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Physical activity promotion: precise matching of message
frames and affect types

Kin-Kit Li and Candy H.-Y. Lee

Department of Social and Behavioural Sciences, City University of Hong Kong, Kowloon Tong,
Hong Kong

ABSTRACT
Objective: Matching between affect orientations and message
frames have been shown to enhance the persuasiveness of health
messages. Based on a two-dimensional regulatory model (direc-
tion: approach/avoidance, valence: appetitive/aversive), this study
examined whether a precise matching between affect and mes-
sage frame would enhance physical activity (PA) attitudes, inten-
tions, and behaviours.
Design: Using a 2 (gain/loss frames) x 2 (positive/negative end-
states) design, 147 college students were randomly assigned to
one message-frame condition (gain-positive, gain-negative, loss-
positive, or loss-negative). Four identified affect types (approach-
positive, approach-negative, avoidance-positive, and avoidance-
negative) were considered as matched, respectively, with the four
message-frame conditions. The participants were subsequently
grouped into fully-matched, direction-matched only, valence-
matched only, or unmatched.
Main Outcome Measures: The immediate PA attitude and inten-
tion after the experiment and the PA attitudes, intentions, and
behaviours at a two-week follow-up were reported.
Results: Post-manipulation and follow-up intentions were greater
in the fully-matched as compared with the unmatched group.
Follow-up physical activity was more in the valence-matched than
the unmatched group. No other differences were found across
the matching types.
Conclusion: Findings partially supported the importance of a pre-
cise matching between affect orientations and message frames.
The affect types may characterize an individual’s sensitivity
towards the corresponding regulatory information.
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Introduction

The benefits of physical activity (PA) include, but are not limited to, reducing the risk
of chronic diseases and preserving physical and mental function into old age (Blair &
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Morris, 2009). Most adults, however, do not achieve the recommended level of PA for
health benefits (Haskell et al., 2007). A global study (Hallal et al., 2012) on PA levels
with data from 122 countries had found that a prevalence of 31% of adults were phys-
ically inactive.

Health messages are common in PA interventions. Among approaches in message
design, message framing has been one dominant approach (Pope et al., 2018).
Messages can be framed in terms of gains (i.e., benefits of being physically active) or
losses (i.e., costs of not being physically active). Gain-framed PA messages have been
suggested as more effective than loss-framed messages for increasing PA (Gallagher &
Updegraff, 2012). Previous studies showed that framing effects could be moderated by
affect (Ferrer et al., 2012; Lecheler et al., 2013). Studies have shown that both affects
and message frames can be classified based on a two-dimensional regulatory model
(e.g., de Bruijn et al., 2014; Elliot et al., 2013; Higgins et al., 1994; Lang et al., 1993).
This study aimed to examine whether a precise matching between affect and message
frame would enhance PA message effectiveness in terms of attitudes, intentions,
and behaviours.

Message framing

Drawing from prospect theory (Kahneman & Tversky, 1982), individuals are risk averse
when gains are salient. For prevention behaviours such as PA that are perceived as
non-risky, gain-framed promotion message are suggested to be more effective,
whereas loss-framed messages are more effective for detection behaviours such as
cancer screening (Rothman & Salovey, 1997). Despite some supportive findings cumu-
lated in the literature, the findings in meta-analyses have demonstrated that there
were no meaningful differences between gain-framed and loss-framed messages
(O’Keefe & Jensen, 2006, 2007, 2009). When splitting the analysis by outcome types
(i.e., attitudes, intentions, and behaviours), Gallagher and Updegraff (2012), in their
meta-analysis, found no significant differences for detection behaviours regardless of
the outcome types and a small advantage from gain-framed messages for protection
behaviours. They observed that there might be a larger difference for behavioural out-
comes and suggested that the framing effects on behaviours may not be mediated
completely via attitudes or intentions. A subsequent re-analysis of the data, however,
showed that the effect sizes across attitudes, intentions, and behaviours were not stat-
istically different (O’Keefe, 2013).

An exception to the overall null effects of gain/loss-framing appears in the context
of PA. The majority of findings showed that gain-framed messages were, indeed, more
effective than loss-framed messages for enhancing PA intention (e.g., Arora et al.,
2006; Jones et al., 2004) and behaviour (e.g., Latimer et al., 2008; Parrott et al., 2008).
In a system review, Latimer et al. (2010), showed that three out of four studies
reported gain-frame advantages on PA behaviours, and five out of six studies reported
gain-frame advantages on PA intentions. O’Keefe and Jensen (2011) have shown in
their meta-analysis that the gain-frame advantage was quite unique for PA but not
observed in other prevention behaviours (except dental hygiene behaviours), such
that prospect theory is not a reasonable explanation. Although the mechanisms
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underlying the framing effect in PA remain unknown, O’Keefe and Jensen suggested
advocating gain-framed message for PA is still useful and presumed that a better
understanding of the mechanisms would further inform the development of effect-
ive messages.

Considering the substantial variability and mixed findings in the framing studies in
promoting health behaviours, including PA, shown in meta-analyses (Gallagher &
Updegraff, 2012; O’Keefe & Jensen, 2007, 2009), the direction of health message fram-
ing research is moving towards identifying potential moderators (Updegraff &
Rothman, 2013). Some dispositional moderators consistently found in the literature
include regulatory focus, approach-avoidance motivation, need for cognition, and self-
efficacy beliefs (Covey, 2014). The regulatory focus theory (Higgins, 1997, 2005) has
been one dominant approach in explaining the effects of message framing. The theory
conceptualizes that there are two motivation orientations (i.e., promotion and preven-
tion). Promotion-oriented individuals strive towards gains whereas prevention-oriented
individuals want to maintain current status and avoid any losses. Higgins (2005) fur-
ther suggested that an individual will experience regulatory fit when their motivation
orientation is compatible with the goal and means of pursuing that goal. Applying
regulatory fit within message framing, it is suggested that individuals “feel right”
when the message frames (e.g., gain frame) match with their motivation orientation
(e.g., approach-oriented) and thus the message becomes more effective. A systematic
review on regulatory fit and health communication (Ludolph & Schulz, 2015) found
that the majority of the selected studies confirmed that regulatory fit enhanced mes-
sage framing effectiveness.

