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The pitch research
The findings outlined in this document are based on the 8 group discussions conducted by 2CV to explore the creative campaign ideas provided by 2 pitch agencies (CHI and Farm) with the identified target audiences for the child internet safety campaign:

· 4 x 2 hour friendship group discussions with CYP aged 11-14 years old (secondary school years 7 and 9)
· 4 x 2 hour group discussions with parents of CYP aged 5-11 years old (primary school years 1-3 and 4-6)

The research was designed to identify the preferred agency campaign across both parents and CYP and determine the most powerful campaign approach for meeting the objectives of the child internet safety campaign, in terms of:

· The most powerful, memorable and actionable expression of the behavioural code 
· The most engaging and motivating creative idea and execution across print, online, radio and participative executions
· The most relevant and informative messages to ignite behaviour change.

Each agency approach was given equal attention during all group discussions but agency approaches were rotated in terms of the order in which they were explored.

The research took place on the 23rd and 24th of November in 4 regions: London, Birmingham, Bristol and Manchester.



The winning route – CHI 
Overview
The campaign approach proposed by CHI was consistently favoured as the most powerful route for the child internet safety campaign. Overall, CHI’s approach was considered the most engaging and memorable, and was felt to be the most likely to generate behaviour change for both parents and CYP, in terms of:

· The behavioural code (Zip it, Block it, Trash it – Click Clever, Click Safe) is communicated in a way that felt truly integrated within the campaign messages and generated an implicit understanding that the code should be adopted (without needing to explicitly say it) through the action-oriented solutions it was seen to offer 
· The creative idea/messages (using characters to illustrate CYP behaviour and potential solutions for CYP and parents) were felt to be powerfully engaging, motivating and innovative and generated a great deal of excitement and enthusiasm around executions of the idea in traditional and digital media
· The overall campaign offered the right balance between being entertaining enough to directly engage CYP and parents and deliver serious messages that trigger an imperative for behaviour change 

However, there are 3 key areas for further development:

· A new execution of the characters used in the creative campaign for parents and CYP (not the characters used in the code)
· New messages for parents campaign materials (print, radio and online)
· Refining the specific messages that underpin the code (messages underpinning ‘Block It’ and ‘Trash It’)



The behavioural code 
The code idea ‘Zip It. Block It. Trash It.’ and the characters used to bring this to life was universally felt to be the most appealing and effective behavioural code  explored in the research for the following reasons:

Zip It, Block It, Trash It
· [image: ]‘Zip it, Block it, Trash it’ was felt to simply, clearly and instantly communicate the idea of a behavioural code for parents and CYP without the need for explicit instructions to either adopt (CYP) or teach/endorse (parents)
· ‘Zip It. Block It, Trash It’ were seen as relating to clear action-oriented, behavioural solutions that provided parents with the tools and language to confidently engage with their children about online behaviour, whilst providing CYP with relevant and credible actions that built on their existing levels of expertise and engaged them on their level
· Parents and CYP recognised ‘Zip It. Block It, Trash It’ as relevant internet language that relates to existing online behaviour which meant they were able to quickly decode the desired message take-out (e.g. blocking unwanted messages, binning spam and viruses)
· The inherently colloquial tone of ‘Zip It. Block It, Trash It’ was felt to be catchy, highly memorable and likely to be appropriated by parents and CYP in common dialogue due to the perceived dual-application of these terms in the online and offline worlds (e.g. parents could imagine telling their children to ‘zip it’ if they were being noisy and CYP could imagine telling someone to ‘block it’ if they were getting unwanted attention)
· The tonal blend achieved in ‘Zip It. Block It, Trash It’ (colloquial language, internet language and a clear, direct imperative) effectively communicated the importance of the behavioural message in an accessible way for parents and CYP (down to earth and informal, serious but positive)

There were no areas for development in the idea of expression of ‘Zip It, Block It, Trash It’.



