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Introduction

Vegetable consumption is associated with improvement in both physical
and emotional health (World Health Organization, 2018). However, message
interventions promoting vegetable consumption have been only partially suc-
cessful so far [see Appleton et al., 2016 for a review) and further research on
how to frame those messages in order to enhance their effectiveness is needed.
In the present study, we explored whether framing messages on vegetable in-
take in terms of expected emotional gains (e.g., “If you eat vegetables, you will
feel more relaxed”) or non-losses (e.g., “If you eat vegetables, you will reduce
anxiety”) would make them more or less persuasive for receivers with different
baseline intentions regarding vegetable consumption. We presented messages
as online content (Facebook posts), a novel but already widespread format used

to deliver health promotion messages (Park et al., 2011; Thackeray et al., 2011).

Conceptual Framework

Message Framing to Increase Vegetable Consumption

Past research on communication aimed at increasing healthy eating has
Shfrwu that the way messages are framed Impacts their persuasiveness (e.g.
Dulfxstra et al., 2011; Godinho et al., 2017). Message framing pertains to thé
choice of specific words, images, or presentation styles to convey a certain state-
ment or reccommendation (Chang et al., 2015; Chong & Druckman 2007) A
message can be framed by emphasizing different pieces of informatiu;:t ina V:’S'Y

t!ut is hkeI}f to attract receivers’ attention and change their attitudes, emo-
tions, intentions, and ultimately behaviours, :
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As regards the stress on emotional rather than physical health, previpus
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research has shown that messages describing the cunsclquencdes of ‘;laung be-
11-;1ri¢711|' on emotional health (e.g., ‘Vegetable intake helps rle ucedt € risk of
depression’) can be more effective than the more commonly used mess

describing the consequences On physical health I‘f'g'* ’Vege;able intake helps
reduce the risk of cancer’; Carfora et al.,, 201 (’f}- This may I:::e ccause consumer

behaviour is often driven by the desire to realize psychological end-s,‘tates of be-

ing (Gutman, 1982]. In addition, these MEsSages CV“kf: future emotional states

that are easily understandable and accessnble-? to receivers, compared to more

complex and distant medical notions (e.g., disease incidence and prqdml,

Therefore, in the present study we decided to test whether the superiority of

gain-framed messages over non-loss messages observed by Dijkstra et al. (2011)

with messages on physical health would still hold with messages focused on
emotional health.

As regards the choice of messages formulated in prefactual (i.e., “if... then”)
terms, past research has shown that anticipating the future consequences of a
given diet in prefactual terms drives the intention to change eating behaviour
significantly (Bertolotti et al., 2019), the more so when the anticipated con-
sequences regard emotional well-being (Bertolotti et al., 2016). However, in
previous research, prefactual messages were framed as losses and the eating
behaviour focused on in the messages was meat consumption. Research on the
effects of prefactual messages framed in terms of gain vs non-loss and focused

on vegetable consumption is therefore missing so far.

The Moderating Role of Receivers’ Intention

The relative effectiveness of gain and non-loss messages can be influenced
by receivers’ individual differences, for example differences in baseline in-
tention to eat healthy. Previous research has widely shown that the effect of
persuasive communication regarding eating behaviour largely depends on re-
ceivers’ initial intention to enact the suggested behaviour (e.g., Conner & Nor-
man, 2015; Mann et al., 2004). Several studies have examined initial inten-
tion both as a continuum variable and as a discrete variable composed of two
or more stages, finding a discontinuity of prediction patterns as people mo 3
through stages (Sutton, 2000). The most applied distinction is the dichoton
between n{mimendem, that is, individuals who are satisfied .with thﬂl'
zn.t bcé::;mgr, and intenders, that is, individuals who intend to change

ting behaviour (e.g., Lippke et al, 2009; Schwarzer, 2008). However, no
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e&e:;sz;‘G:in-framed nwséagl:s are more persuasive than non-loss-frs me
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Method

Participants and Procedure

A convenience sample of participants (N = 94; 45 males, 49 femal
age = 2?.-69, SD = 12.17) was invited to complete an online au
The exclusion criterion was following a specific diet. Then, par

~randomly assigned to two conditions (gain condition: N = 47;n
tion: N = 47) and received a link to access a private group on Facebg
they were invited to accurately read a list of posts published on the rou
page. After reading all posts, participants were invited to complete

Measures and Procedurgs
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Discussion and Conclusion

Our results showed that nutritional communication framc-d in terms ﬂf

non losses deriving from increased V?Eetflble cqnsurnptmn has dlffa-

the receivers’ baseline intention to change their eat-
ing behaviour. Differently from DiikSUff'l and cclleagtlles’ resfllts (2011; Study L)
and in contrast with our first hypothesis (H1), we dld‘ not find a general prefer-
ence for gain messages over non-loss messages. Both intenders and nonintend-
ers were equally affected by gain and non-loss messages, and therefore we did
not confirm our H2a regarding the higher preference of gain-framed messages
among intenders. We did, however, find an important difference for a specific
sub-group of participants, the want-but-cannot, who were more persuaded by
non-loss posts than by gain posts. This was in support of our H2b hypothesis.

Our results are consistent with previous research suggesting that people
perceiving difficulties in engaging in a specific behaviour can be persuaded by
messages proposing the correct behaviour as an opportunity to avoid health risk
Schwarzer, 2008). For the first time, the present study has extended these re-
sults to the area of healthy food choice, showing that the sub-group of want-but-
cannot receivers are more easily convinced by non-loss than by gain posts. In the
case of the want-but-cannot receivers, the greater effects of non-loss posts were
ubs.en’ed on attitude, anticipated regret and future intention to eat vegetablea, A
which are the m:.ain factors in determining healthy eating behaviour (Godin, oo 1
:léigtl;] ;:lﬂlnui 111111 mthf sub-group of DS:IﬂCiDants_ the non-loss posts stimulate
T Dﬂgmtign Emotmam l;SYChﬂl?glCal dDmaul'ns related to eating behaviour,
U : ion an Pianmng. The positive effects on anticipated re-
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