Message framing by valence of end-states

Another approach in understanding the mixed findings was to utilize variations of the
operationalization of gain and loss frames (Apanovitch et al., 2003; de Bruijn et al.,
2014; Detweiler et al., 1999). Gain- and loss-framed messages can also be presented
with consideration of the end-state valences (positive or negative outcomes). For
instance, a gain-framed message (e.g. benefits to one’s health when participating in
PA behaviour) can be presented with either a positive end-state (e.g. enhance heart
fitness) or negative end-state (e.g. avoid heart deterioration). Overall, four framing con-
ditions with equivalent content can be formulated with a 2 (direction; gain versus
loss) by 2 (end-state valence; positive versus negative) structure. Desired and
undesired end-states are considered as the reference standards in the self-regulation
system, whereas gain and loss frames describe the “direction” of means (approach vs.
avoidance) to achieve the standards (Higgins et al., 1994).

The strategic use of end-states message framing has been found to be advanta-
geous in increasing persuasion for health behaviours, although the findings have been
mixed. For instance, Yi and Baumgartner (2009) showed that the presence of gain (i.e.,
gain frames with positive end-states) was more effective than the absence of loss (i.e.,
gain frames with negative end-states), and the presence of loss (i.e., loss frames with
negative end-states) was more effective than the absence of gain (i.e., loss frames
with positive end-states) to enhance the perceived persuasiveness of messages
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promoting fruits and vegetable consumption. Yi and Baumgartner considered that
their results were consistent with those in Idson, Liberman, and Higgins’ (2000) study
which examined emotional reactions across the four message types. Idson and col-
leagues regarded positive end-states as promotion-focused and negative end-states as
prevention-focused. Positive (negative) end-states may enhance promotion (preven-
tion) orientations temporarily such that the regulatory orientation matches with gain-
framed (loss-framed) messages to create a regulatory fit. Similarly, a meta-analysis of
research comparing the effectiveness of various persuasion outcomes across message
frames found that gain-framed messages with a positive end-state were more persua-
sive in increasing PA outcomes than gain-framed messages with a mixture of positive
and negative end-states (O’Keefe & Jensen, 2011). O’Keefe and Jensen also speculated
that positive and negative end-states could be re-described as promotion- and preven-
tion-focused, respectively. To the contrary, de Bruijn et al. (2014) found that loss-
framed messages combined with a positive end-state was most persuasive in exercise
guideline adherence compared to the other three message appeals, unexpectedly.
They argued that the mismatch between gain/loss frames and positive/negative end-
states might lead to the messages being more noticeable and/or more thoroughly
processed. Besides, some studies were not able to demonstrate any differences in
effectiveness among messages of different end-states (Apanovitch et al., 2003;
Detweiler et al., 1999). Examining the possible moderators may enhance our under-
standing of these mixed findings.

The roles of affect

Affect orientation has been considered as a moderator of framing effects and
attracted substantial research attention (Updegraff & Rothman, 2013). Recent
research has suggested that affect can be defined beyond the two opposing valen-
ces (i.e., positive versus negative). For instance, anger would normally be consid-
ered as a negative affect. In fact, the affective system highly intertwines with the
motivational system (Yan et al., 2012) and can be categorized based on both direc-
tion and valence (Elliot et al., 2013; Lang et al., 1993). Direction indicates the
behavioural guidance function of an emotion (i.e., approach vs. avoidance). The
intensity of the affect in the positive valence can range from excited (approach) to
calm (avoidance). Emotional valence refers to the appetitive (positive) or aversive
(negative) motivational systems. The two dimensions are independent. For
instance, it has been continuously suggested that anger, which occurs due to a
blockage of moving towards a desired goal (Berkowitz, 1993; Carver & Harmon-
Jones, 2009), contains an approach motivational tendency despite the negative
valence. Thus, four types of affect have been proposed: 1. approach-positive (e.g.,
happy), 2. approach-negative (e.g., sad), 3. avoidance-positive (e.g., calm) and 4.
avoidance-negative (e.g., nervous) (Elliot, 2013; Smith & Bargh, 2008).

Past findings supported predominantly that approach or avoidance affects would
moderate the effectiveness of gain-loss framing. For instance, Gerend and Maner
(2011) found that the participants in the fear condition (avoidance-negative)
exposed with a loss-framed message ate more fruit and vegetables compared to
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those being exposed to a gain-framed message. For the anger condition
(approach-positive), gain-framed message was more influential than a loss-framed
message in terms of health-behaviour changes. Yan et al. (2012) showed that it is
the emotional functions (approach vs. avoidance) rather than emotional valence
(positive vs. negative) that moderate the gain/loss framing. Gain-framed messages
were more effective for those happy or angry, whereas loss-framed messages were
more effective for those fearful.

As reviewed above, both message frames and affect orientations can share the two
common dimensions of the regulatory systems, namely direction (i.e., approach vs.
avoidance) and valence (i.e., positive vs. negative). Drawing from the regulatory fit the-
ory (Higgins, 1997, 2005), we hypothesized that a precise matching between affective
orientations and message frames would enhance the effectiveness of the messages.
This study was the first attempt to conceptually and empirically link these two-dimen-
sional systems.

Purpose of study

The aim of the study was to investigate the effects of a precise matching between
affect orientation and health message frames on PA attitudes, intentions, and behav-
iours. Health message frames: 1. gain-positive, 2. gain-negative, 3. loss-positive and 4.
loss-negative were considered as matched with affective orientations: 1. approach-
positive, 2. approach-negative, 3. avoidance-positive, and 4. avoidance-negative,
respectively (see also Table 1). Specifically, full matching of affective orientations with
message frames (i.e., on both direction and valence) was expected to increase

Table 1. Examples of the affect types and framed messages for physical activity promotion.
Approach-positive affect Approach-negative affect Avoidance-positive affect Avoidance-negative affect

Happy, content, and Joy Sad, disappointed,
and depressed

Calm, relieved, and relaxed Nervous, worried,
and tense

Gain-positive messages Gain-negative messages Loss-positive messages Loss-negative messages
If you participate in regular physical activity, you will… If you do not participate in regular physical activity,

you will…
Physical aspects (11 statements)
enhance immunity avoid

immunity weakening
forgo immunity

strengthening
incur immunity weakening

enhance muscle strength avoid muscle weakening forgo muscle
strengthening

incur muscle weakening

enhance agility and
flexibility

avoid agility and
flexibility weakening

forgo agility and flexibility
enhancement

incur agility and
flexibility weakening

Psychological aspects (8 statements)
help improve moods avoid negative moods forgo moods improvement incur negative moods
help improve

psychological state
avoid poor

psychological state
forgo psychological state

improvement
incur poor

psychological state
help improve

processing speed
avoid processing

speed decline
forgo processing speed

improvement
incur processing

speed decline
Social aspects (4 statements)
help widen social network avoid social

network shrinkage
forgo social

network widening
incur social

network shrinkage
help improve interaction

with people
avoid problems interacting

with people
forgo the improvement in

interacting with people
incur problems interacting

with people
help make friends avoid being alone forgo the opportunity to

make friends
incur loneliness
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intentions, attitudes and PA levels more than partially-matched (i.e., direction-matched
only or valence-matched only) and unmatched conditions.