Messages underpinning the code
· The short, punchy messages underpinning the code supported the overall appeal of the ‘Zip It, Block It, Trash It’ code idea: provided the appropriate level of detail to ensure they were easily understood and memorable; colloquial language that was directly designed to engage CYP; a range of messages covering the key relevant risk areas (hacking, cyberbullying, stranger danger and viruses/unwanted content)
· The messages showed high potential to tap into a whole range of risk behaviours, for example, ‘Zip It – Keep personal stuff private’ immediately cued giving out passwords, telephone numbers, school details, access to photos, etc., without needing to explicitly express them

The specific message content for ‘Block It’ and ‘Trash It’ will require some development:

· ‘Block It – Block bullies and don’t meet strangers online’ was felt to be more effective if the reference to bullies was removed and replaced with something broader that could cue a wider range of issues (including bullying), for example, ‘block nasty messages’ was felt to cue bullying, hate groups, chain emails, etc. 
· ‘Trash It – Don’t open emails from people you don’t know’ was felt to be more effective if the reference to opening emails was removed and replaced with more relevant behaviours like opening attachments and pop-ups as it was often felt that opening emails from unknown senders was necessary and many CYP were not using email accounts frequently

Code characters
The code characters were felt to represent a key component of the overall impact and appeal of the code and significantly upped the level of engagement both parents and CYP had with the campaign for the following reasons:
[image: ][image: ][image: ]
· The idea of characters to symbolise the code was felt to make the code idea interesting, innovative and clearly designed to engage CYP (11-14 year olds felt the characters were designed for CYP their age and parents of CYP under 11 felt it was designed for their children)
· The characters were felt to be visually arresting and exciting – bright, friendly colours, simple shapes and the curser arrows for eyes tapped into positive associations with emoticons (cute, fun, symbolising emotions/behaviours)
· The characters were seen as fun and friendly but not ‘silly’ and therefore enabling parents and CYP to quickly and easily decode them as representations of the behavioural code that were felt to have the potential to act as powerful mnemonics for the serious messages within the code (Zip It and Trash It were felt to be the strongest mnemonics)
· The idea of the characters embodying actions and behaviours cued expectations they would live beyond the communications materials in both the online and offline world (e.g. on sites, on mobile devices, as key rings, toys/mascots, etc.)

The code character execution will require some development:

· The Block It character shape (shield) was not immediately understood and therefore was difficult to relate to the core message (esp. when presented without the other two characters) and was felt to require more development to ensure its shape was immediately identifiable as a blocking action

Lock-up – ‘Click Clever, Click Safe’
The Click Clever, Click Safe line was felt to be a powerful way of locking up the code communication and a highly memorable summation of the campaign idea for the following reasons:

· [image: ]Ending the communication on an overarching imperative grounded in actual online behaviour  was felt to be the most motivating take-out for both parents and CYP and to clearly encapsulate the 3 elements of the code
· Associating being clever with being safe online was motivating and aspirational for parents and CYP – tapped into CYP sense of expertise and parents desire for greater trust in their child’s ability to make safe choices when using the internet
· Focusing the lock-up around the word ‘click’ anchors the final outtake of the communications in the idea of CYP behaviour as a positive solution to online risk (clicking out of danger) 
· The use of alliteration and  onomatopoeia in the word ‘click’ generated high memorability and a desire for verbal repetition

There were no developments required to this line and lock-up.




Alternative lock-up – ‘Live Safe Online’
Live Safe Online was unanimously rejected as a suitable line for communicating the code idea: 
[image: ]
· Felt to be a broad and complicated metaphor that was difficult for many parents and CYP to understand 
· For parents, it tended to unearth fears about the amount of time their children spend online and tapped into negative views of the idea that children ‘live a life online’ that parents do not understand
· For CYP, it tended to appear overly zealous through the suggestion that children lived their lives online and was something CYP did not recognise nor understand (a given for CYP)
· For some children, there was also a tendency to misread ‘live’ as it would appear in the more familiar context of ‘XBox Live’ / ‘X factor Live’

Alternative code idea – ‘ctrl, del, esc’
Ctrl, Del, Esc generated some spontaneously positive reactions as it was immediately identified as a clever take on the QWERTY keyboard and the online world (esp. for parents). However, it was largely rejected as a suitable way of communicating a behavioural code for the following reasons:

