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Abstract
Background Halting and reversing the upward trend in obesity requires sustained implementation of 
comprehensive, evidence-based strategies at the population-level. The LiveLighter® program targets adults using a 
range of public education strategies, including mass media campaigns, to support healthy lifestyle changes to attain 
or maintain a healthy weight and reduce the risk of chronic disease. LiveLighter® has been implemented in Western 
Australia (WA) since 2012 and, to our knowledge, includes the longest running adult-targeted mass media campaign 
for healthy weight and lifestyle promotion and education globally. This evaluation assessed the impact of LiveLighter® 
on WA adults’ knowledge, intentions and behaviours as they relate to healthy eating and body weight from 2012 to 
2019.

Methods LiveLighter® mass media campaigns, which are TV-led and aired statewide, depict genuine, graphic 
imagery of visceral fat around internal organs to raise awareness about the link between excess body weight and 
chronic diseases; demonstrate how unhealthy food and drink consumption can contribute to unhealthy weight gain; 
and recommend healthy alternatives. Cross-sectional telephone surveys were conducted at baseline and following 
each campaign phase with an independent, randomly selected sample of WA adults aged 25 to 49 years (n = 501 to 
n = 1504 per survey) to assess their knowledge of the link between excess body weight and chronic diseases, and 
their intentions and behaviours related to healthy eating and weight. Multivariable logistic regression models were 
undertaken to assess differences in responses between baseline and each post-campaign survey.

Results Compared to baseline, there were significant increases in the proportion of respondents reporting 
knowledge of excess body weight as a risk factor for certain cancers and type 2 diabetes, intentions to eat more 
fruit and vegetables and drink less sugar sweetened beverages (SSBs) in the next seven days, and the proportion of 
respondents who reported meeting guidelines for daily vegetable intake. Reported consumption of SSBs significantly 
decreased.
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Background
Globally, obesity is a major public health concern [1–4]. 
Australia is among a number of high-income, developed 
countries with a high prevalence of overweight and obe-
sity [5]. In the state of Western Australia (WA), the set-
ting for the present study, nearly three quarters (72%) of 
the population of 2.7  million people aged 16 years and 
over are living with either overweight or obesity, plac-
ing them at increased risk of serious non-communicable 
diseases including type 2 diabetes, cardiovascular dis-
ease and thirteen types of cancer [6–8]. In 2015-16, 9% 
($340 million AUD) of all inpatient hospitalisation costs 
in WA were attributable to excess body mass [9]. If cur-
rent trends in overweight and obesity continue, hospital 
costs in WA are predicted to increase by 80% by 2026 [9].

Halting and reversing the upward trend in obesity 
prevalence requires sustained implementation of com-
prehensive, evidence-based strategies at the population-
level [1–4, 10–14]. The use of public health campaigns to 
improve nutrition, increase physical activity and prevent 
obesity is supported and recommended by peak public 
health agencies, including the World Health Organiza-
tion (WHO) [15–17].

Mass media campaigns use mass-reach communica-
tion channels such as television and radio to access a 
large population or population sub-groups, and have 
been used to protect and promote public health in areas 
such as tobacco control, road safety, mental health and 
alcohol harm prevention for decades [18]. Mass media 
campaigns are recognised as a critical component of a 
comprehensive best-practice public education program 
[15, 19]. In Australia, mass media campaigns to improve 
nutrition, increase physical activity and prevent obesity 
have been implemented at the state and national level 
since 2008 [15, 20–27]. Mass media campaigns have 
proven effective in increasing awareness and knowledge 
of the benefits of healthy eating and physical activity, 
and there is some evidence they increase intentions and 
behaviours as they relate to the adoption of a healthy diet 
and physical activity behaviours [19, 27].

Mass media campaigns influence behaviour change 
through a number of different pathways, including 
increasing awareness of negative health effects, identi-
fying obstacles to change, providing practical advice for 
change,, and associating positive emotions with change 
[19]. Theories of health behaviour predict that mass 

media campaigns may initially influence knowledge, atti-
tudes, beliefs and intentions before impacting behaviour, 
and that behaviour change can be a long-term process 
[28–32]. Mass media campaigns targeting health behav-
iours can also promote discussion about health issues, 
de-normalise harmful behaviours and encourage public 
policy changes [19]. For these reasons, sustained deliv-
ery of public health mass media campaigns is imperative 
to achieving and maintaining population-level changes 
in knowledge, attitudes and intentions, and subsequent 
health behaviours, which have potential to lead to reduc-
tions in population prevalence of overweight and obesity 
[19].