Methods

Participants

The participants were Hong Kong Chinese college students aged between 18 and
35 years. To be eligible, individuals had to be able to read and understand the
research materials written in Chinese, had no physical conditions that limit PA, and
did not meet the PA recommendation (i.e., < 150minutes of moderate-to-vigorous PA
per week; Haskell et al., 2007) for the past month.

A wide range of effect sizes of the framing-by-affect interaction (partial g2 of .03 to
.13) was observed in the literature (Chang, 2007; Gerend & Maner, 2011; Yan et al.,
2010). The sample sizes of these previous studies ranged from 133 to 240. A smaller
effect might be found as affect type was observed rather than manipulated in this
study. A sample size of 153 was required to detect the effect of a single regression
coefficient (see the statistical analysis section below) with a small-to-moderate effect
size (f2 ¼ .07), with 17 predictors, at an alpha level of .05, with a power of .90 (Faul
et al., 2009). The participants (N¼ 150) were recruited through the participant pool of
an introductory psychology course in which the participation was a required assess-
ment component, with an option of alternative assignments. Three cases providing
poor quality data were excluded. A sample of 147 participants (Mage ¼ 20.25,
SD¼ 2.15; 60% being women) was included in the subsequent analyses. We acknow-
ledge that the current analysis was underpowered in detecting the possible small
effect size. This analysis was only powered to detect small-to-moderate effects as seen
in a few related studies.

Design and procedure

A 2 (gain/loss frames) � 2 (positive/negative end-states) factorial design with 2
between-participants factors was used in this study. Individual differences in affect
were measured and defined into 5 affect types. For the purpose of the current ana-
lysis, the design was transformed so that the effects of four matching types according
to the assignment of the experimental condition and the identified affect type (i.e.,
fully-matched, direction-matched, valence-matched, and unmatched) could be com-
pared. The details of the matching and the analytical approach can be found in the
analysis section.

Upon providing informed consent, screening questions were administered to check
eligibility. The participants completed a survey including questions on PA behaviour
(baseline), affect orientation, demographic and health-related factors and randomly
assigned to receive one of the four sets of PA messages. A researcher then read the
PA messages according to the assigned condition to the participant to enhance the
confidence that the participants had paid attention to the messages. The participants
then completed the manipulation check and the remaining parts of the survey includ-
ing immediate PA intentions and attitudes. Participants returned two weeks later to
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complete a follow-up recording their PA intentions, attitudes and behaviours for the
last seven days. Non-Chinese instruments were translated to Chinese using a back-
translation procedure for accuracy. The research protocol was approved by the Human
Subjects Ethics Sub-Committee, City University of Hong Kong.

Materials

PA framed messages in Chinese was adopted from Li et al. (2014) study displayed in
four versions of pamphlets (gain-positive, gain-negative, loss-positive, or loss-negative)
consisting of 11 physical, 8 psychological and 4 social impacts of PA participation.
Each statement was equivalent in terms of content for all versions except for when
gain-framed it began with “if you participate in regular physical activity, you will…”

and loss-framed messages will begin with “if you do not participate in regular physical
activity, you will…” For positive end-states, the statements were designed to end
with a desirable outcome with regards to PA (e.g. enhance muscle strength). For nega-
tive end-states, statements ended with undesirable consequences regarding PA (e.g.
avoid muscle weakening). Sample messages are shown in Table 1.

Instruments

Manipulation check
Immediately the pamphlets were read, a manipulation check was conducted. The
meanings of positive and negative end-states were explained to the participants.
Participants were asked to rate on a 7-point (1¼ strongly disagree, 7¼ strongly agree)
scale whether the pamphlet emphasized 1) the presence of positive end-states for PA
participation (gain-positive), 2) the absence of negative end-states for PA participation
(gain-negative), 3) the presence of negative end-states for non-participation (loss-nega-
tive) and 4) the absence of positive end-states for non-participation (loss-positive).

Affect orientations
Affect orientations were measured using an affect scale adopted from Smith and
Bargh (2008) study. The scale consisted of 12 different affects that could be catego-
rized into four types: 1) approach-positive (happy, content, and joyful), 2) approach-
negative (sad, disappointed, and depressed), 3) avoidance-positive (calm, relieved, and
relaxed) and 4) avoidance-negative (nervous, worried, and tense). The participants
rated how much they feel in accordance with each affect trait on a 9-point scale
(1¼ not at all; 9¼ very much). The Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of the subscales
ranged from .82 to .96.

Physical activity attitude
This was assessed by five items adopted from van’t Riet et al.’s (2010) study. The par-
ticipants rated on a 7-point scale, indicating whether participating in PA for at least
5 days within 2weeks for 30minutes each time was: 1) very bad – very good, 2) very
unimportant – very important, 3) not very sensible –very sensible, 4) not nice at all –

PSYCHOLOGY & HEALTH 7



very nice, and 5) no fun at all – a lot of fun. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were
.83 after the manipulation and .85 at the follow-up.

Physical activity intention
PA intentions was measured by three items adopted from van’t Riet et al.’s (2010)
study. The participants rated the extent they planned to participate in PA and whether
they would consider to be physically active (1¼ definitely not; 7¼ definitely). In add-
ition, they reported their likelihood to participate in regular PA in the next 6months
(1¼ very unlikely; 7¼ very likely). Internal consistency was satisfactory at both time
points (a ¼ .79).

Physical activity
The Chinese version of the International Physical Activity Questionnaire (Macfarlane
et al., 2007) was used to assess PA participation at baseline and follow-up. The ques-
tionnaire records participants’ frequency and duration of vigorous-intensity PA, moder-
ate-intensity PA, walking and sitting over the past seven days. Responses were
transformed into metabolic equivalents (METs [min/week]) by calculating the sum of
the weighted minutes of vigorous- (8 METs), moderate-intensity PA (4 METs), and
walking (3.3 METs).

Table 2. Sample characteristics and experimental outcomes by matching conditions (N¼ 147).