· [image: ]Frequently confused parents and CYP into thinking that the code was something that could be typed in to keep CYP safe online (password, like ctrl-alt-del combination used to close down Windows)
· It was not felt to be visually engaging (esp. for CYP) and tonally it was often felt to be formal, authoritative and lacking a sense of empathy with the language used by parents and CYP (computer speak that was not felt to be something parents or CYP would appropriate and use in common dialogue)
· Whilst the code was felt to represent an imperative and behavioural instruction it did not immediately cue specific online safety behaviours and was felt to be too ambiguous
· The messages underpinning the code were also felt to be complicated to understand and not immediately or intuitively linked to the code itself (i.e. it was not immediately clear how being in control helps protect CYP from getting caught up in cyberbullying  or how escaping relates to not meeting strangers offline)
The creative idea and messages
The core creative idea and messages used in the CHI campaign were universally felt to be the most engaging, relevant and credible approach across parents and CYP for the following reasons:

Behaviour-solution approach to campaign messages 
· The idea of dramatising specific CYP behaviours and resolving them with practical solution messages anchored in 1 element of the code (zip, block or trash) was very well received as it clearly brought to life the online risk behaviour journey and the role of the code within it
· The dramatisation of behaviour and solution was felt to be thought-provoking and informative and where the potential emotional and psychological consequences for CYP were eluded to this was felt to engage on a much deeper level (e.g. ‘Lexi told her mate her password online. Now she’s the joke of year 9’ or ‘If you don’t know the sender then don’t open the attachment. It could mess with your computers head or kill it completely’)
· The idea of focusing campaign materials around 1 key message and element of the code was appreciated as being able to really bring to life all aspects of the behaviour and potential outcomes, BUT messages were felt to work best when presented as a whole campaign idea (esp. for print and online executions where it was felt important that the 3 elements of the code be communicated closely together)

Print campaign messages for CYP
The print campaign for CYP was well received and was felt to offer a potentially powerful and engaging creative idea and set of messages for the following reasons:

· [image: ]The short and punchy message copy was felt to strike the right balance between being informative and engaging through the use of conversational, CYP-friendly language and tonality whilst providing serious and direct advice (e.g. ‘don’t open the attachment, it could mess with your computers head or kill it completely’)
· [image: ]Specifically, language like ‘randoms’, ‘mess with your computers head’ and ‘not a good look’ were all singled out as examples of how to engage with CYP on their terms without appearing over-zealous
· The Lexi and Sam executions were felt to be the most powerful routes as they were seen as representations of normal CYP (could be anyone) and were doing things that any normal CYP might do online (sharing passwords with friends and opening attachments) 
· The focus on Lexi and Sam’s behaviour as the driver of risk was noted and appreciated and enabled CYP to project themselves onto the characters more easily to emotionally engage with the potential consequences of engaging with risk
· The way Lexi and Sam manifested the behaviours (Lexi shouting the word password) and consequences (Sam getting sick from eating attachments) was felt to communicate the message in an interesting and creative way
· Billy and Darren were less appealing executions: Billy was a difficult character to identify with as he was seen as a full-time bully and most CYP did not empathise with his behaviour or motivations; Darren was not engaging as stranger danger was felt to be well-known and did not communicate clear messages around CYP behaviour

The print campaign for CYP would benefit from the following developments:

· Billy would be better focused around communicating the sense that seemingly fun online behaviour can tip over into bullying in the eyes of the recipient and that CYP can be both victim and perpetrator of cyberbullying
· Being labelled as a bully or cyberbully did not appear to be motivating or credible for CYP and was felt to be more impactful if the consequences were focused on the real emotional impact of nasty behaviour (e.g. hurt, pain, not wanting to go to school, getting in trouble with parents/teachers)
· Whilst stranger danger is an important message it was not felt necessary for the creative campaign to focus on this risk specifically

Print campaign messages for parents
The problem-solution message approach was felt to be potentially powerful for parents as parents appreciated being informed about the types of risk behaviour their children may engage in and the potential solutions they could adopt as parents:

· For the same reasons as for CYP, Lexi and Sam were felt to be the most powerful executions as parents could easily imagine their children acting in the same way as the characters
· For the same reasons as for CYP, Billy and Darren were less powerful as stranger danger was already felt to be something parents were dealing with and parents found it less credible to envisage their child being targeted by a dedicated full-time bully



