.-5, 0.36], p = 0.009) 

was a positive and significant predictor of understanding persuasive intent. Therefore 

hypothesis 3a is supported for understanding persuasive intent.  

For understanding the purpose of demonstration and understanding the purpose of 

humor, functional consumption was not a significant predictor with the respective p-values 

0.376 and 0.060. For understanding the purpose of demonstration, 𝛽 = -0.07, p = 0.376, F 

(1,152) = 0.78, p = 0.376, while for understanding the purpose of humor, 𝛽 = -0.152, p = 

0.060, F (1,152) = 3.58, p = 0.060. Therefore, we conclude that there is no relationship 

between functional consumption and understanding of demonstration and humor. Overall, 

hypothesis 3a is supported only for functional consumption being a positive predictor for 

understanding persuasive intent. 

 Hypothesis 3b stated that functional consumption positively influences attitudinal 

advertising literacy. Since attitudinal advertising literacy was measured with two scales, one 

for believing paid posts and the other for disliking them, linear regression was used because 

all variables were continuous. For both believing paid posts and disliking paid posts, 

functional consumption was not a significant predictor with respective p-values 0.169 and 

0.975. For believing paid posts, the model explained 0.2% of the variance, F (1, 153) = 

0.001, while for disliking paid posts, the model predicted 11.1% of the variance, F (1, 153) = 

1.911. Therefore, hypothesis 3b is not supported. 
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 Critical consumption (H3c, H3d). Hypothesis 3c assumed that critical consumption 

positively influences conceptual advertising literacy. Again, to test the effect of critical 

consumption on recognition of ads, logistic regression was used. For all three ad categories, 

high, moderate, and low disclosure, critical consumption was not a significant predictor with 

respective p-values 0.682, 0.238, and 0.961 and Chi-square values 0.168, 1.390 and 0.002, 

respectively. For recognition of ads with high disclosure, the model explained between 0.1% 

(Cox and Snell R Square) and 0.2% (Nagelkerke R Square) of the variance, and it correctly 

classified 63.3% of the cases. For recognition of ads with moderate disclosure, the model 

explained between 1.7% (Cox and Snell R Square) and 2.6% (Nagelkerke R Square) of the 

variance in ad recognition, and it correctly classified 74.4% of the cases. Finally, the model 

also explained 0% (Cox and Snell R Square and Nagelkerke R Square) of the variance in 

recognition of ads with low disclosure, and it correctly predicted 89.4% of the cases. This 

means that hypothesis 3c is not supported for recognition of ads.   

To see whether critical consumption positively influences understanding persuasive 

intent, linear regression was used due to both variables being continuous. The regression 

analysis showed critical consumption to be a significant and positive predictor of 

understanding persuasive intent (b = 0.40, 𝛽 = 0.35, t = 4.61, p = 0.000, 95% CI [0.22, 0.57]) 

with the model predicting 12.2% of the variance, F (1, 153) = 21.309, in understanding 

persuasive intent. Therefore, hypothesis 3c was supported for understanding persuasive 

intent 

For understanding the use of demonstration and humor, critical consumption was not 

a significant predictor with respective p-values 0.221 and 0.102 and Beta values -0.000 and 

-0.132. The model predicted 1% of the variance, F (1, 152) = 1.512, in understanding the 

purpose of demonstration, and 1.7% of the variance, F (1, 152) = 2.700, in understanding 

the purpose of humor. For this reason, hypothesis 3c is not supported for understanding use 

of demonstration and humor in paid posts. Overall, H3c is accepted only for understanding 

persuasive intent. 

 To test hypothesis 3d, which stated that critical consumption positively influences 

attitudinal advertising literacy, linear regression was used. Since both scales for attitudinal 

advertising literacy were continuous, as well as the scale for critical consumption, this was 

the appropriate analysis. At first, regression analysis was conducted to determine whether 

critical consumption positively influences believing paid posts. This model predicted 2.8% of 

the variance, F (1, 153) = 4.347, in believing paid posts. Critical consumption was a positive 

and significant predictor (b = 0.10, 𝛽=0.166, t = 2.08, p=0.039, 95% CI [0.00, 0.21]). This 

means that the hypothesis 3d for believing paid posts is supported. However, regression 

analysis for influence of critical consumption on disliking of paid posts was not significant (𝛽 

= 0.089, p = 0.273), and it predicted 0.8% of the variance, F (1,153) = 1.211, in disliking of 
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paid posts. Therefore, hypothesis 3d for disliking of paid posts was not supported, resulting 

in H3d being only partially supported. 

 Functional prosumption (H3e, H3f). Hypothesis 3e assumed functional prosumption 

positively influences conceptual advertising literacy. To test this hypothesis, several 

analyses were conducted. First analysis was a logistic regression to determine whether 

functional prosumption influenced recognition of ads. For the category of recognition of ads 

with high disclosure, functional prosumption was a significant predictor (p = 0.037, Chi-

square = 4.357) for recognition of ads. The model explained between 2.9% (Cox and Snell R 

Square) and 4% (Nagelkerke R Square) of the variance in recognition of ads with high 

disclosure, correctly predicting 64.6% of responses. For recognition with moderate 

disclosure, functional prosumption was not a significant predictor (p = 0.128, Chi-square = 

2.312). The model explained between 2.9 % (Cox and Snell R Square) and 4.3% 

(Nagelkerke R Square) of the variance in recognition of ads, correctly classifying 74.7% of 

the cases. For recognition of low disclosure, functional prosumption was a significant 

predictor (p = 0.003, Chi-square = 8.836), and it explained between 7.5 & (Cox and Snell R 

Square) and 15.3% (Nagelkerke R Square) of the variance in recognition of ads, correctly 

classifying 89.4% of responses. Therefore, hypothesis 3e is supported for recognition of 

advertisements with high and low disclosure.  

For understanding persuasive intent, purpose of demonstration and humor, linear 

regression was used, since all variables were continuous. For understanding persuasive 

intent, functional prosumption was a significant predictor (b = 0.17, 𝛽 = 0.241, t = 3.07, p = 

0.003, 95% CI [0.06, 0.28]), predicting 5.8% in the variance, F (1, 153) = 9.448, in 

understanding persuasive intent. Then, linear regression was conducted for understanding 

purpose of demonstration and humor, but in both cases the model was not significant with p-

values 0.732 and 0.859, respectively. The model predicted 0.1% of the variance, F (1, 152) 

= 0.117, in understanding the purpose of demonstration, and 0% of the variance, F (1, 152) 

= 0.032, in understanding the purpose of humor. Therefore, hypothesis 3e is supported for 

understanding persuasive intent, but not for understanding use of demonstration and humor. 

Overall, H3e is supported for recognition of easy and difficult advertisements and 

understanding persuasive intent. 

 Hypothesis 3f assumed functional prosumption positively influences attitudinal 

advertising literacy. To test this hypothesis, linear regression was conducted. For believing 

paid posts, functional prosumption was not a significant predictor (𝛽 = 0.008, p = 0.924), 

predicting 0% of the variance, F (1, 153) = 0.009, in believing paid posts. Therefore, 

hypothesis that functional prosumption positively influences believing paid posts is not 

supported. For disliking paid posts, functional prosumption was also not a significant 
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predictor (𝛽 = 0.100, p = 0.214), predicting 1% of the variance, F (1, 153) = 1.554, in 

disliking paid posts. Therefore, overall hypothesis 3f is not supported. 

 Critical prosumption (H3g, H3h). To test hypothesis 3g, which stated that critical 

prosumption positively influences conceptual advertising literacy, logistic regression and 

linear regression were conducted. Logistic regression was used to test whether critical 

prosumption influences ad recognition. In all three cases, ad recognition for high, moderate 

and low level of disclosure, critical prosumption was not a significant predictor with 

respective p-values; 0.968, 0.649, and 0.385, and Chi-square 0.002, 0.207, and 0.756, 

respectively. For recognition of ads with high disclosure, the model explained 0% (Cox and 

Snell R Square and Nagelkerke R Square) of the variance and correctly classified 63,3% of 

the cases. For recognition of ads with moderate disclosure, the model explained between 

0.3% (Cox and Snell R Square) and 0.4% (Nagelkerke R Square) of the variance, and 

correctly classified 74.7% of the cases. For recognition of ads with low disclosure, the model 

explained between 0.7% (Cox and Snell R Square) and 1.4% (Nagelkerke R Square) of the 

variance, correctly classifying 89.4% of the cases. Therefore, H3g is not supported for ad 

recognition.  

For testing the influence of critical prosumption on understanding persuasive intent, 

linear regression was used. This model predicted 4.9% of the variance, F (1, 153) = 7.872, in 

understanding persuasive intent. Critical prosumption was a positive and significant predictor 

(b = 0.21, 𝛽 = 0.221, t = 2.80, p = 0.006, 95% CI [0.06, 0.37]) for understanding persuasive 

intent. Linear regression was also used to determine the influence of critical prosumption on 

understanding the use of demonstration and humor, but critical prosumption was not a 

significant predictor in either case, with respective 𝛽 and p values; 𝛽 = 0.068, p = 0.404 and    

𝛽 = -0.016, p = 0.840. For understanding the use of demonstration, critical prosumption 

predicted 0.5% of the variance, F (1, 152) = 0.701, while for understanding the use of humor, 

critical prosumption predicted 0% of the variance, F (1, 152) = 0.041. Therefore, H3f is 

supported only for understanding persuasive intent. 

