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The Pitfall of Nutrition Facts L abel Fluency:
Easier-to-process Nutrition I nformation Enhances Pur chase | ntentions for

Unhealthy food Products.

This research examines the metacognitive effeatsiwition facts label clarity on
food preferences. Two experiments show that, hgldiformation content and
comprehensibility constant, providing consumerhegsier-to-process nutrition information
increases purchase intentions for food products.effect occurs for healthy (Study 1) but
also, and more ironically so, for unhealthy (Stdd¥ 2) food products. In addition, the latter
fluency effect is found to be stronger among pesptaing low in nutrition knowledge
(Study 2). These findings emphasize the conseqaearfatelivering easily readable nutrition
information to consumers. They also point to a pié pitfall of health prevention policies

based on the simplification of nutrition labeling.
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Consumers can hardly avoid nutrition labeling ia tharketplace and are clearly
encouraged to process nutrition information befoeking food decisions. Public health
agencies invest great effort to fight obesity aattinon labeling has become an indispensable
instrument in promoting healthy eating behavior CDE 2008). As a matter of fact, since
1990, nutrition labeling is mandatory for all pracikaged foods in the USA and a new EU
regulation will make nutrition labeling obligatoag of December 2016 (EUFIC, 2013).
Nutrition information is now displayed on most fopackages in developed countries
(Storcksdieck genannt Bonsmann et al., 2010). Alghdofood retailers and manufacturers
have developed alternative nutrition labeling systén which nutrition information is
presented in a simple way to consumers (e.g.,-fsbpack nutrition labeling) (Newman,
Howlett, & Burton, 2014), nutrition facts paneltigee only source of nutrition information
about food products that is recognized by publaltheorganizations.

Somewhat surprisingly, responses to nutrition imf@tion have been generally
investigated from a cognitive perspective (Hiekd@dylor, 2012). A large body of research
(Grunert & Wills, 2007) documented that nutritieriadrmation processing is a complex,
cognitively taxing, task (Storcksdieck genannt Boaen & Wills, 2012) and considerable
efforts have been made to examine nutrition infaromecomprehension and liking
(Feunekes, Gortemaker, Willems, Lion, & Van Den Koen, 2008; Grunert, Fernandez-
Celemin, Wills, Storcksdieck genannt Bonsmann, &d¥ua, 2010).

In comparison, much less attention has been pattetoole of consumers’
metacognition (i.e., consumers’ thought and feelings about thein cognitive activities) in
food choice and preferences. In the present radsgarcexamined the influence of ease of

processing (a typical metacognitive factor) of iiatn information in purchase intentions



about food products. We hypothesized that, keepirtgtion information and
comprehensibility constant, enhancing its proces8urency would increase purchase
intentions for food products.

The rationale for our prediction comes from pnwgtacognitive work showing that
people are not only influenced by informational teo but also by subjective processing
experiences when forming a judgment (Schwarz, 20®4\vious work has shown that
metacognitive processes may outweigh informaticoatent in guiding people’s decisions
(Alter & Oppenheimer, 2009). For instance, peopéeparadoxically less convinced after
generating a larger than a fewer number of argusr&riporting a stance. This is because
they rely on their experienced difficulty of gertamg several arguments when assessing their
attitude towards this stance (e.g., “If | were sapipe of this stance, arguments should have
come more easily to my mind”) (Haddock, Rothmam&e& Schwarz, 1999).

Metacognitive effects have also been demonstiatézbd preferences and choice. For
instance, consumers have more favorable attitunesrds ketchup when they are exposed
before to an ad featuring mayonnaise because iestile processing experience of the first
item more fluent (Labroo, Dhar, & Schwarz, 2008kdwise, repeated exposure to a slogan
linking fruits and vegetables to a common objedhefenvironment (i.e. dining hall trays)
increases consumption of these items by 25% (B&datzsimons, 2008). In the same vein,
during a Chinese New Year buffet Hong Kong Chirstadents were found to serve
themselves more food on red-rimmed plates (i.dty@lly fluent condition) than in the
black-rimmed plates control condition (Mourey, La&Qyserman, 2015).

We reasoned that a similar process could be igolwhen consumers process nutrition
information. Experiencing facility in processingtntion information may positively
influence consumers’ appraisal of food productsulteng in higher purchase intentions.