In response to the increasing prevalence of overweight 
and obesity, the WA Department of Health commis-
sioned the LiveLighter® healthy weight and lifestyle edu-
cation and promotion program in 2012. LiveLighter® is a 
program that targets the adult population (aged 25 to 64 
years) using a comprehensive range of public education 
strategies and mass media campaigns. In recognition that 
dietary and physical activity behaviours are not simply 
individually driven, but are strongly shaped by broader 
environmental, social, economic, and commercial fac-
tors, the LiveLighter® program is one component of 
WA’s comprehensive obesity prevention strategy, which 
includes working in partnership with other agencies and 
sectors to influence the social determinants of health for 
overweight and obesity prevention [33, 34].

The LiveLighter® campaign is informed by the Health 
Belief Model, the Theory of Planned Behaviour, and rig-
orous formative research [29, 35, 36]. A range of strate-
gies are used to deliver campaign messages including: 
depiction of genuine, graphic imagery of visceral fat 
around the internal organs to raise awareness about the 
link between excess body weight and chronic diseases 
[for example, see Additional file 1]; demonstration of how 
unhealthy food and drink consumption can contribute to 
unhealthy weight gain and recommendations for healthy 
alternatives [for example, see Additional file 2 and 3]; 
and promotion of small, achievable lifestyle changes to 
attain or maintain a healthy weight and reduce the risk 
of chronic disease [for example, see Additional file 4 and 
5]. Materials from the LiveLighter® program have been 
licensed for use in six Australian states and territories, 
and in New York City. To our knowledge, the campaign 
delivered as part of the LiveLighter® program is the 

Conclusions LiveLighter® is associated with improvements in knowledge of the health risks associated with excess 
body mass, increased vegetable intake and reduced SSB consumption in WA adults. These findings support the use 
of sustained, well-designed healthy lifestyle promotion and education programs as part of a comprehensive obesity 
prevention strategy.

Keywords Mass media campaign, Public health, Nutrition, Obesity prevention, Health behaviours, Healthy weight, 
Evaluation
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longest running mass media campaign for healthy weight 
and lifestyle promotion and education targeted to the 
general adult population in the world [27].

LiveLighter® is evaluated using serial cross-sectional 
telephone surveys, which have been conducted pre-
campaign (baseline) and following each campaign phase. 
Each time a new campaign is developed and imple-
mented, impact evaluation is conducted using a con-
trolled cohort study. The findings from these controlled 
cohort studies have been published [37–40].

The aim of this study is to evaluate the population-level 
impacts of LiveLighter® on WA adults’ knowledge, inten-
tions and behaviours as they relate to healthy diet and 
weight, between 2012 and 2019 using previously unpub-
lished data collected through the serial cross-sectional 
telephone surveys. The study also reports on process 
evaluation measures of campaign reach and frequency 
[41–43].

Methods
Intervention
LiveLighter® uses multiple advertising platforms to 
deliver healthy lifestyle messages to its target audi-
ence (adults aged 25 to 64 years). Television (including 
regional and Indigenous channels) is the primary plat-
form used to deliver campaign messages, and is sup-
ported by messaging across other channels including 
radio, newspapers, movie theatres, video streaming ser-
vices, online and social media, digital and outdoor media, 
public transport, and event sponsorships (including 
major sporting events). The program includes a range of 
tools and resources accessible through a dedicated web-
site to support the target audience with adopting healthy 
behaviour changes, as well as targeted advocacy and 
research to enable changes in policy to support public 
health [44].

Each successive LiveLighter® campaign has been care-
fully developed based on rigorous formative research, 
including a review of best practice approaches to mass 
media campaigns promoting healthy weight and lifestyles 
(see Table 1) [37, 45]. A program of qualitative research 
was undertaken comprising 12 group discussions with 
participants from lower socioeconomic backgrounds, 
and with each group comprising a mix of healthy weight, 
overweight and obese participants based on self-clas-
sification. Two groups were conducted with Indigenous 
Australians. The program’s overall development and 
evaluation have been guided by principles of behaviour 
change, an understanding of the multiple environmental 
factors that influence the relevant behaviours, and analy-
ses of behaviours targeted by the campaign [32, 37, 46]. 
The campaign messaging and imagery centred on the 
serious health consequences associated with overweight 
and obesity and was designed to elicit strong emotional 

responses, health communication tactics which have 
been identified as being among the most persuasive for 
promoting a healthy lifestyle [47, 48].