 Hypothesis 3h assumed critical prosumption positively influences attitudinal 

advertising literacy. To test this hypothesis, linear regression was used. Critical prosumption 

was not a significant predictor for believing paid posts (𝛽 = -0.125, p = 0.125). The model 

predicted 1.6% of the variance, F (1, 153) = 2.433, in believing paid posts. For disliking paid 

posts, critical prosumption was also not a significant predictor (𝛽 = 0.019, p = 0.812). The 

model predicted 0% of the variance, F (1, 153) = 0.058, in disliking paid posts. For this 

reason, the overall H3h is not supported. 

 To sum up, the overall H3 (“the level of media literacy on Facebook positively 

influences the level of advertising literacy on Facebook”) was only partially accepted as 3 
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hypotheses were declined (i.e., H3b, H3f, and H3h), while other 5 were only partially 

accepted (i.e., H3a, H3c, H3d, H3e, H3g, and H3h) 

 

4.4. Frequency of Facebook usage and media literacy (H4a, H4b, H4c, H4d) 

 Frequency of Facebook usage was measured with five questions; way of accessing 

Facebook, length of usage, log on frequency, time spent per log on, and frequency of 

updating Facebook profile. Since those variables are categorical, and media literacy scales 

are continuous, ANOVA was the appropriate analysis for these hypotheses. 

 Hypotheses 4a assumed frequency of usage positively influences functional 

consumption. Participants were divided into three groups according to the way they 

accessed Facebook; “mobile device,” “PC/laptop” and “mobile device and PC/laptop”. 

Functional consumption did not significantly differ between groups with different way of 

accessing Facebook (F (2, 152) = 1.007, p = 0.368). Means and standard deviations for 

each group were, respectively, M = 3.82, SD = 0.980, M = 4.06, SD = 0.149, and M = 4.04, 

SD = 0.712. According to length of usage, participants were divided into groups “less than 1 

year,” “2 years,” “3 years,” “4 years” and “more than 5 years”. Functional consumption did 

not significantly differ between groups with different lengths of Facebook usage (F (4, 150) = 

0.763, p = 0.551). For log on frequency, original variable had to be recoded to remove 

answer categories with less than five cases. Groups removed were “once a month”, “2-4 

times a month”, and “once a week”. With the remaining three groups “several times a day”, 

“once a day” and “2-4 times a week”, an ANOVA was conducted and it showed there is a 

difference in functional consumption between these groups (F (2, 149) = 4.165, p = 0.017). 

The differences between functional consumption of those who log on 2-4 times a week and 

those who log on once a day (𝑀!"##$%$&'$ = -1.17, p = 0.038) and the differences between 

functional consumption of those who log on 2-4 times a week and those who log on several 

times a day (𝑀!"##$%$&'$ = -1.25, p =0.013) were significant. This means those who log on 

once (M = 3.95 ; SD = 0.676) or more times a day (M = 4.03; SD = 0.744) have higher levels 

of functional consumption than those who log on 2-4 times a week (M =_2.77; SD = 1.38).  

 Functional consumption did not significantly differ between groups depending on the 

amount of time they spent on Facebook per log on (F (4, 150) = 1.637, p = 0.168). When it 

comes to frequency of updating Facebook profile, functional consumption was significantly 

different between groups who update their Facebook profile daily and once a week 

(𝑀!"##$%$&'$ = -1.93, p = 0.009); those who update daily and those who update 2-4 times a 

month (𝑀!"##$%$&'$ = -1.72, p = 0.018); as well as between those who update their profile 

daily and those who do so once a month (𝑀!"##$%$&'$ = -1.64, p = 0.023). This means that 

those who update their profile daily have lower levels of functional consumption (M = 2.33 
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and SD = 0.942 compared to M = 4.22 and SD = 0.693, M = 4.27 and SD = 1.190, M =4.06 

and SD = 0.607, and M = 3.98 and SD = 0.726 respectively), therefore not supporting H4a. 

Overall, H4a was supported only for functional consumption being different between groups 

with different log-on frequency. 

 Hypothesis 4b stated that frequency of usage positively influences critical 

consumption. Critical consumption did not significantly differ between the groups who 

access Facebook differently (F (2, 152) = 2.640, p = 0.075), nor did it differ between groups 

with different length of Facebook usage (F (4, 150) = 1.543, p = 0.193). However, critical 

consumption did differ when it came to frequency of logging on to Facebook. It was 

significantly different between groups of those who logged on several times a day and those 

who logged on 2-4 times a week (𝑀!"##$%$&'$ = 1.206, p = 0.004), meaning those who 

logged on more often, scored higher on critical consumption scale (M = 4.12 and SD = 0.628 

compared to M = 2.91 and SD = 0.763). Groups that spent different amount of time on 

Facebook per log on did not significantly differ in terms of critical consumption (F (4, 150) = 

0.098, p = 0.983). Groups with different frequency of updating their Facebook profile scored 

significantly different in terms of critical consumption (F (4, 150) = 2.928, p = 0.023). 

However, looking at the post hoc test, the difference between those who update their profile 

daily and those who update it once a week was only marginally significant (𝑀!"##$%$&'$ =       

-1.352, p = 0.054), meaning those who update their profile daily scored marginally worse on 

critical consumption scale than those who update their profile once a week (M = 3.12 and 

SD = 0.530 compared to M = 4.47 and SD = 0.606). For these reasons, H4b is supported 

only for log on frequency. 

 Hypothesis 4c stated that frequency of usage positively influences functional 

prosumption. After conducting ANOVA analysis, we see that frequency of usage does not 

significantly differ between groups with different ways of accessing Facebook (F (2, 152) = 

1.476, p = 0.232), or between groups with different lengths of Facebook usage (F (4, 150) = 

0.480, p = 0.750). It also does not differ between groups with different log on frequencies (F 

(2, 149) = 1.372, p = 0.257), between groups that spend different amount of time per log on 

(F (4, 150) = 1.189, p = 0.318), nor does it differ between groups with different frequency of 

updating their Facebook profiles (F (4, 150) = 1.246, p = 0.294). Therefore, the H4c is not 

supported in any way. 

 Hypothesis 4d assumed that frequency of usage positively influences critical 

prosumption. After ANOVA analysis was conducted, the results showed that again there is 

no significant difference between the groups with different frequencies of Facebook usage. 

More precisely, difference between groups with different ways of accessing Facebook was 

not significant (F (2, 152) = 0.963, p = 0.384), and neither was the difference between 
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groups with different lengths of Facebook usage (F (4, 150) = 0.363, p = 0.835). Groups with 

different log on frequencies did not significantly differ in terms of critical prosumption (F (2, 

149) = 0.307, p = 0.736), and the same was true for groups with different amount of time 

spent on Facebook per log on (F (4, 150) = 0.883, p = 0.476), as well as for groups with 

different frequency of updating their Facebook profile (F (4, 150) = 0.688, p = 0.601). 

Therefore, H4d is not supported at all. 

 

4.5. Motivations of Facebook usage and media literacy (H4e, H4f, H4g, H4h) 

	 Hypothesis 4e assumed that the motivations of usage positively influences functional 

consumption. To test this hypothesis, a linear regression test was used, since both variables 

were continuous. For influence of motivations of usage on functional consumption in terms 

of usage to relieve boredom, the model was significant (p = 0.001), and it predicted 7.1% of 

the variance, F (1, 153) = 11.78, p = 0.001. Motivations of usage were a positive (b = 0.23, 𝛽 

= 0.267, t = 3.34, 95% CI [0.1, 0.37]) and significant predictor for functional consumption in 

terms of boredom. For functional consumption in terms of self-expression, the model was 

not significant (F (1, 153) = 0.31, p = 0.574). Therefore, H4e is only partially supported. 

 Hypothesis 4f stated that the motivations of usage positively influence critical 

consumption. For usage out of boredom, the model was not significant (F (1, 153) = 1.474, p 

= 0.227), however, for self-expression it was marginally significant (p = 0.053). In this case, 

while self-expression was a marginally significant predictor, it was also a negative one (b = -

0.127, 𝛽 = -0.156, t = -1.954, 95% CI [-0.25, 0.00]), predicting 2.4% of the variance F (1, 

153) = 3.818, p = 0.053. Therefore, H4f is rejected. 

 Hypothesis 4g stated that the motivations of usage positively influence functional 

prosumption. With respective significance levels for boredom and self-expression of 0.208 

and 0.542, this hypothesis is fully rejected. Hypothesis 4h assumed that the motivations of 

usage positively influence critical prosumption. In terms of usage out of boredom, the model 

was marginally significant (p = 0.059) and positive (b = 0.13, 𝛽 = 0.152, t = 1.90, 95% CI [-

0.00, 0.27]) predictor, predicting 2.3% of the variance, F (1, 153) = 3.63, in functional 

prosumption characterized by boredom. For self-expression, the model was a significant (p = 

0.011) and positive (b = 0.19, 𝛽 = 0.203, t = 2.56, 95% CI [0.04, 0.33]) predictor, predicting 

4.1% of the variance, F (1, 153) = 6.55, in functional prosumption characterized by self-

expression. 

  

4.6. Frequency of Facebook usage and advertising literacy (H5a, H5b) 

	 Hypothesis 5a stated that frequency of usage positively influences conceptual 

advertising literacy. Significance levels showed that there was a difference between groups 

who access Facebook in different ways in their understanding of persuasive intent and their 
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understanding of usage of humor. The difference between understanding persuasive intent 

was different between those who access Facebook through a mobile device (M = 3.09, SD = 

0.820) and those who access it through PC/laptop (M = 4.00, SD = 0.00) was significant 

(𝑀!"##$%$&'$ = -0.903, p = 0.033) in a way that those who accessed Facebook through their 

mobile device scored lower than those who access Facebook on PC/laptop in terms of 

understanding persuasive intent. For understanding the usage of humor, the situation was 

the opposite. Those who accessed Facebook through their mobile device scored higher (M 

= 2.12, SD = 1.147) at understanding of humor than those who accessed Facebook through 

both their mobile device and PC/laptop (M = 1.62, SD = 0.976, 𝑀!"##$%$&'$ = 0.501, p = 

0.038). Additionally, there is also a difference in ability to recognize easy type of advertising 

among groups with different log-on frequencies. Those who log on to Facebook once a day 

could recognize ads with high disclosure (M = 0.93, SD = 0.258) better than those who log-

on to Facebook several times a day (M = 0.60, SD = 0.490, (𝑀!"##$%$&'$ = 0.327, p = 0.034). 