Unmatched (n¼ 57)
Valence-matched
only (n¼ 27)

Direction-matched
only (n¼ 31) Fully-matched (n¼ 32)

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

Sample
characteristics/
covariates
Age (years) 20.35 2.89 20.12 1.31 20.11 1.56 20.32 1.71
Women 0.65 0.48 0.59 0.50 0.52 0.51 0.59 0.50
Household
income

4.76 1.83 4.17 1.73 4.26 1.90 4.34 1.59

BMI (kg/m2) 20.50 2.57 19.48 2.62 20.89 3.51 20.58 2.62
Number of
chronic diseases

0.16 0.49 0.07 0.27 0.16 0.37 0.31 0.54

Baseline physical
activity (METs)

1252.82 1109.53 1494.85 1395.94 1208.90 914.59 1191.39 1152.59

Experimental
outcomes
Immediate
physical
activity attitude

4.87 1.18 4.90 1.11 5.14 0.67 4.95 1.04

Immediate
physical
activity intention

4.86 1.07 4.84 0.98 5.09 0.83 4.99 1.19

Follow-up
physical
activity attitude

4.29 1.34 4.15 1.14 4.51 0.93 4.78 1.23

Follow-up
physical
activity intention

4.10 1.19 4.19 1.22 4.42 1.04 4.68 1.39

Follow-up
physical
activity (METs)

1742.51 1612.57 1729.50 1522.98 1887.61 1643.51 1438.09 881.24
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Statistical analysis

As the affect scale (Smith & Bargh, 2008) had only been used in a western sample,
principal axis factoring and parallel analysis (O’Connor, 2000) were conducted to exam-
ine how well it adapted to the current population. In this study, the highest score
among the four affect subscales indicated the participants’ affect type. The affect type
was considered as mixed if the highest scores were tied in more than one subscale.

For each of the four manipulation check items, an ANOVA was conducted to exam-
ine the score differences across the four message-frame conditions. The score of the
manipulation check item that matched with message-frame condition was expected to
be higher than the mismatched manipulation check items.

To test the effects of matching, we decided to conduct multiple univariate tests
rather than a multivariate test (e.g., MANOVA), although multiple PA outcomes were
included. Based on the criteria described by Huberty and Morris (1989), multiple uni-
variate tests would be appropriate for this study because 1) the outcomes were
related but conceptually distinct as the framing effects varied by outcome types (e.g.,
Gallagher & Updegraff, 2012), and 2) the results could be compared with previous
findings in the univariate contexts. As advocated by Plonsky and Oswald (2017), and
Wampold and Freund (1987), multiple regression models were used instead of
ANOVAs because the standardized regression coefficients allow a straightforward inter-
pretation of the predictive power of the predictor on the criterion, controlling for
other variables in the equation, and show the relative importance of the predictor.
Importantly, these models are conceptually and statistically equivalent.

Dummy codes were created for categorical variables with multiple levels including
affect types (approach-positive as the reference) and matching types (unmatched as
the reference). Baseline and follow-up PA behaviours were square-root transformed to
enhance normality of the distributions. Matching levels were defined by how the
affect types (1. approach-positive, 2, approach-negative, 3. avoidance-positive, and 4.
avoidance-negative) matched with the message frames (1. gain-positive, 2. gain-nega-
tive, 3. loss-positive, and 4. loss-negative). Fully-matched conditions referred to the
matching between affect and frame on both direction and valence (e.g. approach-
positive and gain-positive). Partially matched conditions include direction-matched
only (e.g., approach-positive and gain-negative) and valence-matched only (e.g.,
approach-positive and loss-positive). Lastly unmatched conditions referred to no
matching at all between affective orientations and message frames on either direction
or valence (e.g. approach-positive and loss-negative) and included those with mixed
affect type.

One hierarchical multiple regression analysis with two steps was conducted for
each outcome (including immediate attitude, immediate intention, follow-up attitude,
follow-up intention, and follow-up behaviour) controlling for age, gender, household
income (ranged from 1 to 7 for various income brackets), body mass index (kg/m2),
number of chronic diseases (from a list of 20), baseline PA behaviours, affect types,
and message-frame conditions (including gain/loss frames, positive/negative end-
states, and their interaction). In Model 1, gain/loss frames, positive/negative end-states,
and their interaction effect were entered as independent variables. In Model 2, affect
types and the matching types were added. Variance inflation factors were computed
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to detect multicollinearity in the full model. Differences among the effects of direc-
tion-matched only, valence-matched only, and fully-matched groups were compared
by testing the equivalence of their regression coefficients by Wald tests at post-estima-
tion. A set of sensitivity analyses was conducted to examine how the exclusion of
those with mixed affect type would influence the results.

Results

Principal component factor analysis for the 12-Items affect scale

The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was .83, and the Bartlett’s test
of sphericity was significant (v2 (66) ¼ 1453.10, p < .001), indicating satisfactory factor-
ability. The principal axis factoring revealed six factors with eigenvalues great than
zero (5.81, 1.43, 0.82, 0.65, 0.17, and 0.02). The parallel analysis and the scree plot,
however, indicated four factors should be retained. The four-factor solution was

Table 3. Standardized regression coefficients predicting the experimental outcomes (N¼ 147).
Immediate
PA attitude

Immediate
PA intention

Follow-up
PA attitude

Follow-up
PA intention

Follow-up
PA behaviour

M1 M2 M1 M2 M1 M2 M1 M2 M1 M2

Age .10 .10 .03 .05 .10 .09 .09 .10 -.01 .01
Women -.02 -.03 -.11 -.10 -.06 -.05 -.13 -.13 .02 .03
Household income .07 .08 .20� .23�� -.09 -.08 .10 .13 .06 .08
BMI -.04 -.05 .23�� .22� -.01 -.03 .10 .09 -.05 -.03
Number of

chronic diseases
-.06 -.04 -.02 -.03 -.16� -.17† -.06 -.05 .06 .10

Baseline
physical activity

.10 .10 .03 .05 .12 .13 .07 .08 .36��� .36���

Message-
frame conditions
Gain frame
(vs. loss)

-.34�� -.45�� -.19† -.20 -.41��� -.47��� -.16 -.17 -.03 -.14

Positive end-state
(vs. negative)

-.09 -.16 -.12 -.13 -.19† -.22† -.08 -.08 -.19 -.27�

Gain
frame� positive
end-state

.16 .32† .28� .32� .32� .41� .13 .15 .18 .32�

Affect types
Approach-positive – – – – –
Approach-
negative

.00 -.05 -.02 -.08 -.04

Avoidance-
positive

-.07 -.06 .02 -.10 -.05

Avoidance-
negative

-.10 -.04 .04 -.11 -.12

Mixed -.09 .01 -.16 -.05 .16
Matching types
Unmatched – – – – –
Valence-
matched only

.06 .07 -.05 .08 .17

Direction-
matched only

.19 .17 .12 .14 .22�

Fully-matched .01 .21� -.04 .22� .09
R2 .10 .15 .14� .18� .13� .18� .07 .12 .15�� .20�
D R2 .04 .04 .05 .05 .05
† p < .10, � p < .05, �� p < .01, ��� p < .001.
Note. PA¼ physical activity, M1¼Model 1, M2¼Model 2. Baseline physical activity and follow-up physical activity
scores were square-root transformed to enhance normality.
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selected and examined using both varimax and promax rotations of the factor load-
ing matrix.