Fluent processing experiences generate positieetafivhich, in turn, results in enhanced



liking. For instance, websites with perceptuallyefht objects are perceived as more aesthetics
and make the online experience more pleasurableL@mmon, & Stoel, 2010). Conversely,
neuroscientific evidence suggests that cognitit@reinhibits a brain region (i.e., the nucleus
accumbens) responsible for responding to rewarcbout and more generally involved in
motivated behavior (Salamone, Correa, Mingote, &@e2003). Notably, this brain area is
involved in pleasure and affective reactions toetvtastes (Berridge, 2003). Food products
associated with an enhanced perception of effoyt timas be more negatively evaluated and
be less likely to induce approach tendencies. Baxaarception of disfluency is often
accompanied by an increase in cognitive efforttexiefAlter & Oppenheimer, 2009), we may

expect disfluent nutrition information to reduceghase intention.

Studies overview

Two studies manipulated the processing fluencyutrfitional information. In Study 1,
processing fluency was manipulated through fordabdity. In Study 2, processing fluency
was manipulated through the familiarity of the rtignal labeling format (EU vs. US
standard) and we proceeded to a more realisticpukation of font readability. In the two
studies, we hypothesized higher purchase intenfamrte food product associated with more
fluent nutritional labels. Study 2 additionally éoqed the moderating role of subjective
nutrition-related knowledge. We reasoned that comesa scoring higher in nutrition-related
knowledge might show a weaker fluency effect, ghlyi knowledgeable participants are less

likely to engage in fluency-based heuristic thirgk{vVood & Kallgren, 1988).

Study 1

Method
We manipulated fluency by presenting participants wutrition information in an

easy-to read or a difficult-to-read font (Alter &o@enheimer, 2009). This manipulation has



two advantages: (1) it has been widely used in igastarch to create fluency effects while
keeping information content constant (Novemsky, DBahwarz, & Simonson, 2007) and (2)
it allows us to run a realistic study because tiatrilabeling is often printed in small font
types in the back of food packaging (Jacobson, RO1& new EU regulation requires
nutrition labeling to use font size ranging fro@ @ 1.2 mm (EU, 2011). Hence, it is
reasonable to assume that consumers may expesehgetive difficulties when reading this
information. In this experiment, the size of nudrtinformation provided to participants

conformed EU regulatory requirements.

Protocol description

We recruited 335 participants from an online consupanel (60% malélage= 43.9,
D =9.78; body mass index = 25.() = 4.33). One participant was excluded for having
failed to an attention check, leaving a final saangfl 334 participants. We took advantage of
this study to explore whether the predicted effet{srocessing fluency would differ between
healthy and unhealthy foods. Participants wereeavio participate in an online product test
and were randomly assigned to a 2 (Labeling typsyHo-read vs. Difficult-to-read) x 2
(Food type: Healthy vs. Unhealthy) between subjdetsgn.

Following demographic measures (i.e., age and ggnutecessing fluency was
manipulated by modifying the color and the sizéheffont of nutrition information provided
to participants. In the easy-to-read condition,rthtition fact panel of the (vice or virtue)
food product was presented in black Calibri 12 fémthe difficult-to-read condition, the
nutrition fact panel was presented in grey Calibiont (Alter & Oppenheimer, 2008) (see
Appendix A).

We used healthy and unhealthy options employedé&yiqus research (Kivetz &
Zheng, 2006): in the healthy food condition, theddatem was a pre-packed fresh fruits mix,

whereas in the unhealthy food condition it was @cotate cake. In all conditions, participants



were invited to read the food information carefularticipants were provided with a brief
neutral description of the product (i.e., “a prehed fresh fruits mix” and “a tender and
creamy chocolate cake”) and received general irtion about the preservation mode, the
product’s location in stores, the list of ingredsgerand how the product should be consumed.
Nutrition information and general product infornuatiwere presented separately to avoid
information overload.

Upon reading of the nutrition information, partiargs were invited to complete the
manipulation checks (perceived fluency and headt$sh and to complete dependent variable
measures. In order to address possible interfesdet@veen the measurement of the
manipulation check and the measurement of the etirébles, the measurement of

perceived fluency followed the measurement of #ygetident variables.