All the other possible combinations of frequency of usage and conceptual advertising literacy 

were not significant and their p-values and F test can be seen in Table 1A and Table 1B. 

 

 FB access Length of usage Log-on frequency 

Easy  

recognition 

F (2, 144) = 0.32,  

p = 0.722 

F (4, 142) = 0.71,  

p = 0.583 

F (2, 141) = 3.27,  

p = 0.041 

Moderate 

recognition 

F (2, 76) = 2.90,  

p = 0.061 

F (2, 76) = 1.86,  

p = 0.161 

F (2, 75) = 0.74,  

p = 0.478 

Difficult 

recognition 

F (2, 110) = 0.25,  

p = 0.777 

F (4, 108) = 018,  

p = 0.948 

F (2, 108) = 0.66,  

p = 0.518 

Persuasive  

intent 

F (2, 152) = 4.07,  

p = 0.019 

F (4, 150) = 0.40,  

p = 0.808 

F (2, 149) = 0.58,  

p = 0.560 

Use of 

demonstration 

F (2, 151) = 1.48,  

p = 0.230 

F (4, 149) = 0.65,  

p = 0.626 

F (2, 148) = 0.99,  

p = 0.373 

Use of  

humor 

 

F (2, 151) = 3.35,  

p = 0.038 

F (4, 149) = 2.01,  

p = 0.095 

F (2, 148) = 0.84,  

p = 0.432 

Table 1A. Facebook access, length of usage, log-on frequency  

 

 Hours spent per log-on Profile update 

Easy  

recognition 

F (4, 142) = 0.83,  

p = 0.502 

F (4, 142) = 1.08,  

p = 0.368 

Moderate  F (4, 74) = 0.47  F (4, 74) = 0.31,  
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recognition p = 0.753 p = 0.867 

Difficult  

recognition 

F (3, 109) = 0.09,  

p = 0.425 

F (4, 108) = 1.07,  

p = 0.372 

Persuasive  

intent 

F (4, 150) = 1.25,  

p = 0.291 

F (4, 150) = 0.37,  

p = 0.829 

Use of  

demonstration 

F (4, 149) = 0.35,  

p = 0.842 

F (4, 149) = 1.10,  

p = 0.357 

Use of  

humor 

F (4, 149) = 0.84,  

p = 0.496 

F (4, 149) = 0.40,  

p = 0.803 

Table 1B. Hours spent per log-on and profile update 

 

 Hypothesis 5b assumed that the frequency of Facebook usage positively influences 

attitudinal advertising literacy. Significance levels showed that, in terms of believing paid 

posts, there is no difference among the groups who access Facebook differently (F (2, 152) 

= 0.526, p = 0.592, 𝑀!"!#$ = 3.01, SD = 0.432), those who have been using it for different 

periods of time (F (4, 150) = 0.397, p = 0.811, 𝑀!"!#$ = 3.01, SD = 0.432), those with 

different frequency of log-on (F (2, 149) = 1.529, p = 0.220, 𝑀!"!#$ = 3.01, SD = 0.430), those 

who spend different amounts of time on Facebook (F (10, 144) = 0.350, p = 0.965, 𝑀!"!#$ = 

1.35, SD = 0.744), nor between those who update their profile in different frequency (F (10, 

144) = 0.973, p = 0.470, 𝑀!"!#$ = 1.45, SD = 0.815) when it comes to attitudinal advertising 

literacy. Significance levels showed that, in terms of disliking paid posts, there is no 

difference among the groups who access Facebook differently (F (6, 148) = 0.711, p = 

0.641, 𝑀!"!#$ = 1.76, SD = 0.423), those who have been using it for different periods of time 

(F (6, 148) = 1.177, p = 0.322, 𝑀!"!#$ = 4.91, SD = 0.475), those with different frequency of 

log-on (F (6, 145) = 0.389, p = 0.880, 𝑀!"!#$ = 5.86, SD = 0.399), those who spend different 

amounts of time on Facebook (F (6, 148) = 1.327, p = 0.248, 𝑀!"!#$ = 1.35, SD = 0.744), nor 

between those who update their profile in different frequency (F (6, 148) = 1.071, p = 0.382, 

𝑀!"!#$ = 1.45, SD = 0.815) when it comes to attitudinal advertising literacy. Therefore, 

hypothesis 5b is not supported. 

 

4.7. Motivations of Facebook usage and advertising literacy (H5c, H5d) 

 Hypothesis 5c stated that the motivations of Facebook usage positively influence 

conceptual advertising literacy. Logistic regression was conducted to analyze whether 

motivation of usage for boredom influences recognition of advertising. For two ads, with high 

and moderate disclosure, the model was not significant with respective p-values: 0.358 and 

0.293 (Chi-square 0.844 and 1.107). The model for recognition of ads with high disclosure 
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explained between 0.6% (Cox and Snell R squared) and 0.8% (Nagelkerke R squared) of 

the variance in ability to recognize ads, and correctly classified 63.3% of cases. The model 

for ad recognition of ads with moderate disclosure explained between 1.4% (Cox and Snell 

R squared) and 2.1% (Nagelkerke R squared) of the variance in ability to recognize ads, and 

correctly classified 74.7% of cases. For the ad with low disclosure, the model was marginally 

significant (p = 0.088, Chi-square 2.911). The model for recognition of ads with low 

disclosure explained between 2.5% (Cox and Snell R squared) and 5.2% (Nagelkerke R 

squared) of the variance in ability to recognize ads, and correctly classified 89.4% of cases. 

 For motivation of usage in terms of self-expression, logistic regression showed that it 

is not a significant predictor for recognition of ads. Values for ad recognition with high 

disclosure were p = 0.188, Chi-square 1.732, while the model explained between 1.2% (Cox 

and Snell R squared) and 1.6% (Nagelkerke R squared) of the variance in ability to 

recognize ads, and correctly classified 61.2% of cases. Values for ad recognition with 

moderate disclosure were p = 0.237, Chi-square = 1.397, while the model explained 

between 1.8% (Cox and Snell R squared) and 2.6% (Nagelkerke R squared) of the variance 

in ability to recognize ads, and correctly classified 74.7% of cases. Values for recognition of 

ads with low disclosure were p = 0.228, Chi-square = 1.454, while the model explained 

between 1.3% (Cox and Snell R squared) and 2.6% (Nagelkerke R squared) of the variance 

in ability to recognize ads, and correctly classified 89.4% of cases.  

 Then, linear regression was conducted to analyze the relationship between usage 

out of boredom and self-expression and understanding persuasive intent and the purpose of 

demonstration and humor. Usage out of boredom was a positive and significant predictor (b 

= 0.15, 𝛽 = 0.177, t  = 2.22, p = 0.028, 95% CI [0.01, 0.28]) for understanding persuasive 

intent. This model predicted 3.1% of the variance, F (1, 153) = 4.933, in understanding 

persuasive intent. Usage out of boredom was not significant predictor for understanding the 

purpose of demonstration (b = 0.11, 𝛽 = 0.128, t  = 1.59, p = 0.114, 95% CI [-0.02, 0.25]), 

and it was a significant and negative predictor (b = -0.22, 𝛽 = -0.194, t  = -2.44, p = 0.016, 

95% CI [-0.41, -0.04]) for understanding the usage of humor in advertising, predicting 3.8% 

of the variance, F (1, 152) = 5.958. Self-expression was not a significant predictor for 

understanding of persuasive intent (F (1, 153) = 0.247, p = 0.620), for understanding the 

usage of demonstration F (1, 152) = 0.053, (p = 0.818), nor for understanding the usage of 

humor (F (1, 152) = 1.147, p = 0.286). Therefore, Hypothesis 5c is partially accepted for 

boredom and difficult recognition, and boredom and understanding of persuasive intent. 

 Lastly, hypothesis 5d assumed that the motivation of usage positively influences 

attitudinal advertising literacy. After conducting linear regression and looking at the 

significance levels, neither usage out of boredom (p = 0.455), nor self-expression (p = 0.089) 

were considered to be positive predictors for attitudinal advertising literacy in terms of 
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believing paid posts. Usage out of boredom explained 0.4% of the variance, F (1, 153) = 

0.560, in disliking paid posts. While self-expression would be a marginally significant 

predictor looking at the significance level, due to its’ Beta value (b = -0.25, 𝛽 = -0.137, t = -

1.71), we conclude that it is not a positive, but a negative predictor. Self-expression 

explained 1.9% of the variance, F (1, 153) = 2.924, in disliking paid posts. Additionally, 

boredom (p = 0.767) was not considered to be a positive predictor for attitudinal advertising 

literacy in terms of disliking paid posts, as it explained 0.01% of the variance, F (1, 153) = 

0.088 in disliking paid posts. Self-expression, was a significant (p = 0.046) predictor for 

disliking paid posts, and it explained 2.6% of the variance, (F (1, 153) = 4.036, in disliking 

paid posts. However, looking at the Beta value (b = -0.18, 𝛽 = -0.160, t = -2.00), we can see 

that it is actually a negative predictor for disliking paid posts. Therefore, Hypothesis 5d is 

rejected. 