The promax rotation provided the best-defined factor structure. All 12-items con-
tributed to a simple factor structure and had met minimum criteria of having a pri-
mary factor loading of .30 or above, and a cross-loading of .30 or below. The items
“happy”, “content” and “joyful” had factor loadings between .81 and 1.00 on
approach-positive affect type. “Sad”, “disappointed” and “depressed” had factor load-
ings between .58 and .90 on approach-negative affect type. The affect items “calm”,
“relieved” and “relaxed” had factor loadings between .69 and .83 on avoidance-positive
affect type and “nervous”, “worried” and “tense” had factor loadings between .66 and
.97 on avoidance-negative affect type. Factor labels were used in consistency with the
proposed affect orientation types in Smith and Bargh’s study (2008) and previous lit-
erature on affect motivational orientation (Elliot, 2013).

Descriptive statistics by matching levels

The participants read one set of the framed messages: gain-positive (n¼ 35, 24%), gain-
negative (n¼ 40, 27%), loss-positive (n¼ 36, 24%), and loss-negative (n¼ 36, 24%). Based
on the affect scores, the participants were classified into the approach-positive (n¼ 49,
33%), approach-negative (n¼ 10, 7%), avoidance-positive (n¼ 21, 14%), avoidance-negative
(n¼ 41, 28%), or mixed (n¼ 26, 18%) affect types. Affect types were checked with message
frame conditions to classify the participants into either fully-matched (n¼ 32, 22%), direc-
tion-matched only (n¼ 31, 21%), valence-matched only (n¼ 27, 18%), or unmatched
(n¼ 57, 39%) groups. Those that had tied affect type scores (n¼ 26) were grouped as
unmatched. Table 2 presents the descriptive data by matching types.

Manipulation check

An ANOVA was conducted for comparison of each manipulation check item across the
four message-frame conditions. The scores were different across the message-frame
conditions for all of the manipulation items: 1) gain-positive item, F (3, 143) ¼ 25.72, p
< .001, 2) gain-negative item, F(3, 143) ¼ 6.89, p < .001, 3) loss-positive item, F(3,
143) ¼ 12.61, p < .001 and 4) loss negative item, F(3, 143) ¼ 18.47, p < .001. Post hoc
analyses using the Bonferroni test were conducted. There was a total of 10 significant
differences out of 12 multiple comparisons (3 pairs for each manipulation item). All of
them were in the expected directions. No difference was found between gain-positive
and gain-negative conditions on the manipulation item for gain-positive, and between
gain-negative and loss-negative conditions on the manipulation item for
gain-negative.

Effects of message-frame conditions on physical activity outcomes

The effects of message-frame conditions were reported based on the results in Model
1 of the hierarchical regression analyses. The interaction effects between gain/loss
frames and positive/negative end-states were significant on immediate PA intention, b
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¼ .28, p ¼ .045, and follow-up PA attitude, b ¼ .32, p ¼ .023. When adjusted for affect
types and matching types (see results of Model 2), the interaction effects on immedi-
ate PA attitudes, b ¼ .41, p ¼ .01, and follow-up PA behaviour, b ¼ .22, p ¼ .049, also
became significant. Table 3 shows the results of all hierarchical multiple regression
analyses. Consistent across the PA outcomes, positive end-states were more effective
than negative end-states in the gain-framed messages as revealed in the predicted
means of the full models (see Table 4), whereas negative end-states were more effect-
ive than positive end-states in the loss-framed messages.

Effectiveness of matching on physical activity intention, attitude and behaviour

The regression results indicated that individuals at the fully-matched level was higher than
those at the unmatched level in both immediate PA intention, b ¼ .21, p ¼ .046, and fol-
low-up PA intention, b ¼ .22, p ¼ .038. PA intentions in the valence-matched only or dir-
ection-matched only groups were not different from that of the unmatched. Individuals in
the direction-matched only group reported more follow-up PA behaviour than those in
the unmatched group, b ¼ .22, p ¼ .049, whereas follow-up PA behaviour in the fully-
matched or valence-matched only group was not different from that of the unmatched.
Regarding immediate and follow-up PA attitudes, no difference was found across the
matching levels. The greatest variance inflation factor was 2.05 indicating multicollinearity
was not an issue. No differences in the PA outcomes were found among valence-matched
only, direction-matched only, and fully-matched groups based on the results of the Wald
tests. The results of the sensitivity analyses showed that the exclusion of the participants
with mixed affect type had little effect on the pattern of the results, although the statistical
power was reduced. The results of the sensitivity analysis are available on request.

Discussion

This study aimed to examine the effects of matching health message frames with dis-
positional affect orientations on PA attitudes, intentions, and behaviours. The findings

Table 4. Predicted means of the physical activity outcomes by message-frame conditions and by
matching types.

Immediate
PA attitude

Immediate
PA intention

Follow-up
PA attitude

Follow-up
PA intention

Follow-up
PA behaviour

Mean SE Mean SE Mean SE Mean SE Mean SE

Message-
frame conditions
Gain-positive 4.91 0.18 4.70 0.21 4.99 0.18 4.34 0.22 40.32 2.83
Gain-negative 4.47 0.17 4.11 0.20 4.45 0.17 4.09 0.21 36.87 2.72
Loss-positive 5.08 0.18 4.29 0.20 4.96 0.17 4.32 0.21 32.39 2.78
Loss-negative 5.40 0.19 4.60 0.21 5.41 0.18 4.51 0.22 41.45 2.90

Matching types
Unmatched 4.81 0.16 4.14 0.19 4.92 0.16 4.03 0.20 33.70 2.57
Valence-
matched only

4.98 0.22 4.36 0.25 4.79 0.21 4.29 0.26 40.89 3.40

Direction-
matched only

5.30 0.21 4.65 0.24 5.22 0.20 4.45 0.25 42.88 3.29

Fully-matched 4.84 0.19 4.74 0.22 4.81 0.19 4.68 0.23 37.20 3.04
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partially supported the importance of affect in message framing. Matching affect
orientation with message frame was significantly more likely than unmatched circum-
stances to increase PA intention and, partially, behaviour.