Measures

As a measure of food healthiness, participantsl e perceived likelihood of
gaining weight and having heart diseases as a goaeee of frequent product consumption
(1 = not at all, 7 = very much;=.70,p < .001) (Burton, Creyer, Kees, & Huggins, 2006).
Subsequently, they were asked to report their predifood enjoyment on three 7-point
Likert scales (“This product is tasty,” “Eating $hproduct will give me pleasure,” and “I will
enjoy eating this product?, = .93) and their product purchase intention orpaint Likert
scale (“I will purchase this product”). In orderéggamine an alternative explanation, earning
the right to indulge through effort (Kivetz & Simson, 2002), participants were also asked to
rate the guilt they would feel if they consume pineduct on a 7-point Likert scale (1= not at
all, 7= extremely).

To examine nutrition information comprehension (&mdontrol that evaluative
differences were not due to misperception of produtritional properties), participants

evaluated the amount of calories and nutrientsadoad in the food item on a 7-point Likert



scale (1 = low, 7 = high). We computed an objectiomprehension index by averaging the
responses of the items concerning perceived caldaeand carbohydrates, with a higher
score meaning that the product is unhealthy. Redgrue were asked to rate difficulty (1 =
easy, 7 = difficult) and the degree of cognitiveoefexerted when processing nutrition
information (1 = low, 7 = high). Once the effoem has been inverted, these two items were
averaged into a single score of processing flu¢ney.67,p < .001). As a complementary
measure, participants were asked to rate theiesginsnderstanding of nutrition information
with a single-item scale (1 = poor understanding,gbod understanding). Finally, measures
of self-reported height and weight were collectedrder to compute participants’ body mass

index.

Results
Manipulation checks

As expected, processing nutrition information wasceived as less disfluent in the
easy-to-read\] = 5.12) than in the difficult-to-read font condii, M = 4.02;F(1, 332) =
45.94,p < .001). Also, the chocolate cakd € 4.70) was perceived to be more risky for
health than the fruits sala(= 3.07;F(1, 332) = 114.04p < .001). The font readability did
not affect the comprehension of the nutrition infation ¢(1, 332) =.23p = .63): the
products were perceived as equally healthy in tfiieult-to-read (M = 3.90) and easy-to-
read M = 3.97) conditions. However, felt understanding \waver in the difficult-to-read
font condition M = 4.47) than in the easy-to-read font conditidvh, 5 5.01;F(1, 332) = 9.82,

p<.01).

Purchase intention
We conducted an ANOVA with purchase intention asdbpendent variable and

labeling type and food type as independent varglaentrolling for BMI. As predicted, there



was a main effect of labeling type on purchasentide: participants reported higher purchase
intention in the easy-to-rea(= 4.97) than in the difficult-to-read/A(= 4.54) conditionf(1,
326) = 6.62,p < .05). Food type also influenced purchase intenfi¢l, 326) = 5.42p <

.05). Purchase intention was higher for the headhtyon (M = 4.95) than for the unhealthy
option M = 4.56). There was no significant effect of theariate £(1, 326) = .20p = .66Y.
Although no specific hypothesis was made, a se@d@OVA was performed to see if the
effect varied depending on product actual healdgnBroduct healthiness was added in the
model. The interaction between labeling type amdifoealthiness was not significaf{({,

325) =.34p = .56) (see Fig.1).

Food enjoyment and anticipated guilt

Next, we examined effects on anticipated enjoyméfg.included anticipated
enjoyment as the dependent variable and food tydeadeling type as independent variables
while controlling for BMI. The same pattern of réstemerged. Participants reported higher
anticipated enjoyment in the easy-to-reld5.11) than in the hard-to-read conditidh £
4.83,F(1, 325) = 3.48p < .06).

In order to examine whether guilt played a rol¢hia process (i.e., earning the right to
indulge through effort), we performed the same AN@Canalysis on anticipated guilt. No
significant effect of labeling type was obtainéql(, 325) = .00p = .96). A main effect of
food type was obtained: participants reported higimicipated guilt in the unhealthy food
condition M = 3.41) than in the healthy food conditiovi € 2.53;F(1, 325) = 21.96p <

.001). No other effect came out significant.

Discussion

! Four participants refused to provide their heigd weight and were excluded from the analysis.
2 A similar analysis conducted without BMI as a adate also yielded a significant main effect oftfon
readability (F(1,330) = 7.0, < .01) as well as food type (F(1,330) = 5.2&; .05).



Study 1 supports our prediction of higher purchasmtions for food products
associated with a more fluent nutrition fact laléé.interest, we also found that more fluent
labels resulted in more anticipated pleasure attautood consumption. Finally, additional
measures showed that nutritional information corn@nsibility was similar in the low and
high fluency conditions, and we found no evideri the effects were related to anticipated
guilt. Hence, effects are unlikely to be drivendmgnitive effects (i.e., lack of understanding
of the information in the disfluent condition) oy otivational effects (i.e., indulgence
following efforts in the disfluent condition).