 To provide an overview of all the hypotheses and sub hypotheses, as well as which 

ones were supported, a table is provided below (Table 2). 

 

Hypothesis Supported 
Not 

supported 

Partially 

supported 

H1a: Functional consumption is high x   

H1b: Critical consumption is low  x  

H1c: Functional prosumption is high x   

H1d: Critical prosumption is low  x  

H2a: Conceptual advertising literacy is high   x 

H2b: Attitudinal advertising literacy is high x   

H3a: Functional consumption positively influences 

conceptual advertising literacy 
  x 

H3b: Functional consumption positively influences 

attitudinal advertising literacy 
 x  

H3c: Critical consumption positively influences 

conceptual advertising literacy 
  x 

H3d: Critical consumption positively influences 

attitudinal advertising literacy 
  x 

H3e: Functional prosumption positively influences 

conceptual advertising literacy 
  x 

H3f: Functional prosumption positively influences 

attitudinal advertising literacy 
 x  

H3g: Critical prosumption positively influences   x 
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conceptual advertising literacy 

H3h: Critical prosumption positively influences 

attitudinal advertising literacy 
 x  

 < continues on next page > 

 

Hypothesis 

 

Supported 

 

Not 

supported 

 

Partially 

supported 

H4a: Frequency of usage positively influences 

functional consumption 
  x 

H4b: Frequency of usage positively influences 

critical consumption 
  x 

H4c: Frequency of usage positively influences 

functional prosumption 
 x  

H4d: Frequency of usage positively influences 

critical prosumption 
 x  

H4e: Motivations of usage positively influence 

functional consumption 
 x  

H4f: Motivations of usage positively influence critical 

consumption 
 x  

H4g: Motivations of usage positively influence 

functional prosumption 
 x  

H4h: Motivations of usage positively influence critical 

prosumption 
x   

H5a: Frequency of usage positively influences 

conceptual advertising literacy 
  x 

H5b: Frequency of usage positively influences 

attitudinal advertising literacy 
 x  

H5c: Motivations of usage positively influence 

conceptual advertising literacy 
  x 

H5d: Motivations of usage positively influence 

attitudinal advertising literacy 
 x  

Figure 2. Overview of hypotheses. 
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5. Conclusion and discussion 

 Social media, more precisely Facebook, are increasingly popular with millennials in 

Croatia (arbona.hr, 2016). Because of the decreasing popularity of traditional media among 

millennials, advertisers have turned to promoting their products in the environment that is 

closer to millennials, being social media (Magnini, 2011). For this reason, the millennial 

generation is increasingly more exposed to advertising messages, and it is necessary to see 

whether they are able to recognize advertising efforts directed towards them, where those 

efforts are coming from, as well as to determine millennials’ attitudes towards such 

advertising. The question that arises is what affects millennials’ ability to recognize 

advertising, its sources and form opinions about it? Existing research suggests it is 

advertising literacy (Rozendaal, et al. 2011). Advertising literacy is often considered as part 

of media literacy, and the two terms are often researched together (Eagle, 2007; Potter, 

2014). While both media and advertising literacy include similar concepts, such as 

awareness of persuasive communication (Eagle, 2007), ability to recognize commercial 

media messages (Duffett, 2015), and developing skepticism towards advertising (Weintraub 

Austin et al. 2016), existing research does not incorporate the full scope of advertising 

literacy into media literacy research. 

 In order to close the gap between media and advertising literacy, and to determine 

whether the two should be researched separately, this research had four aims: (1) to 

determine the level of media literacy among millennial Facebook users in Croatia; (2) to 

determine the level of advertising literacy among millennial Facebook users in Croatia; (3) to 

determine whether an increase in media literacy leads to an increase in advertising literacy 

among millennial Facebook users in Croatia, and (4) to determine whether the levels of 

media literacy and advertising literacy are higher among heavy Facebook users than light 

Facebook users in the generation of millennials in Croatia. Below, the findings for each goal 

are addressed.   

 

5.1. Level of media literacy 

 The original hypotheses stated that the levels of functional consumption (H1a) and 

functional prosumption (H1c) are high, while the levels of critical consumption (H1b) and 

critical prosumption are low (H1d). After statistical tests, H1a and H1c were supported, and 

H1b and H1d were rejected. This means that the overall level of media literacy on Facebook 

among Croatian millennials is high, confirming the overall H1. For functional consumption 

and prosumption, these findings are in line with existing research (DiLullo et al., 2011), 

however, previous research also argued against millennials having high levels of critical 

consumption and critical prosumption (DiLullo et al., 2011; Van de Vord, 2010). While these 
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findings show that millennials in Croatia actually have high levels of critical consumption and 

critical prosumption, these results have to be taken with a dose of reservation. This is 

because media literacy was explored using scales that required participants to self-report. In 

cases where participants are asked to report on questions about their attitudes and abilities, 

social desirability bias has to be taken into consideration. Social desirability happens when 

respondents give answers that they think would be better perceived by the society, or 

answers that are in accordance with social norms (Kreuter, Presser, & Tourangeau, 2008). 

Another problem with self-reporting is that participants might not always be good at 

predicting their behavior or understanding why they are doing certain things (Bertrand, & 

Mullainathan, 2001). In the context of this research, this means that participants might not 

understand how well (or how unwell) they can, for example, make decisions about the 

accuracy of Facebook messages, or to what extent they can influence others’ opinions by 

participating to Facebook environments. 

 

5.2. Level of advertising literacy 

 The original hypothesis stated that the level of advertising literacy among millennials 

in Croatia is high. This hypothesis was then separated into two sub hypotheses; one stating 

that conceptual advertising literacy is high (H2a), and the other stating that attitudinal 

advertising literacy is high (H2b). Statistically, there was more evidence to reject H2a than to 

accept it. Participants scored high on conceptual advertising literacy only for recognition of 

ads with high disclosure and understanding persuasive intent, while they scored low on 

conceptual advertising literacy for recognition of advertisements with moderate and low 

levels of disclosure, and understanding the purpose of demonstration and humor. These 

findings suggest that Croatian millennials are, in general, not good at recognizing ads. For 

moderately transparent advertisement,	62.6% of participants were able to recognize that it is 

an advertisement, while for the low transparency one, 34.8% were able to tell it was an ad. 

These findings have implications for advertising practitioners and for potential introduction of 

guidelines for paid posts on social media, which will be discussed in later sections. When it 

comes to understanding the use of demonstration and humor, participants in general scored 

low for these items, meaning they did not recognize the reasons why advertisers use 

demonstration of how a product is used and humorous scenes in paid posts. The reason for 

this might be that they find paid posts intrusive, and therefore perceive them as less useful 

(Lin, & Kim, 2016). However, since feelings of intrusiveness were not explored in the context 

of this research, these are only potential explanations that will be discussed in suggestions 

for future research. 
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 The feelings that were explored in the context of this research were believing paid 

posts and disliking paid posts. In this case, H2b was supported, meaning the level of 

attitudinal advertising literacy among millennials in Croatia is, in general, high. This goes in 

hand with previous research by Lin and Kim (2016) who found Facebook users dislike 

advertising in their feeds and often find such advertising intrusive. 

 

5.3. Media literacy and advertising literacy 

 While previous research explored advertising literacy as part of media literacy 

(Duffett, 2015; Eagle, 2007; Weintraub Austin et al. 2016), this research explored the 

relationship between the two. More precisely, it explored whether media literacy has a 

positive influence on advertising literacy. Weintraub Austin, et al. (2016) proposed that 

media literacy has a positive influence on advertising literacy, but they also questioned to 

what extent. This research provides insight into the question of extent of the influence of 

media literacy on advertising literacy. In short, there is more evidence to reject this 

assumption, than there is to accept it. In the following paragraphs, each sub hypothesis is 

discussed in more detail. 

 Functional consumption and advertising literacy (H3a, H3b). For conceptual 

advertising literacy, this hypothesis (H3a) is not supported for recognition of ads, and neither 

for the understanding of the use of demonstration and humor. It is only supported for 

understanding persuasive intent of advertising. This means that the better a person is at 

searching for information on Facebook, they are also better at understanding persuasive 

intent of advertising. For attitudinal advertising literacy, his hypothesis (H3b), was not 

supported, meaning functional consumption does not positively influence believing or 

disliking of paid posts. Participants showed moderately high levels of skepticism and 

disliking towards paid posts. What is interesting in these results is that even though 

participants in general claimed they are able to find information on Facebook, this did not 

make them more able to recognize advertisements. This might mean that even though 

millennials are able to access a lot of information, they are not able to critically assess it 

(DiLullo et al.,2011; Van de Vord, 2010). 