The print campaign messages would benefit from a range of important developments as follows:

· As for CYP, it was felt that the Billy execution would benefit from communicating that seemingly fun online behaviour can tip over into bullying in the eyes of the recipient and that CYP can be both victim and perpetrator of cyberbullying 
· [image: ]Furthermore, the print campaign messages were felt to lack impact amongst parents as they focused too heavily on the short-term consequences for CYP (e.g. being a joke at school or downloading a virus) and were felt to benefit if they focused on communicating the longer term emotional and psychological consequences for CYP (for example, not wanting to go to school, feeling withdrawn, feeling socially excluded)
· Parents felt that the solution messages were not specific nor clearly targeted enough at parents and the specific role parents are able to play in keeping their children safe online, specifically, the campaign would benefit from more specific messages that help parents understand how they can help their children block emails/get posts removed/get kids to bin emails/protect their passwords (rather than just asking them to do it)
· It was also felt that the messages for parents would benefit from a more explicit reference to parents lack of confidence intervening in their child’s online behaviour and reassuring them that despite this they still can help protect their children online 

The print campaign creative execution
The overarching idea behind the creative execution in the print campaign was well received:

· The use of characters (not real CYP) to dramatise the key behaviours and potential consequences was thought to be clever and entertaining whilst delivering a serious message (e.g. Lexi shouting password and Sam getting sick from viruses)
· The settings/locations were really engaging and powerful (i.e. looked like real bedrooms or computer rooms, nice and light, real touches like the glass of juice);  parents interpreted the settings as shared, family environments and CYP interpreted them as teen bedrooms



However, for both the parents and CYP campaign there was a great deal of confusion and misunderstanding around the characters used in the print campaign executions:

· There was confusion around whether the characters used in the print executions were the same characters used as icons for the code (same colour, similar shapes, arrows for eyes)
· Whilst the characters in the print campaign were largely understood as vehicles for communicating CYP behaviour and were appreciated for this, the style they had been created in was felt to be too obscure/abstract and therefore difficult to decipher the features or understand their behavioural characteristics (Sam being sick, Darren being in disguise and Billy’s hate tattoo had to be explained to be recognised)
· The characters appeared to work most effectively when their characteristics were more overtly brought to life (i.e. Lexi shouting ‘password’ and Billy shouting ‘hate’ in the online idea)

The execution of the characters in the print campaign was felt to be an essential area for development:	

· There was a strong desire for animated characters but it was consistently suggested that the current characters be replaced by characters with stronger human characteristics that would generate more empathy and identification of the specific behaviours/consequences they represented  
· In fact, parents and CYP shared a desire for: fictional characters with real recognisable human characteristics/features, in real life settings, but able to dramatise behaviours and consequences in a fictional, creative way
· There was a strong desire for the characters in the creative to be clearly differentiated from the characters used in the code (colour, appearance, etc.)

It was also felt important that the way the code and lock-up was presented on the print campaign was given more prominence:

· The use of the code and lock-up was felt to lack stand-out and using colour-coding was not felt to be a powerful vehicle for the idea
· There was a desire for the specific code character relating to the print campaign message to appear bigger and more prominent (as in the online ads)



The online banners
[image: ]The online banner ideas were well received. The idea of the lock-up logo and code replacing the character on screen was felt to be an effective and entertaining means of engaging parents and CYP: 

· The digital communications of the characters and messages (actually shouting, opening attachments, flashing siren) added an exciting new layer of message impact
· The ability to be able to click directly on the code icons and through to the website was felt to be particularly appealing

The online banners would benefit from development in the following areas:

· The use of ‘IM’ was not familiar to CYP and would be better spelt out in full
· It was felt to be important for the ‘Click Clever, Click Safe’ line to be present throughout the banner (it currently disappears)
· Sam’s banner was felt to be better executed if he was shouting words (e.g. ‘puke’) as it was not clear he was being sick
· There was a desire to be able to click on any of the 3 code icons
· As with the parents print campaign, it was felt that new messages could be introduced for parents that felt more specifically targeted at parents