Study 1 suggests that food products involving edsig@rocess nutritional information
are more appetent and may be better sold. Irogiealbugh, this effect may result in public
policy pitfalls when it comes to simplifying nuioh fact labels for unhealthy food items.
Study 1, however, relied on a rather strong maaip of fluency. As a result, effects may
have been caused by content-related inferenceg #i®tood products (e.g., bad food is
badly packed). Although we are not aware of emgligwidence supporting the latter type of
inference (consumers may actually expect compdaidsvote greater packaging efforts in
selling low-quality products), we deemed it impattto examine whether effects found in
Study 1 would replicate and generalize using a makle fluency manipulation. Study 2
additionally explored the role of subjective nuttit knowledge in the effect. Finding a
smaller fluency effect among consumers who aregesse to heuristic thinking (i.e., high-
knowledge consumers) would reveal a boundary ciamdior the effect to operate. The latter

moderating effect would also be consistent withfthency analysis proposed here.

Study 2

Method



The experiment was a one-factor two-levels resedesign (Labeling type: Easy-to
read vs. Difficult-to-read). Study 2 only involvad unhealthy food product: M&M'’s. For
generalization purpose, this food product was dBffeto, and more familiar than, the

unhealthy food product used in Study 1.

Design

We recruited 250 participants from an online consupanel. (98% MaléYlage=
38.3,9D =12.57; body mass index = 24.90) = 4.33). No gender differences were
expected As in Study 1, participants were invited to peipte in an online product testing

and randomly assigned to the hard-to-read or easgatd nutrition labeling conditions.

Protocol description

After answering demographic questions (i.e., agegamnder), participants were
presented with a brief textual description of theduct (Peanut M&M'’s individual bag).
Then, nutrition labels were displayed to particiigaBecause we used a EU sample, we
thought it would make sense to use a EU nutritemnd display (i.e., familiar) in the easy-
to-read condition, and a US nutrition facts disgliag., unfamiliar) in the difficult-to-read
condition.

In the difficult-to-read nutrition labeling, inforation was displayed on three
separated columns so that participants had to makal effort to process each piece of
information. This manipulation is quite realistiedause package shapes often require
displaying nutrition information horizontally (suels M&M'’s individual bags) and it was
adapted from the nutritional facts label availdbolePeanut M&M'’s in the USA. In the
difficult-to-read condition, we also used differame of bold and non-bold font as in the

nutrition facts panel ruled by the NLEA. Finallyewalso blurred the difficult-to-read

® The interaction between gender and font readglilits no significant in Study p € .52).



nutrition labeling, which remained clarified in teasy-to-read condition to complete our
manipulation (Shah & Oppenheimer, 2007)(see AppeBdli In the easy-to-read condition,
nutrition facts information was displayed in onegée column and was adapted from the
nutritional facts labels available in the bags edRut M&M'’s sold in Europe (see
Appendix B).

After processing the nutrition information, pantiants reported their purchase
intention on a two-item scale (“I could purchass ffroduct”, “I would like to have this
product”). The two items measuring purchase intentvere averaged to form a purchase
intention scorer(= .88, p<.001). Food enjoyment was measured \wélthree-item scale
already used in Study & € .94). To assess nutrition information compref@nsve used
the same scale as in Study 1. We also calculatedjantive comprehension index by
averaging the scores of perceived calories, fatcandohydrates content items, with a
higher score meaning that the product containekd leigels of these nutrients.

Processing fluency was assessed with two questaricipants were asked to
assess perceived difficulty (1= easy, 7= difficaltd the degree of cognitive effort exerted
(1 = low, 7 = high) when processing nutrition infation. These two items were inverted
and averaged to form a single score of processilegdy (r=.60, p<.001). Subjective
nutrition knowledge was assessed with the followong-item measure: “compared to
others, how would you evaluate your personal kndgéeabout nutrition? (1 = much less, 7
= much more) (Andrews, Netemeyer, & Burton, 206®ally, measures of self-reported

height and weight were collected in order to coraparticipants’ BMI.

Results

Manipulation checks.



The easy-to-read nutrition labeling was perceivedare fluent = 4.95) than the
hard-to-read nutrition labelingA = 4.57; F(1, 248) = 4.5%,= .03) confirming that our
manipulation worked as intended.