 Critical consumption and advertising literacy (H3c, H3d). The same as for functional 

consumption and conceptual advertising literacy, the hypothesis for conceptual advertising 

literacy (H3c) was rejected, except for the positive influence of critical consumption on 

understanding persuasive intent. The hypothesis for attitudinal advertising literacy (H3d) was 

supported for believing Facebook posts, while for disliking Facebook posts it was not. This 

means that the higher the level of individual’s critical consumption, the higher their 

skepticism towards paid posts. This is contradictory to previous research that found 
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millennials are not good at critically accessing information they find in the media (DiLullo et 

al.,2011; Van de Vord, 2010). It is especially interesting that while participants self-reportedly 

scored high for statements like “I can distinguish different functions of Facebook,” “I can 

determine whether or not Facebook contents have commercial messages,” and “I can make 

decision about the accuracy of Facebook messages”, they actually scored low in recognizing 

ads, suggesting they can’t determine whether Facebook contents have commercial 

messages as well as they thought. Additionally, one of the questions that measured 

believing paid posts was “how often do you think paid posts are real,” and participants 

scored high on this (meaning they rarely thought paid posts are real), whereas in actual 

recognition they scored low. This might be because, as Bertrand and Mullainathan (2001) 

argue, people are sometimes not good at predicting their behavior. It could also be that 

participants perceived it to be socially desirable to claim they are able to determine whether 

Facebook contents have commercial messages and to make decisions about accuracy of 

Facebook messages. It is also interesting to look at this information while taking into 

consideration other findings of this research; while millennials are not especially good at 

recognizing paid posts, they claim they don’t believe them. Critical consumption did not 

positively influence recognition of paid posts, yet it positively influenced skepticism towards 

them, which raises the question of what they are actually skeptical towards. If one cannot 

recognize something as an ad, how can one then be skeptical towards it in the same way as 

towards other advertisements? 

 Functional prosumption and advertising literacy. For conceptual advertising literacy, 

the hypothesis (H3e) was partially supported. It was supported for recognition of paid posts 

with high and low transparency, as well as for understanding persuasive intent. This means 

that the more people are able to create user accounts and use software and hardware to 

produce contents for Facebook, the better they are at recognizing advertisements and the 

higher their level of understanding of persuasive intent of advertising. For attitudinal 

advertising literacy, the hypothesis (H3f) was rejected. This suggests that one’s ability to 

create user profiles and use hardware and software to create Facebook content do not 

influence one’s attitudes towards paid posts on Facebook. This suggests that one’s ability to 

create user profiles and use hardware and software to create Facebook content do not 

influence one’s attitudes towards paid posts on Facebook. These findings might suggest that 

those who are more competent in creating content can better recognize other types of 

content. However, this does not influence their ability to understand the use of 

demonstration or humor in advertising. Since the levels of understanding the use of 

demonstration and humor are in general low in this sample, it might be worth to further 

investigate this, but this is discussed later in text, in suggestions for future research. Also, 

these findings are good at illustrating the difference between media and advertising literacy. 
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While media literacy explores individuals’ ability to produce and create content, advertising 

literacy does not, and these findings also show that ability to produce content have little to 

do with perceptions of advertising. So far, there is little evidence that would suggest that 

levels of media literacy positively influence the levels of advertising literacy. 

 Critical prosumption and advertising literacy. For conceptual advertising literacy, the 

hypothesis (H3g) was rejected for all components of conceptual advertising literacy, except 

for understanding persuasive intent. For attitudinal advertising literacy, the hypothesis (H3h) 

was not supported, which means one’s ability to produce content that shows critical thinking 

and different perspectives does not influence one’s skepticism or disliking towards paid 

posts. These findings suggest that one’s ability to produce content with different and critical 

perspectives does not affect one’s ability to recognize advertising content. This raises the 

question of how can one produce different types of content, but then not be able to 

recognize different types of content? Perhaps because producing critical Facebook content 

is different than producing advertising content, which points to another difference between 

media and advertising literacy. Also, producing Facebook content requires active 

participation, while advertising messages are often encountered in a state of automaticity 

(Potter, 2014), which might be another reason for differing results between critical 

prosumption and advertising literacy. 

 Looking at all sub hypotheses regarding the influence of media literacy on advertising 

literacy, there is greater evidence to reject the overall hypothesis than to accept it. These 

findings are important because if media and advertising literacy were essentially the same, 

there would be significant relationship. Since the influence of media literacy on advertising 

literacy is not significant, it shows that the two concepts are not the same and that they 

should be explored separately. However, another interesting finding is that media literacy 

does influence one aspect of advertising literacy, understanding of persuasive intent. This 

was already mentioned in research by Weintraub Austin, et al. (2016) and Eagle (2007). 

While this shows that understanding of persuasive intent is common to both media and 

advertising literacy, it is not the only concept that defines either, therefore media and 

advertising literacy should still be researched as separate concepts.  

 

5.4. Intensity of usage and media literacy 

 Frequency of usage and media literacy. The hypothesis for functional consumption 

(H4a) assumed frequency of Facebook usage positively influences functional consumption. 

Way of accessing Facebook and length of usage of Facebook had no influence on functional 

consumption in this sample, which means that regardless of whether one accesses 

Facebook through mobile device, laptop or both, their functional consumption is, in general, 
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high, as is true for those who have been using Facebook for different periods of time, and 

those who spent different amounts of time on Facebook per log-on. On the other hand, log-

on frequency positively influenced functional consumption in a way that those who logged on 

to Facebook once or more times a day scored higher on functional consumption scale than 

those who logged on 2-4 times a week. What is interesting is that at the same time, those 

who updated their profile more often scored marginally worse in terms of functional 

consumption than those who updated their profile less often. These findings suggest that 

scrolling through Facebook, or passive use, increases one’s ability to look up information on 

Facebook, while actively updating profile negatively affects one’s ability to make use of 

Facebook environments to reach information. For critical consumption (H4b), the hypothesis 

was rejected for Facebook access, length of usage and hours spent on Facebook. A 

possible explanation for these results is that the majority of participants access Facebook 

through both mobile device and PC/laptop; therefore it isn’t a significant predictor. Majority of 

participants have also been using Facebook for more than five years, which is to be 

expected since people as young as 13 can already create a Facebook account (Wittek, & 

Grettano, 2012). An interesting finding of this hypothesis is that while log-on frequency 

positively influences critical consumption, frequency of profile update influences it negatively.  

Overall, possible explanation for these findings is that those who scroll through Facebook 

without updating pay more intention to content and information others post, while those who 

frequently update their profile are more concerned with content they post, than they are with 

searching for other content. 

 For functional prosumption, the hypothesis (H4c) assumed frequency of usage 

positively influences functional prosumption, but the hypothesis was rejected for all 

segments of frequency of usage, suggesting that one’s ability to produce content and create 

profiles has little to do with their frequency of Facebook usage. This might be due to the fact 

that, in order to use Facebook, one already has to have a certain level of functional 

prosumption, meaning they need to be able to create content (profile picture, status update) 

for their Facebook page. For critical prosumption, the hypothesis (H4d) suggested a positive 

relationship between frequency of usage and critical prosumption, but it was not supported 

for any segment of frequency of usage. Since critical prosumption is characterized by 

producing content of critical thinking and influencing others’ opinions, this dimension of 

advertising literacy probably has more to do with individual characteristics, such as 

assertiveness, (House, Quigley, & de Luque, 2010), than they do with the frequency of 

usage of Facebook. Since assertiveness is characterized by high value for thought, 

dominant behavior and a strong attitude (House, Quigley, & de Luque, 2010), it could have a 

larger influence on critical prosumption than frequency of usage has.  
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 Motivations of usage and media literacy. For functional consumption, the hypothesis 

(H4e) suggested a positive relationship between the two, but it was rejected. This means 

that those who use Facebook to relieve boredom are not better at searching for information 

on Facebook. For critical consumption, the hypothesis (H4f) was also rejected. These 

findings might be due to the fact that Facebook is rich in content that can relieve boredom 

(Orosz, et al., 2016), and in order to relieve boredom, users don’t look for specific content, 

but consume the one that is available. Additionally, usage of Facebook out of boredom 

doesn’t require a conscientious approach (Orosz, et al., 2016), and therefore users don’t 

activate their critical thinking. Self-expression might not influence functional nor critical 

consumption because, as said before, those who have the need to express themselves 

through Facebook will rather spend time refining their profile, than looking up and critically 

examining content posted by others. 

 For functional prosumption, the hypothesis (H4g) assumed a positive relationship 

between the two, but it was rejected for both usage out of boredom and usage for self-

expression, while for critical prosumption (H4h) it was supported for both usage out of 

boredom and self-expression. Since functional prosumption includes the ability to create 

content, the fact that usage out of boredom does not affect this ability is in line with research 

by Orosz et al. (2016), who argue that usage out of boredom does not lead to more frequent 

posting, for which functional prosumption is necessary. On the other hand, usage out of 

boredom was only marginally significant predictor for critical prosumption, and this 

relationship should be explored further to make more concrete conclusions, since usage out 

of boredom is normally not connected to production of content (Orosz, et al., 2016). The fact 

that usage for self-expression does not affect the ability to create content is somewhat 

counterintuitive, since in order to express oneself, one should be able to create content. This 

finding should also be further explored in future research. On the other hand, since use of 

Facebook for self-expression pertains to the need to present ideas and thoughts through 

Facebook, the fact that it positively influences ability to create content that reflects critical 

thinking is in line with previous research (Orosz, et al., 2016). 

 

5.5. Intensity of usage and advertising literacy 

 Frequency and advertising literacy. For conceptual advertising literacy, the 

hypothesis (H5a) was partially supported. People who access Facebook through both 

mobile device and laptop have a better understanding of persuasive intent of advertising, 

while those who access Facebook through both devices and those who have been using it 

for longer time, have a better understanding of the usage of humor. All other aspects of 

frequency of usage had no effect on conceptual advertising literacy. The analysis of 
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hypothesis for attitudinal advertising literacy (H5b) showed frequency of usage has no effect 

on attitudinal advertising literacy. These findings suggest that mere frequency of usage of 

Facebook does not lead to better understanding of information perceived through that 

medium (Orosz, et al., 2016). Additional explanation for the results regarding attitudinal 

advertising literacy are that the formation of attitudes is a topic that goes beyond the 

frequency of usage, as attitudes are formed automatically when a person acquires new 

information and draws a wide range of inferences beyond the information that was originally 

presented (Ajzen, & Fishbien, 2000). 