The online applications 
The downloadable applications (computer and mobile) and emoticons for MSN and Facebook were very well received:
[image: ][image: ]
· Communicated how powerfully the code idea can translate into relevant online situations where risk behaviours may actually occur and act as ‘live’ prompts in situ and in the moment 
· For parents, this added an extra layer of reassurance as the code was seen to act as a ‘stamp’ of approval and screening device for CYP behaviour (working on parents behalf)
· For CYP, the interactive element of being able to use the code icons as demonstrations of behaviour (e.g. blocking someone on MSN) was highly engaging as it made them feel useful, relevant and ownable as well as established the code as legitimate online language and behaviour
The partnership ideas			
The idea of the campaign materials existing on partnership sites or on branded computers was very appealing and was felt to act as a mutually reinforcing stamp of approval for the code and partner: 

· [image: ]Parents felt they would be more comfortable with their children using sites that hosted the code and CYP felt they would see sites who hosted the code as more safe to use
· Parents and CYP were keen to see the code icon built into new computers and downloadable to existing ones

It will be important to recognise that most CYP 11-14 yrs old are using YouTube, Facebook and MSN not MySpace.

 
The radio ideas
It is likely that new radio executions for parents will need to be developed. All of the radio ads generated very low impact, appeal and recall of messages for the following reasons:

· The messages were felt to be too vague as there was a lot of use of the word ‘things’ to explain the online risks and risk behaviours and no real explanation of what was being referred to
· Parents felt there were too many solution messages presented at once which left them feeling overwhelmed, confused and unable to determine a clear message take-out (esp. as none of the risks had been explained)
· Parents were unable to emotionally connect with any sense of a scenario or character in the ads and the messages were felt to be instructing parents on how to teach their children the code (e.g. ‘Tell your kids to Zip It’)
· Tonally, it was felt to talk down to them, a ‘did you know’ tone of voice that did not reflect the parent to parent tonality they were seeking (likened to how an advertiser would talk to a consumer)
· As with the print campaign, the tips and strategies were felt to be too rooted in the online world and not specifically designed for helping parents to bring their offline parenting skills to the online world
· The use of humour (the password and the sound effects) were felt to be flippant, distracting and unnecessary  



The radio campaign would benefit from considering the following in its re-development:

· Retaining the ‘click’ sound effect in the ‘Click Clever, Click Safe’ lock up as this was felt to really bring the line to life in a potent and memorable way
· Dramatising the situation from a parent’s perspective will be a powerful means of engaging parents and demonstrating that despite their current lack of confidence they do have a role in keeping their child safe online
· Focusing on a single risk behaviour and potential solutions will be a strong approach but bringing the risk behaviours to life will be critical for providing parents with the information they need to feel confident to intervene
· Offering a range of solutions will be motivating but rooting these in a real life parenting issue and dramatising how these could happen in real life will be more engaging than listing different things they could do (they need to know how to do it not just what to do)
· Do not tell parents to teach their children the code! The inclusion of ‘Zip It, Block It, Trash It’ was felt to be relevant for parents radio but should be more of a take-away than a lead into the communications idea
· Tonally, they need to hear another parent’s voice talking about their experiences to create empathy
· It is likely to be appreciated if the parent featured in the radio expresses the fact that whilst they many not know as much as their child does about the online world, they do know about real life and were able to collaborate with their child to work out solutions to any online issues

	


The unsuccessful route - Farm
Overview
The campaign approach proposed by Farm was consistently felt to be the least powerful route for the child internet safety campaign. Overall, Farm’s approach was considered the least engaging, relevant and actionable and was felt to be unlikely to generate behaviour change for either parents or CYP:

· The behavioural code (‘Protect, Reject, Respect’) was conceptually well-received and was seen to be action-oriented. However, the meaning of the code ‘watchwords’ was not easily decoded in relation to CYP online behaviour (without detailed explanation) and therefore considered difficult to adopt
· The creative idea (using pixelated photos of CYP faces; and low resolution animated characters to illustrate the problem) was difficult to define and decode
· The campaign messages were largely felt to be alarmist and generating a negative view of the Internet that was disengaging for parents and CYP

However, there were 2 key learnings useful for informing development of the winning approach:

· Farm’s work demonstrated that illustrating the real emotional and psychological consequences of CYP online behaviour is a powerful way to engage and ignite a desire for behaviour change for parents and CYP
· Farm’s work demonstrated that parents respond well to messages that create empathy by reflecting the way parents feel about intervening in their child’s online behaviour (their lack of confidence) and explicitly reassuring them that they have a role to play 

The behavioural code
The code idea ‘Protect, Reject, Respect’ was felt to be the least appealing and effective code explored in the research for the following reasons:

[image: scan034]‘Protect, Reject, Respect’ 
· ‘Protect, Reject, Respect’ was conceptually well received (esp. by parents) as it offered a set of familiar values that reflected the general principles parents used when guiding their children’s behaviour (although the idea of ‘rejecting’ was sometimes felt to be too negative)  
· However, ‘Protect, Reject, Respect’ was felt to be too generic and insufficiently rooted in the online world, and required detailed messages to underpin it for parents and CYP to decode what each component of the code related to
· ‘Protect, Reject, Respect’ proved difficult to remember and pronounce, and was not felt to be an effective short-cut to desired online behaviours or likely to become part of their everyday vocabulary
· Explicitly framing ‘Protect, Reject, Respect’ as a ‘code’ was also disengaging and misleading (cued computer code/password)

Messages underpinning the code
· The messages contained within the code were felt to cover a comprehensive range of relevant behaviours to help CYP mitigate online risk
· However, the language, tonality and volume of information were universally felt to be inappropriate for use with CYP (esp. younger children) 
· For CYP, the messages underpinning the code felt dictatorial (teacher-pupil) 
· For parents, the messages underpinning the code felt too ‘adult’ for use with children 5-11 years old

Code device (fingers)
Using fingers to count the ‘watchwords’ lacked relevance, impact and appeal and as a result, failed to create engagement, bring the idea to life or act as a mnemonic for the code:

· Both parents and CYP felt that this idea was inappropriate (sticking two fingers up) and likely to be subverted

Lockup – ‘Stay Safe Online’
The ‘Stay Safe Online’ line was not felt to be a powerful way of locking up the code communication for the following reasons:

· Similarly to the code itself, the line Stay Safe Online was felt to be a simple, positive and protective message
· However, it lacked stand-out and impact and cued traditional government campaign lines 
· Parents felt it was suitable for them as adults, but unsuitable for engaging their children, and therefore unlikely to promote engagement between parents and their children around online risk

Campaign logos
None of the campaign logos explored were able to engage either CYP or parents, for the following reasons: 

· All were consistently rejected for their lack of colour, vibrancy, and youth appeal
· None of the logos was felt to deliver a clear representation of the message or bring the online world to life 
· The logos were felt to lack standout from other branded icons in the online world, and were seen as corporate-looking (often cueing energy suppliers)
· The Smiley Face was the most well liked as it tapped into the appeal of emoticons and characters but was felt to lack originality and failed to clearly tie into the campaign messages or the creative idea
[image: scan018][image: scan016][image: scan015][image: scan017]



  
The creative idea and messages
The creative executions and campaign messages were felt to be the least engaging, relevant and likely to ignite behaviour change for parents and CYP for the following reasons:
[image: scan020]
Campaign messages
· For parents, messages about unfamiliar behaviours (‘Flaming’, ‘Facejacking’) were felt to be informative but generated a great deal of alarm and panic that made parents feel very negative about their children using the internet  
· For CYP, using new language around known behaviours was felt to be unnecessary and confusing and created the perception that the source behind the messages did not understand young people and how they talk about the online world
· [image: S:\2CV Documents\COI\3064 Binary -  Internet Safety\COI 30463064 Board scans\scan023.jpg]Parents appreciated the clear explanations of the behaviours leading to risk in the print but  the lack of actionable solutions (beyond teaching the code) meant that they were not motivated or empowered to take action as they did not feel equipped to talk about the code 
· For CYP, the message asking them to learn the code was not motivating and was dismissed as tonally dictatorial (often cued school, boring lessons etc) 
· Parents were engaged by the explicit references to the emotional and psychological outcomes of risk behaviour but the explanation of the messages was felt to be too long and reminiscent of traditional Government communications that lacked impact and applicability for use with their children 
· Many of the messages were felt to lack relevance: for parents, the issues often felt too old for their children as they referred to teenage online behaviours (facebook, forums etc); for CYP, many of the scenarios were hard to identify with (e.g. racism was not felt to be a significant issue for their age group and they had not heard of flickr) 