The fluency manipulation did not influence the éved nutritional content of the
product. There was no significant effect of oureliaig manipulation on comprehension
index (Mhard-to-reac™ 5.07, Measy-to-read™ 4.94;F (1, 248) = .91p = .34). Thus, our effects

could not be attributed to differences in nutritinformation comprehension.

Purchase intention.

We predicted a lower purchase intention in the hangkad condition (vs. easy-to-
read condition). An ANOVA was performed to test cuain prediction with purchase
intention as a dependent variable and labeling &gpan independent variable, controlling
for BMI. Participants reported higher intention wihexposed to the easy-to-read nutrition
labeling M = 5.11) than when exposed to the hard-to-readtiunttabeling M = 4.70; F(1,
245") = 3.76,p = .05). This pattern of results replicates findirdpserved in Study 1, this
time with a more realistic manipulation. There wassignificant effect of BMI on purchase

intention (F(1, 245) = .13 = .72).

Anticipated enjoyment. The same method was used to test the effect odlirighigpe
on anticipated enjoyment. Again, we controlledBdAl. There was no significant
difference between the two labeling type conditi(fifd, 245) = .31p = .58). Food
enjoyment means were not statistically differerihie easy-to-read{ = 5.50) and the
hard-to-read conditiorM = 5.41). We found no effect of BMI on anticipated enjoyment

(F(1, 245) = .33p = .57).

* Two participants refused to provide their heighd aveight and were excluded from the analysis.
® The results remained significant when BMI was reetbfrom the model, F(1, 248) = 3.9= .05.



Moderation of nutrition knowledge.

A spotlight analysis was used to test the intesactietween nutrition labeling and
subjective nutrition knowledge. The analysis wasdtated at one standard deviation
below the average level of nutrition knowleddg £ 2.29) and at one standard deviation
above the average level of nutrition knowledige<3.92). The analysis revealed that the
interaction term was significaff = -.58,t = -2.28,p = .02). Consistent with our
hypothesis, we found that nutrition labeling reatigidid not affect purchase likelihood
among participants with high nutrition knowled@e= -.07,t = -.23,p = .82). However, the
effect of labeling type was significant among papants with low nutrition knowledg@ =
.88,t=2.99,p< .01), with increased purchase intentions in thg-¢@asead nutrition
labeling condition for participants scoring lownntrition knowledge (See Fig. 2).
Discussion

Study 2 shows that facilitating the processingufition information results in
increased purchase intentions for a food produds fluency effect was this time obtained in
the context of a more realistic induction of flugrand for a very familiar unhealthy food
item: Peanut M&Ms. Beyond this replication and gatization of Study 1 findings, Study 2
reveals that the current effects are more likelggmbserved in consumers scoring low than
high in subjective nutrition knowledge. This boundeondition is consistent with the
metacognitive perspective proposed here: becaysetese reduces reliance on heuristic
thinking, it weakens the influence of heuristic-dé$luency effects on purchase intentions.
Contrary to Study 1, no significant effect was timse observed on anticipated enjoyment.
We can only speculate about this absence of regicaOne possibility is that, turning to a
highly familiar food product (Peanut M&M’s), parpants held stronger representations
about how pleasurable it would be to consume éethy reducing the influence of fluency

effects on this variable.



General discussion

This research examined whether the fluency of atrinformation influences
purchase intention for food products. In doingwe,took a different perspective from
previous research by considering the effects aitrart information processing experiences
per se on consumers’ purchase intentions. In other worgsturned to metacognitive effects
whereas the previous literature on nutrition lalesisentially considered cognitive or
motivational effects (Chernev & Chandon, 2010).

The two studies reported here indicate that metatiog cues derived from nutrition
information processing play a significant role, oaad above that induced by information
content. Keeping constant nutritional content daad@omprehension, fluent information
resulted in higher purchase intentions. The |dlbency effect is supported by the absence of
difference in nutrition-related representationghi@ low and high fluency conditions (Study 1
& 2), the absence of difference in anticipatedtcagtween the two conditions (Study 1), and
a moderation of the fluency effect by nutrition knedge (Study 2).