 Motivation and advertising literacy. The hypothesis for motivation and conceptual 

advertising literacy (H5c) assumed a positive relationship and it was partially accepted. 

Those who use Facebook in order to relieve boredom tend to have higher understanding of 

persuasive intent of advertising, but usage out of boredom had no effect on recognition of 

ads, or on understanding of the usage of demonstration and humor. Those who use 

Facebook for self-expression, in general, don’t score better on conceptual advertising 

literacy. These results might be due to the fact that those who use Facebook to relieve 

boredom are engaged in consuming the content (Orosz, et al., 2016), while those who use it 

to express themselves are more concerned with the content they produce than with other 

content. The hypothesis for motivation and attitudinal advertising literacy (H5d) also 

assumed a positive relationship, but it was rejected. Again, this might be due to the fact that 

formation of attitudes is a more complex process. Attitudes are formed automatically when 

new information is received, and inferences beyond this information are drawn (Ajzen, & 

Fishbien, 2000), so these findings suggest that attitudes about advertising are formed 

somewhere else, and not while perceiving information on Facebook. 

 

5.6. Limitations 

 While efforts were made to ensure generalizability of this research, there are still 

limitations that need to be considered. The first limitation has to do with sampling. This 

research used a snowball sampling method, and the problematic of snowball sample is the 

extent to which the sample is dependent on social networks, resulting in only the cases from 

existing social networks being discovered (Biernacki, & Waldorf, 1981). Since the first 

participants were recruited through researcher’s network, and were then asked to recruit 

additional participants, the reach of this survey outside of those circles was unlikely. 

Therefore, there are probably cases further from the researcher’s network that have not 

been represented in this research. 

 Other limitations of survey research include the lac of researcher’s control over 

participant that enter the survey (Ilieva, Baron, & Healey, 2002). For this research 

specifically, it means that the researcher does not have the ability to check whether the 
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respondents entered the correct data for age and nationality, variables that determined the 

target group of the audience. When it comes to survey responses, in general the percentage 

is low (Ilieva, et al. 2002), and since participation is voluntary, here is a probability that those 

who completed the survey are in general more open to participating in research. While there 

are strategies that can increase the response rate, such as draws or raffles that include 

prizes, this strategy was not used in this research, because it can impact the quality of data 

negatively, as some participants might enter the survey several times in order to increase 

their chances of winning a prize (Ilieva, et al., 2002). 

 Additionally, as mentioned before, scales that were used to examine media and 

advertising literacy were based on self-reporting, which is problematic because people are 

sometimes not good at predicting heir behavior or knowing why they are doing certain things 

(Bertrand and Mullainathan, 2001). There is also the issue of social desirability bias 

(Bertrand and Mullainathan, 2001). While media and advertising literacy are not considered 

controversial topics, respondents might feel embarrassed to say they, for example, can’t 

distinguish different functions of Facebook, or that they often believe paid posts are regular 

content. 

 The next concern when it comes to limitations of this research is the stimulus 

material used. While the fact that the page and the brands were relatively unknown to 

Croatian audience ensured absence of existing attitudes towards the source, it might be that 

some participants failed to identify a post as an advertisement because they were unfamiliar 

with the advertised brand in the first place. 

  

5.7. Suggestions for future research 

 As one of the limitations was the usage of self-reporting scales and the possibility 

that people can’t always correctly predict their behavior (Bertrand and Mullainathan, 2001), 

future research should focus on finding alternative ways of measuring media and advertising 

literacy. Future research could also use stimulus material with brands familiar to participants 

in order to see whether recognition of advertising in that case increases. Other measures 

that are worth exploring further are understanding the purpose of demonstration and humor 

in advertising. Since the levels of understanding were low in the sample, it would be 

interesting to see whether people in general have difficulties understanding mechanisms 

used in advertising.  

 Future research should also further explore why those who update their Facebook 

profile often score lower on media literacy scales than those who don’t update frequently. 

Also, it should be explored why the need for self-expression does not affect functional 

prosumption. Since this research showed that those who create a lot of content are actually 

not the most competent at creating that content, the implications of this finding should be 
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explored further. In this case, it would be interesting to explore the quality of content that is 

posted and shared on Facebook. Lastly, since the majority of variables showed no effect on 

attitudinal advertising literacy, future research could focus on finding how and where 

attitudes on advertising are formed. Since attitudes about advertising on Facebook are not 

formed on Facebook, but the first time new information was acquired and a wide range of 

inferences beyond that information are drawn (Ajzen, & Fishbien, 2000), it would be relevant 

to find where they are formed, and whether attitudes on advertising in one medium affect 

attitudes on advertising in other media.  

 Additionally, because media literacy is the knowledge, skills and competencies 

needed to interpret and use media, and ability to access, analyze, create, reflect and act 

(Kamerer, 2013), further research should explore the relationship between motivations of 

usage and media literacy across different media, not just Facebook. Also, advertising 

literacy explores conceptual knowledge of advertising, attitudes towards advertising and the 

use of conceptual knowledge of advertising while exposed to it (Rozendaal, et al. 2011), and 

since advertising appears in a variety of media, the relationship between motivations of 

usage, media literacy and advertising literacy should also be explored across different 

media. This is especially important considering that literacy is not only a feature of a user, 

but it is also dependent on the medium, as interactive engagement between technology and 

user (Livingstone, 2004). 

 

5.4. Practical implications 

	 When it comes to advertising in terms of paid posts on Facebook, regulations and 

guidelines are not clear enough, allowing pages to disclose paid posts in ways that they see 

fit, which leads to inconsistencies in paid post disclosure. As this research has shown, 

people have difficulties recognizing paid posts as advertisements, especially if the disclosure 

is difficult to find. The purpose of a disclosure is to help recognize commercial content and 

disclose persuasive intent (Hudders, De Pauw, Cauberghe, Panic, Zarouali, & Rozendaal 

2017), therefore it should be regulated through establishing clear and specific guidelines for 

posting paid posts on Facebook in order to be open about the purpose of the content.  

 Even though respondents in this research reported high levels of media literacy and 

attitudinal advertising literacy, the scores on conceptual literacy suggest a lack of education 

in this field. Since media literacy and advertising literacy have some touch points, like 

understanding persuasive intent, the two literacies could be taught as part of the same 

module, so that advertising literacy builds on the knowledge and skills of media literacy. 

While this does not affect those individuals who are out of the formal education, it can 

improve media and advertising literacy of future generations, as it was shown that even a 

few hours of advertising literacy education in elementary school lead to better understanding 
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of the message, persuasive intent and recognition (Nelson, 2016). Besides education, other 

socializing forces, including media, can help develop persuasive knowledge (Nelson, 2016). 

When it comes to other age groups, more specifically adolescents, in order to become more 

media literate, they need to use a range of materials from different media that appeal to 

them, such as books, movies, magazines, even music and videos (Schwarz, 2000). This 

shows that while education can improve media and advertising literacy in future generations, 

those who are already out of formal education firstly need to become aware of their levels of 

media and advertising literacy and understand that they might not be as high as they 

thought. From there, they can use other resources available to develop their literacies. 

Additionally, advertising industry could make interventions to bring awareness to advertising 

literacy levels. 

 Lastly, there are also practical implications that advertising practitioners should take 

into consideration. Besides employing guidelines for disclosure of paid posts for ethical 

reasons, they should also consider mechanisms used in their advertising messages. As this 

research has shown that the participants had low levels of understanding the use of 

demonstration and humor in advertisements, practitioners might want to reconsider the use 

of these methods, and explore how their efforts are perceived by the audience in order to 

improve their targeting. 	 	



 
48 

References 

Ajzen, I., & Fishbien, M. (2000). Attitudes and the attitude-behavior relation: Reasoned and 

 automatic processes. European Review of Social Psychology, 11, 1-33. doi:	
	 10.1080/14792779943000116  

arbona.hr (2016). Infografika: Tko su hrvatski Facebook korisnici? [Infographic: Who are 

 Croatian Facebook users?] arbona.hr, retrieved from:http://www.arbona.hr/blog/ 

 internet-ili-internetski-marketing/infografika-tko-su-hrvatski-facebook-korisnici/453 

Aufderheide, P. (1993). Media literacy. A report of the national leadership conference on 

 media literacy. Queenstown, MD: Aspen Institute. 

Baltar, F., & Brunet, I. (2012). Social research 2.0: Virtual snowball sampling method using 

 Facebook. Internet Research, 22, 57-74. doi:10.1108/10662241211199960 

Bertrand, M., & Mullainathan, S. (2001). Do people mean what they say? Implications for 

 subjective survey data. (Working paper). Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 

 Cambridge, MA. Retrieved from: http://papers.ssrn.com/paper.taf?abstract_id= 

 260131 

Biernacki, P., & Waldorf, D. (1981). Snowball sampling: Problems and techniques of chain 

 referral sampling. Sociological Methods & Research, 10, 141-163. doi: 

 10.1177/004912418101000205 

Boerman, S. C., van Reijmersdal, E. A., & Neijens, P. C. (2014). Effects of sponsorship 

 disclosure timing on the processing of sponsored content: A study on the 

 effectiveness of European disclosure regulations. Psychology and Marketing, 31, 

 214-224, doi:10.1002/mar.20688 

Boyd, M., & Dobrow, J. (2011). Media literacy and positive youth development. Advances in 

 Child Development and Behavior, 41, 251-271, doi: 10.1016/B978-0-12-386492-

 5.00010-5 

Buckingham, D. (2003). Media education: Literacy, learning and contemporary culture. 

 Cambridge, UK: Polity Press. 