Consistent with the findings in Yi and Baumgartner (2009) and O’Keefe and Jensen
(2011) studies, positive end-states were more persuasive than negative end-states in
gain-framed messages to promote PA, whereas negative end-states were more effect-
ive than positive end-states in loss-framed messages. The results further support the
speculation that positive end-states are promotion-oriented and thus match with gain-
framed messages, and vice versa for negative end-states, to create regulatory fit.
Positive/negative end-states may be able to arouse temporarily the promotion/preven-
tion orientations of the message recipients and thus make gain/loss-framed message
more effective.

Matching effects on PA attitude, intention, and behaviour

Intention
Fully matching affect orientation with message frame orientation was more effective
than not matching in raising intentions to regularly participate in PA immediately after
the manipulation and at a two-week follow-up. This was consistent with the theory of
regulatory fit (Higgins, 1997, 2005), in which individuals have predetermined regula-
tory orientations that regulate their perceptions toward approach or avoidance stimuli.
The use of the appetitive or aversive reference standards may also be relevant to the
regulatory or motivational systems. Affects and the motivational systems are inter-
twined. Previous studies showed that inducing affects was able to activate different
motivational systems (Bradley et al., 2001; Yan et al., 2010). When the individual is pre-
sented with a health message frame which matches their affect type indicating the
activated motivational system, they would be more likely to pay attention to and
absorb the information more effectively.

Behaviour
PA behaviour was higher among those in the direction-matched only group than
those in the unmatched group. Surprising, no difference was observed between the
fully-matched and the unmatched. On one hand, the findings suggest that a certain
degree of matching is effective than not matching at all, which, to some extent, was
consistent with our predictions. On the other hand, this pattern of results could not
be meaningfully interpreted by the theories and concepts mentioned above. It was
speculated that the advantageous findings in the direction-matched group might be
contributed by an optimal degree of ambivalence or discomfort that enhances atten-
tion and/or chance given the limitations of the current research design.

Matching between message frames and affect types may enhance PA intention via
a heuristic route in which individuals feel right about the information (Cesario et al.,
2004), whereas mismatch may create the ambivalence or discomfort that leads to two
opposing effects which are enhancing or avoiding attitude-relevant information proc-
essing via the central processing route depending on whether the information is per-
ceived as agreeable or disagreeable (Clark et al., 2008). It was speculated that a
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moderate amount of mismatch (as in the direction-matched group) may lead to a per-
ception that the information is more agreeable, whereas a high degree of mismatch
(as in the unmatched group) may lead to a perception that the information is dis-
agreeable. The effects of valence-matching might be less profound than those of dir-
ection-matching as shown in their effects in the regression models. This central
processing route may be more relevant to actions than intentions, as actions require
more regulatory resources as evident in the literature on intention-behaviour gap
(Rhodes & de Bruijn, 2013; Sheeran, 2002).

Attitude
No matching effects were found on PA attitudes. Although affect is an influential fac-
tor on attitude change, it is also intertwined with the cognitive process. The central
processing route is essential for attitude change in which connects both cognitive and
affective elements and affect alone would not be sufficient. In the current study, affect
type may not be an ample driver in changing PA attitudes as participants may process
the messages based on a more heuristic route.

Limitations

Several limitations in the current study warrant for improvements in future studies.
First, the current sample consists of only college students which are not representative
of the general population of young adults and thus limit generalizability. Second, the
effect size of matching was small (e.g., f2 ¼ .03 for immediate PA intention, which
achieved a power of .58). Thus, a larger sample size is needed to detect some other
smaller effects statistically. Third, the sample sizes for affect types were not balanced.
The sub-sample sizes of some matching combinations were too small which restricted
more detailed analyses. However, this uncontrolled design enabled an observation of
the natural distribution of each affect type. Fourth, the differences among the natur-
ally occurred affect types might be limited. To enhance the evidence for cause-and-
effect relations, future studies may create matched and unmatched conditions by
affect manipulation. Fifth, one behavioural outcome of this study was intention, which
was found weakly associated with actual behaviour in the literature (Rhodes & de
Bruijn, 2013; Sheeran, 2002). To strengthen the quality of the outcome measurement,
behavioural expectations, which may elicit more reflective processing than intentions
(Armitage et al., 2015), can be considered in future studies. Last but not least, a self-
report measure of PA was used. As self-report measures are subjective, the accuracy of
PA levels may be hindered (Dyrstad et al., 2014; Prince et al., 2008). A use of acceler-
ometers to assess PA is suggested for future studies to increase objectivity and preci-
sion of PA energy expenditure (Troiano et al., 2008).

Conclusion

The current study showed that a precise matching between affect and message frame
on a two-dimensional regulatory model would enhance PA intentions and, partially,
behaviours. However, such effects were not observed in attitudes. Although some of
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the findings were promising, the evidence was yet inconclusive. More evidence is
needed to substantiate this proposition. Among various behavioural domains, O’Keefe
and Jensen (2011) noted that the framing effects on PA seem to be the exception
rather than the norm and the underlying mechanisms have not been well understood.
Hence, the effects should also be tested in other health-related behaviours and popu-
lations to determine the generalizability and enhance the understanding of the under-
lying mechanisms.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

Funding

The work described in this presentation was fully supported by a grant from the Research
Grants Council of the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region, China (Project No. CityU
11405714). The authors would like to thank Sitara Chandur Samtani for the editing support.

References

Apanovitch, A. M., McCarthy, D., & Salovey, P. (2003). Using message framing to motivate HIV
testing among low-income, ethnic minority women. Health Psychology, 22(1), 60–67. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0278-6133.22.1.60

Armitage, C. J., Norman, P., Alganem, S., & Conner, M. (2015). Expectations are more predictive
of behavior than behavioral intentions: Evidence from two prospective studies. Annals of
Behavioral Medicine, 49(2), 239–246. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12160-014-9653-4

Arora, R., Stoner, C., & Arora, A. (2006). Using framing and credibility to incorporate exercise and
fitness in individuals’ lifestyle. Journal of Consumer Marketing, 23(4), 199–207. https://doi.org/
10.1108/07363760610674329

Berkowitz, L. (1993). Aggression: Its causes, consequences, and control. Mcgraw-Hill Book
Company.