The LiveLighter® program was launched in June 2012, 
with Phase 1 ‘Toxic Fat 2012/13’ of the mass media cam-
paign. Phase 1 included three waves of the ‘Toxic Fat’ 
television advertisement, which shows graphic real life 
footage of visceral fat around the organs of a person 
with overweight and describes the link between vis-
ceral fat and chronic disease, as a way of communicating 
increased urgency to change behaviour. Phase 2 ‘Sugary 
Drinks 2013/14’ of the mass media campaign launched 
in 2013 and included three waves of the ‘Sugary Drinks’ 
television advertisement, which reminds viewers of the 
visceral ‘toxic fat’ imagery and focusses on the contribu-
tion of sugary drink consumption to the development of 
‘toxic fat’ and an increased risk of disease. Phase 3 ‘Toxic 
Fat/Sugary Drinks 2014’ of the campaign combined the 
‘Toxic Fat’ and ‘Sugary Drinks’ advertisements in three 
waves of mass media.

Phase 4a ‘Junk Food 2016’ of the campaign comprised 
three waves of the ‘Junk Food’ television advertisements 
delivered in 2016. A further two waves of the ‘Junk Food’ 
advertisements were delivered in 2017 as part of Phase 
4b ‘Junk Food 2017’. The ‘Junk Food’ campaign com-
prised three advertisements ‘Fast Food Outlet’, ‘Service 
Station’ and ‘Vending Machine’, which depict the same 
‘toxic fat’ imagery and focus on the contribution of con-
sumption of junk food (including fast food, sweet foods, 
salty snacks) to the development of ‘toxic fat’ and disease. 
Phases 4a and 4b also included a new message about the 
link between overweight and fatty liver disease. In 2018, 
Phase 5 ‘Sugary Drinks 2018’ of the campaign centred 
again on the ‘Sugary Drinks’ television advertisement, 
first run in 2013. In 2019, Phase 6 ‘Junk Food 2019’ of the 
campaign ran the ‘Junk Food’ advertisements again.

Process evaluation
Advertisements that achieve higher reach and frequency 
are more likely to be recalled by the target audience [41]. 
Reach and frequency are important determinants of a 
campaign’s ability to have an impact on the intended 
target audience [42, 43]. Advertising exposure data were 
collected on reach, frequency and Target Audience Rat-
ing Points (TARPs). Reach is presented as the percentage 
of the target audience exposed to each advertisement at 
least once (1 + reach) and at least three times (3 + reach). 
Frequency is presented as the average number of times a 
target audience member is exposed to an advertisement. 
TARPs are calculated as the product of ‘1 + reach’ and 
‘frequency’, and these figures are cumulated over time 
[37, 49]. For example, 200 TARPs per week may represent 
100% of the target audience being exposed to the message 
an average of two times or 50% reached four times [37].



Page 4 of 15Humphreys et al. BMC Public Health         (2024) 24:1016 

Ye
ar

Ev
al

ua
tio

n 
Ph

as
e

M
ai

n 
A

d(
s)

Ca
m

pa
ig

n 
Pe

ri
od

 
(T

V 
ad

s 
ai

re
d)

**
M

et
ro

 
TV TA

RP
s

Re
gi

on
al

 T
V

TA
RP

s
A

dd
iti

on
al

TA
RP

s¥
Av

er
ag

e 
W

ee
kl

y
TV

 T
A

RP
s^

1 
+ 

Re
ac

h 
(%

)
3 

+ 
Re

ac
h 

(%
)

Av
er

ag
e 

Fr
eq

ue
nc

y
Su

rv
ey

Pe
ri

od
Sa

m
pl

e

20
12

Ba
se

lin
e

M
ay

/J
un

N
 =

 1
00

3
Ph

as
e 

1
To

xi
c 

Fa
t

24
 Ju

n-
04

 A
ug

 
(6

 w
ee

ks
)