DiLullo, C., McGee, P., & Kriebel, R. M. (2011). Demystifying the millennial student: A 

 reassessment in measures of character and engagement in professional education. 

 Anatomical Sciences Education, 4, 214-226, doi:10.1002/ase.240 

Duffett, R. G. (2015). The influence of Facebook advertising on cognitive attitudes amid 

 Generation Y. Electronic Commerce Research, 15, 243-267, doi:10.1007/s10660-

 015-9177-4 

Eagle, L. (2007). Commercial media literacy: What it does, to whom: And does it matter? 

 Journal of Advertising, 36, 101-110. Retrieved from: http://www.jstor.org/stable/

 20460786 



 
49 

Garcia-Molina, H., Koutrika, G., & Parameswaran, A. (2011). Information seeking: 

 Convergence of search, recommendations and advertising. Communications of the 

 ACM, 54, 121-130. doi: 10.1145/2018396.2018423 

Hobbs, R. (2005). The state of media literacy education. Journal of Communication, 865-

 871. doi:10.1111/j.1460-2466.2005.tb03027.x 

Hobbs, R., & Frost, R. (2003). Measuring the acquisition of media-literacy skills. Reading 

 Research Quarterly, 38, 330-355. Retrieved from: http://www.jstor.org/stable/

 4151822 

House, R. J., Quigley, N. R., & de Luque, M. S. (2010). Insights from Project GLOBE. 

 International Journal of Advertising, 29, 111-139. doi:	10.2501/S0265048709201051  

Huang, Y., Yang, C. G., Baek, H, & Lee, S. G. (2016) Revisiting media selection in the digital 

 era: Adoption and usage. Service Business, 10, 239-260, doi:10.1007/s11628-015-

 0271-4 

Hudders, L., De Pauw, P.,  Cauberghe, V., Panic, K., Zarouali, B., & Rozendaal, E. (2017). 

 Shedding new light on how advertising literacy can affect ahildren's processing of 

 embedded advertising formats: A future research agenda. Journal of Advertising, 46, 

 333-349. doi: 10.1080/00913367.2016.1269303 

Hwang, Y., & Jeong, S. H. (2016). “This is a sponsored blog post, but all opinions are my 

 own”: The effects of sponsorship disclosure on responses to sponsored blog posts, 

 Computers in Human Behavior, 62, 528-535, doi:10.1016/j.chb.2016.04.026 

Ilieva, J., Baron, S., & Healey, N. M. (2002). Online surveys i marketing research: Pros and 

 cons. International Journal of Market Research, 44, 361-382. Retrieved from 

 https://search.proquest.com/docview/214815221?accountid=13598 

Kamerer, D. (2013). Media literacy. Communication Research Trends, 32, 4-25. Retrieved 

 from https://search-proquest- com.eur.idm.oclc.org/docview/1349156012

 ?accountid=13598 

Kentridge, R. W., Nijboer, T. C. W., & Heywood, C. A. (2008). Attended but unseen: Visual 

 attention is not sufficient for visual awareness. Neuropsychologia, 46, 864-869. doi: 

 10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2007.11.036 

Koc, M., & Barut, E. (2016). Development and validation of New Media Literacy Scale 

 (NMLS) for university students. Computers in Human Behavior, 63, 834-843. 

 doi:10.1016/j.chb.2016.06.035 

Kreuter, F., Presser, S., & Tourangeau, R. (2008). Social desirability bias in CATI, IVR, and 

 web surveys: The effects of mode and question sensitivity. Public Opinion Quarterly, 

 72, 847-865. doi: 10.1093/poq/nfn063 

Lamme, V. A. F. (2003). Why visual attention and awareness are different. TRENDS in 

 Cognitive Sciences, 7, 12-18. doi: 10.1016/S1364-6613(02)00013-X 



 
50 

Lenhart, A., Purcell, K., Smith, A., & Zickuhr, K. (2010). Social media & mobile Internet use 

 among teens and young adults. Pew Research Center, 1-37. Retrieved from: 

 https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED525056 

Lin, C. A., & Kim, T. (2016). Predicting user response to sponsored advertising on social 

 media via the technology acceptance model. Computers in Human Behavior, 64, 

 710-718. doi:10.1016/j.chb.2016.07.027 

van der Linde, F. (2010).	The necessity of a media literacy module within journalism or 

 media studies curricula. Global Media Journal – African Edition, 4, 212-227. 

 Retrieved from:http://search.ebscohost.com.eur.idm.oclc.org/login.aspx?direct=

 true&db=cms&AN=57154463&site=ehost-live 

Livingstone, S. (2004). Media literacy and the challenge of new information and 

 communication technologies. The Communication Review, 7, 3-14. doi: 

 10.1080/10714420490280152 

Loroz, P. S., & Helgeson, J. G. (2013). Boomers and their babies: An exploratory study 

 comparing psychological profiles and advertising appeal effectiveness across two 

 generations. Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice, 21, 289-306. 

 doi:10.2753/MTP1069-6679210304 

Lu, L. C., Chang, W. P., & Chang, H. H. (2014). Consumer attitudes toward blogger’s 

 sponsored recommendations and purchase intention: The effect of sponsorship type, 

 product type, and brand awareness. Computers in Human  Behavior, 34, 258-266, 

 doi:10.1016/j.chb.2014.02.007 

Magnini, V. P. (2011). The implications of company-sponsored messages disguised as 

 word-of-mouth, Journal of Services Marketing, 25, 243-251. doi: 

 10.1108/08876041111143078  

Maksi, A., Ashley, S., & Craft, S. (2015). Measuring news media literacy. Journal of Media 

 Literacy Education, 6, 29-45. Retrieved from: http://works.bepress.com/seth_

 ashley/20/  

McCorkindale, T., DiStaso, M. W., & Fussell Sisco, H. (2013). How millennials are engaging 

 and building relationships with organizations on Facebook. The Journal of Social 

 Media in Society, 2, 66-87. Retrieved from: http://www.thejsms.org/tsmri/index.

 php/TSMRI/article/view/15 

Nelson, M. R. (2016). Developing persuasion knowledge by teaching advertising literacy in 

 primary school. Journal of Advertising, 45, 169-182. doi: 

 10.1080/00913367.2015.1107871 

Ng, E. S. W., Schweitzer, L., & Lyons, S. T. (2010). New generation, great expectations: A 

 field study of the millennial generation. Journal of Business and Psychology, 25, 281-

 292. Retrieved from: http://www.jstor.org.eur.idm.oclc.org/stable/40605786 



 
51 

O’Donahoe, S., & Tynan, C. (1998). Beyond sophistication: Dimensions of advertising 

 literacy. International Journal of Advertising, 17, 467-482. Retrieved from: http://www-

 tandfonlinecom.eur.idm.oclc.org/action/showCitFormats?doi=10.1080%2F02650487.

 1998.11104733 

Orosz, G., Tóth-Király, I., & Bőthe, B. (2016). Four facets of Facebook intensity –  The 

 development of the multidimensional Facebook intensity scale. Personality and 

 Individual Differences, 100, 95-104. doi: 10.1016/j.paid.2015.11.038 

Pallant, J. (2007). SPSS Survival Manual (3rd edition). Maidenhead, England: Open 

 University Press McGraw-Hill. 

Potter, W. J. (2014). Media Literacy (7th edition). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

van Reijmersdal, E. A., Fransen, M. L., van Noort, G., Opree, S. J., Vandeberg, L, Reusch, 

 S., van Lieshout, F., & Boerman, S. C., (2016). Effects of disclosing sponsored 

 content in blogs: How the use of resistance strategies mediates effects on 

 persuasion. American Behavioral Scientist, 60, 1458-1474, 

 doi:10.1177/0002764216660141 

Rozendaal, E., Buijzen, M., & Valkenburg, P. M. (2010). Comparing children’s and adults’ 

 cognitive advertising competences in the Netherlands. Journal of Children and 

 Media, 4, 77-89. doi:10.1080/17482790903407333 

Rozendaal, E., Buijzen, M., & Valkenburg, P. (2011). Children’s understanding of 

 advertisers’ persuasive tactics. The Quarterly Review of Marketing 

 Communications, 30, 329-350. doi: 10.2501/IJA-30-2-329-350 

Rozendaal, E., Lapierre, M. A., van Reijmersdal, E. A., & Buijzen, M. (2011). Reconsidering 

 advertising literacy as a defense against advertising effects. Media Psychology, 14, 

 333-354. doi:10.1080/15213269.2011.620540 

Rozendaal, E., Opree, S. J., & Buijzen, M. (2016). Development and validation of a survey 

 instrument to measure children’s advertising literacy. Media Psychology, 19, 72-100. 

 doi:10.1080/15213269.2014.885843 

Saleem, S., Larimo, J. A., Ummik, K., & Kuusik, A. (2015). Cultural and paradoxical values in 

 advertising in Eastern Europe, Baltic Journal Management, 10, 313-330. 

 doi:10.1108/BJM-11-2014-0202  

Sapsford, R. (2011). Survey research (2nd edition). London, UK: Sage. 

Schwarz, G. (2000). Exploring media literacy with young adults. The ALAN Review, 28, 50-

 54. doi: 10.21061/alan.v28i1.a.12 

Spielvogel, J., & Terlutter, R. (2013). Development of TV advertising literacy in children. 