Blair, S. N., & Morris, J. N. (2009). Healthy hearts - and the universal benefits of being physically
active: Physical activity and health. Annals of Epidemiology, 19(4), 253–256. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.annepidem.2009.01.019

Bradley, M. M., Codispoti, M., Cuthbert, B. N., & Lang, P. J. (2001). Emotion and motivation I:
Defensive and appetitive reactions in picture processing. Emotion, 1(3), 276–298. https://doi.
org/10.1037/1528-3542.1.3.276

Carver, C. S., & Harmon-Jones, E. (2009). Anger is an approach-related affect: Evidence and impli-
cations. Psychological Bulletin, 135(2), 183–204. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013965

Cesario, J., Grant, H., & Higgins, E. T. (2004). Regulatory fit and persuasion: Transfer from “feeling
right. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 86(3), 388–404. https://doi.org/10.1037/
0022-3514.86.3.388

Chang, C.-T. (2007). Interactive effects of message framing, product perceived risk, and mood—
The case of travel healthcare product advertising. Journal of Advertising Research, 47(1), 51–65.
https://doi.org/10.2501/S0021849907070067

Clark, J. K., Wegener, D. T., & Fabrigar, L. R. (2008). Attitudinal ambivalence and message-based
persuasion: Motivated processing of proattitudinal information and avoidance of counteratti-
tudinal information. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 34(4), 565–577. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0146167207312527

Covey, J. (2014). The role of dispositional factors in moderating message framing effects. Health
Psychology, 33(1), 52–65. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0029305

PSYCHOLOGY & HEALTH 15

https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-6133.22.1.60
https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-6133.22.1.60
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12160-014-9653-4
https://doi.org/10.1108/07363760610674329
https://doi.org/10.1108/07363760610674329
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annepidem.2009.01.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annepidem.2009.01.019
https://doi.org/10.1037/1528-3542.1.3.276
https://doi.org/10.1037/1528-3542.1.3.276
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013965
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.86.3.388
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.86.3.388
https://doi.org/10.2501/S0021849907070067
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167207312527
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167207312527
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0029305


de Bruijn, G. J., Out, K., & Rhodes, R. E. (2014). Testing the effects of message framing, kernel
state, and exercise guideline adherence on exercise intentions and resolve. British Journal of
Health Psychology, 19(4), 871–885. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjhp.12086

Detweiler, J. B., Bedell, B. T., Salovey, P., Pronin, E., & Rothman, A. J. (1999). Message framing and
sunscreen use: Gain-framed messages motivate beach-goers. Health Psychology, 18(2),
189–196. https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-6133.18.2.189

Dyrstad, S. M., Hansen, B. H., Holme, I. M., & Anderssen, S. A. (2014). Comparison of self-reported
versus accelerometer-measured physical activity. Medicine & Science in Sports & Exercise, 46(1),
99–106.

Elliot, A. J. (2013). Handbook of approach and avoidance motivation. Psychology Press.
Elliot, A. J., Eder, A. B., & Harmon-Jones, E. (2013). Approach–avoidance motivation and emotion:

Convergence and divergence. Emotion Review, 5(3), 308–311. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1754073913477517

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Buchner, A., & Lang, A.-G. (2009). Statistical power analyses using G� Power
3.1: Tests for correlation and regression analyses. Behavior Research Methods, 41(4),
1149–1160. https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.41.4.1149

Ferrer, R., Klein, W. P., Zajac, L., Land, S., & Ling, B. (2012). An affective booster moderates the
effect of gain- and loss-framed messages on behavioral intentions for colorectal cancer
screening. Journal of Behavioral Medicine, 35(4), 452–461. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10865-011-
9371-3

Gallagher, K. M., & Updegraff, J. A. (2012). Health message framing effects on attitudes, inten-
tions, and behavior: A meta-analytic review. Annals of Behavioral Medicine, 43(1), 101–116.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12160-011-9308-7

Gerend, M. A., & Maner, J. K. (2011). Fear, anger, fruits, and veggies: Interactive effects of emo-
tion and message framing on health behavior. Health Psychology, 30(4), 420–423. https://doi.
org/10.1037/a0021981

Hallal, P. C., Andersen, L. B., Bull, F. C., Guthold, R., Haskell, W., Ekelund, U., & Group, L. P. A. S.
W. (2012). Global physical activity levels: Surveillance progress, pitfalls, and prospects. The
Lancet, 380(9838), 247–257. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(12)60646-1

Haskell, W. L., Lee, I.-M., Pate, R. R., Powell, K. E., Blair, S. N., Franklin, B. A., Macera, C. A., Heath,
G. W., Thompson, P. D., & Bauman, A. (2007). Physical activity and public health: Updated rec-
ommendation for adults from the American College of Sports Medicine and the American
Heart Association. Medicine & Science in Sports & Exercise, 39(8), 1423–1434. https://doi.org/
10.1249/mss.0b013e3180616b27

Higgins, E. T. (1997). Beyond pleasure and pain. American Psychologist, 52(12), 1280–1300.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.52.12.1280

Higgins, E. T. (2005). Value from regulatory fit. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 14(4),
209–213. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0963-7214.2005.00366.x

Higgins, E. T., Roney, C. J., Crowe, E., & Hymes, C. (1994). Ideal versus ought predilections for
approach and avoidance distinct self-regulatory systems. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 66(2), 276–286. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.66.2.276

Huberty, C. J., & Morris, J. D. (1989). Multivariate analysis versus multiple univariate analyses.
Psychological Bulletin, 105(2), 302–308. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.105.2.302

Idson, L. C., Liberman, N., & Higgins, E. T. (2000). Distinguishing gains from nonlosses and losses
from nongains: A regulatory focus perspective on hedonic intensity. Journal of Experimental
Social Psychology, 36(3), 252–274. https://doi.org/10.1006/jesp.1999.1402

Jones, L. W., Sinclair, R. C., Rhodes, R. E., & Courneya, K. S. (2004). Promoting exercise behaviour:
An integration of persuasion theories and the theory of planned behaviour. British Journal of
Health Psychology, 9(4), 505–521. https://doi.org/10.1348/1359107042304605

Kahneman, D., & Tversky, A. (1982). On the study of statistical intuitions. In D. Kahneman, P.
Slovic, & A. Tversky (Eds.), Judgment under uncertainty: Heuristics and biases (pp. 493–508).
Cambridge University Press.