10
33

10
45

(p
la

nn
ed

)
17

2
79

69
12

En
d 

Ju
l/A

ug
N

 =
 1

00
2

To
xi

c 
Fa

t
02

 S
ep

-6
 O

ct
 

(5
 w

ee
ks

)
66

2
82

5 
(p

la
nn

ed
)

13
2

74
62

10
En

d 
Se

p/
O

ct
N

 =
 1

00
1

20
13

To
xi

c 
Fa

t
21

 Ja
n-

5 
M

ay
(1

1 
w

ee
ks

)
15

04
17

50
(p

la
nn

ed
)

13
7

N
ot

 a
va

ila
bl

e
N

ot
 a

va
ila

bl
e

N
ot

 
av

ai
la

bl
e

M
ay

/J
un

N
 =

 1
50

4

Ph
as

e 
2

Su
ga

ry
 D

rin
ks

14
 Ju

l-3
1 

Au
g 

(7
 w

ee
ks

)
11

38
86

5 
(p

la
nn

ed
)

16
3

82
N

ot
 a

va
ila

bl
e

13
Co

ho
rt

 st
ud

y

Su
ga

ry
 D

ri
nk

s
29

 S
ep

-9
 N

ov
(6

 w
ee

ks
)

95
7

91
0 

(p
la

nn
ed

)
16

0
80

N
ot

 a
va

ila
bl

e
11

O
ct

/N
ov

N
 =

 5
08

20
14

Su
ga

ry
 D

ri
nk

s
02

 F
eb

-1
0 

M
ay

 
(9

 w
ee

ks
)

20
31

17
00

(p
la

nn
ed

)
22

6
88

N
ot

 a
va

ila
bl

e
22

M
ar

/A
pr

N
 =

 5
01

Ph
as

e 
3

To
xi

c 
Fa

t; 
Su

ga
ry

 D
ri

nk
s

31
 A

ug
-1

5 
N

ov
 

(7
 w

ee
ks

)
18

14
15

30
(p

la
nn

ed
)

25
9

80
70

18
O

ct
/N

ov
N

 =
 1

00
3

20
15

To
xi

c 
Fa

t; 
Su

ga
ry

 D
rin

ks
8 

Fe
b-

25
 A

pr
(9

 w
ee

ks
)

14
73

10
50

(p
la

nn
ed

)
16

4
81

 (F
eb

-M
ar

); 
64

 (A
pr

)
68

 (F
eb

-M
ar

); 
48

 (A
pr

)
13

 (F
eb

-M
ar

); 
7 

(A
pr

)
To

xi
c 

Fa
t; 

Su
ga

ry
 D

rin
ks

13
 S

ep
-2

8 
N

ov
(6

 w
ee

ks
)

12
95

11
70

(p
la

nn
ed

)
21

6
84

76
26

Ea
t B

rig
ht

er
 

Li
ve

Li
gh

te
r

25
 O

ct
-1

9 
D

ec
(8

 w
ee

ks
)

20
16

Ph
as

e 
4a

Ju
nk

 F
oo

d:
 

FF
O

, S
S,

 V
M

03
 A

pr
-1

4 
M

ay
 

(6
 w

ee
ks

)
10

64
91

0 
(p

la
nn

ed
)

17
7

79
65

14
M

ay
/J

un
; C

o-
ho

rt
 s

tu
dy

N
 =

 5
01

16
 Te

as
po

on
s

22
 M

ay
-3

1 
D

ec
(2

0 
w

ee
ks

)
21

10
 

(p
la

nn
ed

)
N

ot
 a

va
ila

bl
e

N
ot

 a
va

ila
bl

e
N

ot
 a

va
ila

bl
e

Ju
nk

 F
oo

d:
 F

FO
, 

SS
, V

M
19

 Ju
n-

9 
Ju

l
(3

 w
ee

ks
)

60
2

62
0

(p
la

nn
ed

)
20

1
68

61
9

Ju
nk

 F
oo

d:
 F

FO
, 

SS
, V

M
28

 A
ug

-1
 O

ct
 

(4
 w

ee
ks

)
78

1
64

0
(p

la
nn

ed
)

19
5

72
58

11

20
17

Ph
as

e 
4b

Ju
nk

 F
oo

d:
 F

FO
, 

SS
, V

M
26

 F
eb

-2
2 

Ap
r

(8
 w

ee
ks

)
12

33
91

8
15

4
76

62
14

Ju
nk

 F
oo

d:
 