 International Journal of Advertising, 32, 343-368. doi:10.2501/IJA-32-3-343-368  



 
52 

Van de Vord, R. (2010). Distance students and online research: Promoting information 

 literacy through media literacy. Internet and Higher Education, 13,  170-175. 

 doi:10.1016/j.iheduc.2010.03.001 

Weintraub Austin, E., Muldrow, A., & Austin, B. W. (2016). Examining how media literacy 

 and personality factors predict skepticism toward alcohol advertising. Journal of 

 Health Communication, 21, 600-609. doi:10.1080/10810730.2016.1153761 

Whiting, A., & Williams, D. (2013). Why people use social media: A uses and gratifications 

 approach. Qualitative Marketing Research: An International Journal, 16, 362-369. 

 doi:10.1108/QMR-06-2013-0041 

Williams, D. L., Crittenden, V. L., Keo, T., & McCarty, P. (2012). The use of social media: An 

 exploratory study of usage among digital natives. Journal of Public Affairs, 12, 127-

 136. doi:10.1002/pa.1414 

Wittek, D., & Grettano, T. (2012). Information literacy on Facebook: an analysis. Reference 

 Services Review, 40, 242 – 257. doi: 10.1108/00907321211228309 

Wojdynski, B. W., & Evans, N. J. (2016) Going native: Effects of disclosure position and 

 language on the recognition and evaluation of online native advertising. Journal of 

 Advertising, 45, 157-168, doi: 10.1080/00913367.2015.1115380 

Yap, S., & Gaur, S. S. (2016). Integrating functional, social, and psychological determinants 

 to explain online social networking usage. Behaviour & Information Technology, 35, 

 166-183, doi:10.1080/0144929X.2015.1035336  

  



 
53 

Appendix 

Appendix A: Consent form 

Dear participant, 

 Thank you for taking part in this research. This research is conducted as part of a 

Master thesis for the master’s program in Media and Business at the Erasmus University 

Rotterdam. The research consists of an online experiment that is meant to explore Croatian 

millennials’ usage of Facebook and its content. 

 At first you will be asked some questions about you media usage in general. Then 

you are going to see a screenshot of Facebook feed, after which you are going to be asked 

questions about your Facebook usage and the content you saw. 

 Please remember that your participation is completely voluntary and that you can quit 

at any point in the experiment. Furthermore, your anonymity is guaranteed, your personal 

information will be kept strictly confidential and used only for research purposes. 

 This research will take approximately 10 minutes of your time. If at any point, during 

or after the research, you have questions, please feel free to contact the researcher Lana 

Genc (453978lg@eur.nl).  

 

 ☐ I understand the above and agree to participate in this research. 

 

Thank you once again for your participation! 

Kind regards, 

Lana Genc 
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Appendix B: Stimulus material 
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Appendix C:Frequency of Facebook usage 

Do you use Facebook? Yes 
No 

Have you noticed any advertising 
on Facebook? 

Yes 
No 

How do you access Facebook? Mobile device 
PC/laptop 
Mobile device and PC 

How long have you used 
Facebook? 

Less than 1 year 
2 years 
3 years 
4 years 
More than 5 years 

How often do you log on to  
Facebook? 

Several times a day 
Once a day 
2-4 times a week 
Once a week 
2-4 times a month 
Once a month 

How many hours do you spend 
on Facebook per  
log-in? 

Less than 1 hour 
2 hours 
3 hours 
4 hours 
More than 5 hours 

How often do you update your 
Facebook profile? 

Daily 
2-4 times a week 
Once a week 
2-4 times a month 
Once a month 

(Duffet, 2015) 

 

Appendix D: Motivations for using Facebook 

1. Social interaction 
2. Information seeking 
3. Pass time 
4. Entertainment 
5. Relaxation 
6. Communicatory utility 
7. Convenience utility 
(Whiting & Williams, 2013) 

 

Appendix E: Motivations of Facebook usage 

1. If I could use inly one site on the Internet, it would be Facebook. 
2. Watching Facebook posts is good for overcoming boredom. 
3. I spent time on Facebook at the expense of my obligations. 
4. My Facebook profile is rather detailed. 
5. I feel bad if I don’t check my Facebook daily. 
6. When I’m bored, I often go to Facebook. 
7. I spend more time on Facebook than I would like to. 
8. I like refining my Facebook profile. 



 
58 

9. I often search for Internet connection in order to visit Facebook. 
10. If I’m bored, I open Facebook. 
11. It happens that I use Facebook instead of sleeping. 
12. It is important for me to update my Facebook profile regularly. 
13. Before going to sleep, I check Facebook once more. 
(Orosz, et al., 2016) 

Appendix F: Facebook media literacy scale 

Functional consumption 
FC1: Know how to use searching tools to get information needed in the media. 
FC2: Catch up with the changes in the media. 
FC3: Make use of various media environments to reach information. 
FC4: Realize explicit and implicit media messages.  
FC5: Notice media contents containing mobbing and violence.  
FC6: Understand political, economical and social dimensions of media contents.  
FC7: Perceive different opinions and thoughts in the media. 
Critical consumption 
CC1: Distinguish different functions of media (communication, entertainment, etc.).  
CC2: Determine whether or not media contents have commercial messages.  
CC3: Classify media messages based on their producers, types, purposes and so 
on. 
CC4: Compare news and information across different media environments. 
CC5: Combine media messages with own opinions. 
CC6: Consider media rating symbols to choose which media contents to use.  
CC7: Make decision about the accuracy of media messages.  
CC8: Analyze positive and negative effects of media contents on individuals. 
CC9: Evaluate media in terms of legal and ethical rules (copyright, human rights, 
etc.)  
CC10: Assess media in terms of credibility, reliability, objectivity and currency. 
CC11: Fend against the risks and consequences caused by media contents. 
Functional prosumption 
FP1: Create user accounts and profiles in media environments. 
FP2: Use hardware necessary for developing media contents (text, image, video, 
etc.). 
FP3: Use software necessary for developing media contents (text, image, video, 
etc.). 
FP4: Use basic operating tools (button, hyperlinks, file transfer etc) in the media.  
FP5: Share digital media contents and messages on the Internet.  
FP6: Make contribution or comments to media contents shared by others. 
FP7: Rate or review media contents based on personal interests and liking. 
Critical prosumption 
CP1: Influence others’ opinions by participating to social media environments.  
CP2: Make contribution to media by reviewing current matters from different 
perspectives (social, economical, ideological etc.). 
CP3: Collaborate and interact with diverse media users towards a common purpose.  
CP4: Construct online identity consistent with real personal characteristics.  
CP5: Make discussions and comments to inform or direct people in the media. 
CP6: Design media contents that reflect critical thinking of certain matters. 
CP7: Produce opposite or alternative media contents.  
CP8: Produce media contents respectful to people’s different ideas and private lives. 
CP9: Create media contents that comply with legal and ethical rules. 
CP10: Develop original visual and textual media contents (video clips, web page, 
etc.) 
(Koc & Barut, 2016) 
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Appendix G: Advertising literacy scale 

Conceptual advertising literacy  
Is this an advertisement? Yes, for sure 

Yes, I think so 
No, I don’t think so 
No, certainly not 

What was the ad for?  
Are commercials on television there to make you buy 
the advertised products? 

Yes, for sure 
Yes, I think so 
No, I don’t think so 
No, certainly not 

Are commercials on television there to make you ask 
your parents to buy the advertised products? 
Making a television commercial costs money. Who do 
you think pays for the making of television 
commercials? 

The television network that 
shows the commercial 
The people who created this 
questionnaire 
The companies that make 
the products in the 
commercial 
The actors in the 
commercial 
Otherwise, namely… 

For whom is this commercial intended? For children only 
For adults only 
For children and adults 
Neither for children nor for 
adults 

Are commercials on television there to make you think 
positively about the advertised products? 

Yes, for sure 
Yes, I think so 
No, I don’t think so 
No, certainly not 

Are commercials on television there to make you feel 
positively about the advertised products? 
Commercials often show happy children who are 
playing together with the advertised product. Why do 
you think that is? 

To help children learn about 
the product. 
To get children to recall the 
ad. 
To get children to believe 
what the ad says. 
To make children like the 
ad. 

Commercials are often funny. Why do you think that 
is? 

Attitudinal advertising literacy  
How often do you think television commercials are 
real? 

Never 
Sometimes 
Often 
Very often 

How often do you think that what you see in television 
commercials is like things are in reality? 
How often do you think television commercials are 
truthful? 
How often do you think television commercials tell the 
truth? 
How often do you think television commercials are 
boring? 
How often do you think television commercials are 
stupid? 
(Rozendaal, Opree, & Buijzen, 2016) 
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Appendix H: Facebook advertising literacy scale 

Conceptual advertising literacy  
Is this an advertisement? Yes, for sure 

Yes, I think so 
No, I don’t think so 
No, certainly not 

What was the ad for?  
Are paid posts on Facebook there to make you buy 
the advertised product? 

Yes, for sure 
Yes, I think so 
No, I don’t think so 
No, certainly not 

Writing a paid post costs money. Who do you think 
pays for the writing of paid posts? 

Facebook 
The page that published it 
The company mentioned 
Creators of this 
questionnaire 
Other 

Are paid posts on Facebook there to make you think 
positively about the advertised products? 

Yes, for sure 
Yes, I think so 
No, I don’t think so 
No, certainly not 

Are paid posts on Facebook there to make you feel 
positively about the advertised products? 
Paid posts often include a story in which the 
advertised product is used. Why do you think that is? 

To help people learn about 
the product. 
To get people to recall the 
ad. 
To get people to believe 
what the ad says. 
To make people like the ad. 

Paid posts are often funny. Why do you think that is? 

Attitudinal advertising literacy  
How often do you think paid posts are real? Never 

Sometimes 
Often 
Very often 

How often do you think that what you read in paid 
posts is like things are in reality? 
How often do you think paid posts are truthful? 
How often do you think paid posts tell the truth? 
How often do you think paid posts are boring? 
How often do you think paid posts are stupid? 
 