That easier-to-process nutrition information ertdeghthe anticipated pleasure for a
relatively unfamiliar unhealthy food item (Studydrnd increased purchase intentions for both
unfamiliar (Study 1) and familiar (Study 2) unhéglfood items points to a potential pitfall in
health prevention policies based on the simpliiocabf nutrition labels. Among relatively
uninformed consumers (low nutritional knowledgép@ified labels may ironically increase
the appetence of unhealthy food and increase thitgapility of buying it. Obviously, nutrition
information should always allow consumers to compevith an accurate representation of
food contents. Yet, going too far in simplifyingetprocessing of this information may
potentially fight back. Similar boomerang effeaishiealth promotion policies have been
reported in the recent consumer literature. Fdamse, individuals exposed to an unhealthy

food advertisement including a sanitary messagmetiog the consumption of fruit and



vegetables were more prone to make an unhealtltydboice later than those that were not
exposed to the preventive message (Werle & Cury2R2d hese findings and the results of
our studies suggest that public policy measurdgsatihato simplify nutritional information
should be tested in a controlled manner before thgglementation, to avoid potential
undesirable effects.

Positive effects of disfluent processing have alsen reported in the past
metacognitive literature. For instance, Diemand+vian, Oppenheimer and Vaughan (2011)
showed in experimental and classroom contextsdingper processing resulting from
disfluency (using a font readability manipulatiamproves memory performance and
educational outcomes. Similarly, Alter, Oppenheinigley and Eire (2007)provided
evidence in 4 studies that disfluency inductionngsn some studies font or lettering
manipulations) promotes analytic reasoning andgmesvnegative outcomes associated with
intuitive reasoning. Finally, Hernandez and Pre¢&113), again using a readability
manipulation, obtained reduced confirmation biasefisfluent than fluent conditions.

In the present two studies, we manipulated disftydby making nutrition labeling
difficult to read, a widely used technique wheodtnes to creating disfluency experiences
while keeping information content constant (Noveynskal., 2007). However, we could have
used other techniques. For instance, past reshaschsed number roundness (Coulter &
Roggeveen, 2014), visual complexity (Orth & Crou2014) or name pronunciation (Alter &
Oppenheimer, 2006) to generate disfluent processtpgriences. Each of these techniques is
interesting regarding the current nutrition labglproblematic and would deserve to be
examined in future research. As an important nbtauotion, however, one should stress that
the current effects were obtained in a context wiparticipants were explicitly invited to

process nutrition information. It may not genemlia situations where participants are



engaged in more hedonic goals and are probablyikedg to spontaneously process nutrition
information.

The present findings have implications for publidigy makers. They show that
subjective experiences of information processiffig@mce consumers over and above
information content. Subjective experience of diffty is associated with negative feelings
that decrease product preference. A food item alygpd nutrition information that is easy to
read will be preferred over a food item displaymgrition information that is difficult to
read. That some food manufacturers and retailerslole their own easy-to-use nutrition
labeling should be considered with attention, beeahis strategy may favor their products

over products with standard nutrition labeling.
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Appendix A

Easy-to-read and difficult-to-read nutrition labéls French)

Les informations nutritionnelles de ce produit vous sont également données. Veuwillez les lire avec attention.

Pour 100 g RNI* pour 100 g

Calories (en kcal) 49 2%
Protéines (en g) 0.6 1%
Glucides (en g) 105 4%
Lipides (en g) 01 0%

*RNJ=Reperes Nutritionnels Journaliers

Les informations nutritionnelles de ce produit vous sont également données. Veuwillez les fire avec attention.



Appendix B

Easy-to-read and difficult-to-read nutrition labgls French)

Information Nutritionnelle

145g (%*)

Valeur énergétique

965kJ (12%)
230kcal (12%)

Matiéres grasses

11.5g (16%)

dont saturés

4.7g (24%)

Glucides

26.5g (10%)

dont sucres

24.0g (27%)

Protéines

4.49 (9%)

Sel

0.04g (<1%)

*Apport de références pour un adulte-type (8 400 kJ/2 000 kcal)

Information Nutritionnelle
Portion: 459
Valeur énergétique:
B65) (12%)
230kcal [ 12%)
*Apport de référances pour un adulle-
type (8 400 k2 000 kcal)

Quantité (Y*)

Quantité (%)

Matiéres grasses 11.5g 16%

Glucides 26 59 W%

dontsaturés 4.7g  24%

dontsucres 240g  2T%

Protéines 4.4g %

Sei 0.04g <1%




FIGURE 1

Effect of nutrition labeling type and food type puarchase intention.
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FIGURE 2

Purchase intention as a function of nutrition laigetype and subjective nutrition knowledge.
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