16 K.-K. LI AND C. H.-Y. LEE

https://doi.org/10.1111/bjhp.12086
https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-6133.18.2.189
https://doi.org/10.1177/1754073913477517
https://doi.org/10.1177/1754073913477517
https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.41.4.1149
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10865-011-9371-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10865-011-9371-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12160-011-9308-7
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021981
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021981
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(12)60646-1
https://doi.org/10.1249/mss.0b013e3180616b27
https://doi.org/10.1249/mss.0b013e3180616b27
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.52.12.1280
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0963-7214.2005.00366.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.66.2.276
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.105.2.302
https://doi.org/10.1006/jesp.1999.1402
https://doi.org/10.1348/1359107042304605


Lang, P. J., Greenwald, M. K., Bradley, M. M., & Hamm, A. O. (1993). Looking at pictures:
Affective, facial, visceral, and behavioral reactions. Psychophysiology, 30(3), 261–273. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8986.1993.tb03352.x

Latimer, A. E., Brawley, L. R., & Bassett, R. L. (2010). A systematic review of three approaches for
constructing physical activity messages: What messages work and what improvements are
needed? International Journal of Behavioral Nutrition and Physical Activity, 7(1), 36. https://doi.
org/10.1186/1479-5868-7-36

Latimer, A. E., Rench, T. A., Rivers, S. E., Katulak, N. A., Materese, S. A., Cadmus, L., Hicks, A.,
Hodorowski, J. K., & Salovey, P. (2008). Promoting participation in physical activity using
framed messages: An application of prospect theory. British Journal of Health Psychology,
13(4), 659–681. https://doi.org/10.1348/135910707X246186

Lecheler, S., Schuck, A. R., & de Vreese, C. H. (2013). Dealing with feelings: Positive and negative
discrete emotions as mediators of news framing effects. The European Journal of
Communication, 38(2), 189–209.

Li, K.-K., Cheng, S.-T., & Fung, H. H. (2014). Effects of message framing on self-report and acceler-
ometer-assessed physical activity across age and gender groups. Journal of Sport and Exercise
Psychology, 36(1), 40–51. https://doi.org/10.1123/jsep.2012-0278

Ludolph, R., & Schulz, P. J. (2015). Does regulatory fit lead to more effective health communica-
tion? A systematic review. Social Science & Medicine, 128, 142–150. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
socscimed.2015.01.021

Macfarlane, D. J., Lee, C. C., Ho, E. Y., Chan, K. L., & Chan, D. T. (2007). Reliability and validity of
the Chinese version of IPAQ (short, last 7 days). Journal of Science and Medicine in Sport, 10(1),
45–51. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsams.2006.05.003

O’Connor, B. P. (2000). SPSS and SAS programs for determining the number of components
using parallel analysis and velicer’s MAP test. Behavior Research Methods, Instruments, &
Computers, 32(3), 396–402. https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03200807

O’Keefe, D. J. (2013). The relative persuasiveness of different message types does not vary as a
function of the persuasive outcome assessed: Evidence from 29 meta-analyses of 2,062 effect
sizes for 13 message variations. Annals of the International Communication Association, 37(1),
221–249. https://doi.org/10.1080/23808985.2013.11679151

O’Keefe, D. J., & Jensen, J. D. (2011). The relative effectiveness of gain-framed and loss-framed
persuasive appeals concerning obesity-related behaviors: Meta-analytic evidence and implica-
tions. In Rajeev Batra, Victor J. Strecher, Punam Anand Keller (Eds.), Leveraging consumer
psychology for effective health communications: the obesity challenge (pp. 171–185), Routledge.

O’keefe, D. J., & Jensen, J. D. (2006). The advantages of compliance or the disadvantages of non-
compliance? A meta-analytic review of the relative persuasive effectiveness of gain-framed
and loss-framed messages. Communication Yearbook, 30(1), 1–43. https://doi.org/10.1207/
s15567419cy3001_1

O’Keefe, D. J., & Jensen, J. D. (2007). The relative persuasiveness of gain-framed loss-framed mes-
sages for encouraging disease prevention behaviors: A meta-analytic review. Journal of Health
Communication, 12(7), 623–644. https://doi.org/10.1080/10810730701615198

O’Keefe, D. J., & Jensen, J. D. (2009). The relative persuasiveness of gain-framed and loss-framed
messages for encouraging disease detection behaviors: A meta-analytic review. Journal of
Communication, 59(2), 296–316. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-2466.2009.01417.x

Parrott, M. W., Tennant, L. K., Olejnik, S., & Poudevigne, M. S. (2008). Theory of planned behavior:
Implications for an email-based physical activity intervention. Psychology of Sport and Exercise,
9(4), 511–526. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychsport.2007.07.002

Plonsky, L., & Oswald, F. L. (2017). Multiple regression as a flexible alternative to ANOVA in L2
research. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 39(3), 579–592. https://doi.org/10.1017/
S0272263116000231

Pope, J. P., Pelletier, L., & Guertin, C. (2018). Starting off on the best foot: A review of message
framing and message tailoring, and recommendations for the comprehensive messaging
strategy for sustained behavior change. Health Communication, 33(9), 1068–1077. https://doi.
org/10.1080/10410236.2017.1331305

PSYCHOLOGY & HEALTH 17

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8986.1993.tb03352.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8986.1993.tb03352.x
https://doi.org/10.1186/1479-5868-7-36
https://doi.org/10.1186/1479-5868-7-36
https://doi.org/10.1348/135910707X246186
https://doi.org/10.1123/jsep.2012-0278
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2015.01.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2015.01.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsams.2006.05.003
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03200807
https://doi.org/10.1080/23808985.2013.11679151
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15567419cy3001_1
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15567419cy3001_1
https://doi.org/10.1080/10810730701615198
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-2466.2009.01417.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychsport.2007.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263116000231
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263116000231
https://doi.org/10.1080/10410236.2017.1331305
https://doi.org/10.1080/10410236.2017.1331305


Prince, S. A., Adamo, K. B., Hamel, M. E., Hardt, J., Gorber, S., & Tremblay, M. (2008). A compari-
son of direct versus self-report measures for assessing physical activity in adults: A systematic
review. International Journal of Behavioral Nutrition and Physical Activity, 5(1), 56–24. https://
doi.org/10.1186/1479-5868-5-56

Rhodes, R. E., & de Bruijn, G. J. (2013). How big is the physical activity intention–behaviour gap?
A meta-analysis using the action control framework. British Journal of Health Psychology, 18(2),
296–309. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjhp.12032

Rothman, A. J., & Salovey, P. (1997). Shaping perceptions to motivate healthy behavior: The role
of message framing. Psychological Bulletin, 121(1), 3–19. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.
121.1.3

Sheeran, P. (2002). Intention—Behavior relations: A conceptual and empirical review. European
Review of Social Psychology, 12(1), 1–36. https://doi.org/10.1080/14792772143000003

Smith, P. K., & Bargh, J. A. (2008). Nonconscious effects of power on basic approach and avoid-
ance tendencies. Social Cognition, 26(1), 1–24. https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.2008.26.1.1
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