Creative executions 
· [image: scan032]For parents, the pixelated faces execution triggered a great deal of fear and panic as it cued associations with crime photos, and was felt to represent children who were lost in the digital world and out of their parents’ reach 
· Parents struggled to associate their own children with those shown in the photographs as they were felt to look like teenagers, somewhat threatening and depressed
· [image: scan024]The relevance and purpose of the low resolution creative execution was not understood by either CYP or parents and gave the impression of a low quality, unfinished and unprofessional campaign
· The photofit idea was not understood by CYP, in particular why adult characters were used when the majority of risks related to other CYP 
· The colour palette used across all the creative executions was felt to be dull, boring, old-fashioned, uninspiring and lacking the potential to stand out from the plethora of Government campaigns 
· [image: scan025]The digital ideas that attempted to demonstrate how insults online can have real consequences was felt to be a powerful and important message, but the executions (‘fat pig’ banner and brick-throwing game) were felt to be offensive 



What can we learn from FARM radio executions?
While the campaign overall was rejected, the parent radio executions were well received and yielded interesting learning for the winning campaign:

· Parents understand and relate to messages when they are presented as real-life parenting scenarios that they can easily imagine their children being involved in (e.g. malicious gossip)
· Delivering the message through a parent’s point of view generates strong engagement by providing the necessary information in a tone of voice that avoids ‘telling’ parents what to do
· Parents seek a sense of empathy with the message provider that can be achieved best by explicitly referencing the shared lack of confidence parents feel intervening in their child’s online behaviour whilst reassuring them that this is normal and that they can apply their offline parenting skills online
· Messages which clearly focus on one online risk issue at a time (e.g. facebook being hacked, credit card scam) are felt to be simple, easy to understand and therefore create more message impact and recall
· Messages that give parents a clear and practical understanding of the specific CYP behaviours that lead to risk and the role they can play keeping their children safe online are the most impactful 



Appendix: Sample specification CYP

	Mini group
	Age
	School Year
	Gender
	SEG
	
Location
	Internet Confidence Level

	1
	11-12
	7
	Male
	C2D 
	
South East
	More confident

	2
	13-14
	9
	Female
	C2D
	
South West
	More confident

	3
	11-12
	7
	Female
	BC1
	
Midlands
	More confident

	4
	13-14
	9
	Male
	BC1
	North
	More confident



Additional sample criteria (young people):

· 6 respondents per group (recruit 7 for 5-6)
· Each group to be recruited as a friendship group 
· BME and family size to fall out naturally across the sample
· All to have regular broadband Internet access at home
· All to use the internet at least 3 x per week
· All to be allowed to go online unsupervised some of the time
· Confidence to be defined according to a mix of attitudes and behaviours

Appendix: Sample specification Parents

	Mini group
	Age
	Child’s School Year
	Gender
	SEG
	
Location
	Internet Confidence Level

	1
	5-8 yrs
	1-3
	Mixed
	C2D
	North
	Overwhelmed

	2
	8-11 yrs
	4-6
	Mixed
	C2D
	South West
	Complacent

	3
	5-8 yrs
	1-3
	Mixed
	BC1
	Midlands
	Complacent

	4
	8-11 yrs
	4-6
	Mixed
	BC1
	South East
	Overwhelmed



 Additional sample criteria (Parents):

· 6 respondents per group (recruit 7 for 6)
· Respondent to have at least one child within the age bracket living at home who uses the internet at least 3 x per week
· All to be recruited as ‘strangers’ (i.e. they do not know each other) 
· Equal mix of mums and dads per group
· Allow BME and family size to fall out naturally across the sample 
· All to have regular broadband Internet access at home
· All to be involved in decisions around their child’s use of the internet (not to defer to another parent)
· Overwhelmed and complacent to be defined by a range of attitudinal statements
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