FF
O

, S
S,

 V
M

09
 Ju

l-0
7 

O
ct

 
(8

 w
ee

ks
)

94
9

61
0

11
9

78 (J
ul

-N
ov

 
co

m
bi

ne
d)

41 (J
ul

-N
ov

 
co

m
bi

ne
d)

18 (J
ul

-N
ov

 
co

m
bi

ne
d)

O
ct

/N
ov

N
 =

 7
51

Ea
t B

rig
ht

er
 

Li
ve

Li
gh

te
r

29
 O

ct
-9

 D
ec

(4
 w

ee
ks

)
Ju

nk
 F

oo
d:

 F
FO

, 
SS

, V
M

29
 O

ct
-2

5 
N

ov
(4

 w
ee

ks
)

56
2

68
5

14
1

78 (J
ul

-N
ov

 
co

m
bi

ne
d)

41 (J
ul

-N
ov

 
co

m
bi

ne
d)

18 (J
ul

-N
ov

 
co

m
bi

ne
d)

Ta
bl

e 
1 

Li
ve

Li
gh

te
r®

 c
am

pa
ig

n 
w

av
es

 a
nd

 e
va

lu
at

io
n 

ph
as

es



Page 5 of 15Humphreys et al. BMC Public Health         (2024) 24:1016 

Ye
ar

Ev
al

ua
tio

n 
Ph

as
e

M
ai

n 
A

d(
s)

Ca
m

pa
ig

n 
Pe

ri
od

 
(T

V 
ad

s 
ai

re
d)

**
M

et
ro

 
TV TA

RP
s

Re
gi

on
al

 T
V

TA
RP

s
A

dd
iti

on
al

TA
RP

s¥
Av

er
ag

e 
W

ee
kl

y
TV

 T
A

RP
s^

1 
+ 

Re
ac

h 
(%

)
3 

+ 
Re

ac
h 

(%
)

Av
er

ag
e 

Fr
eq

ue
nc

y
Su

rv
ey

Pe
ri

od
Sa

m
pl

e

20
17

–
20

18
D

on
’t 

Be
 

Su
ck

ed
 In

26
 N

ov
-1

7 
Fe

b
(1

2 
w

ee
ks

)
Ju

nk
 F

oo
d 

in
 

Sp
or

t
3 

D
ec

-3
 M

ar
(1

3 
w

ee
ks

)
20

18
Ea

t B
rig

ht
er

 
Li

ve
Li

gh
te

r
18

 F
eb

-7
 A

pr
(7

 w
ee

ks
)

Ph
as

e 
5

Su
ga

ry
 D

ri
nk

s
18

 M
ar

-2
 Ju

ne
(6

 w
ee

ks
)

87
2

95
1

17
4/

15
3 

(M
/R

 A
FL

)
19

4/
11

0 
(M

/R
 

CW
G

)

14
5

69
54

12
M

ay
/J

un
N

 =
 7

51

Ju
nk

 F
oo

d:
 S

S
8 

Ju
l-3

 S
ep

(6
 w

ee
ks

)
15

88
11

00
12

4/
14

9 
(M

/R
 A

FL
)

26
4

75
64

18

Ea
t B

rig
ht

er
 

Li
ve

Li
gh

te
r

30
 S

ep
-1

0 
N

ov
(6

 w
ee

ks
)

Su
ga

ry
 D

rin
ks

23
 S

ep
-1

 D
ec

(6
 w

ee
ks

)
83

4
74

7
24

/1
3 

(M
/R

 A
FL

)
13

9
66

49
12

D
on

’t 
Be

 
Su

ck
ed

 In
25

 N
ov

-1
6 

Fe
b

(1
2 

w
ee

ks
)

Ju
nk

 F
oo

d 
in

 
Sp

or
t

2 
D

ec
-1

6 
Fe

b
(1

1 
w

ee
ks

)
20

19
Ea

t B
rig

ht
er

 
Li

ve
Li

gh
te

r
17

 F
eb

-1
3 

Ap
r

(8
 w

ee
ks

)
Ph

as
e 

6
Ju

nk
 F

oo
d:

 
FF

O
, S

S,
 V

M
28

 A
pr

-2
2 

Ju
n 

(6
 w

ee
ks

)
91

5
63

1
29

6/
28

8
(M

/R
 A

FL
)

15
3

66
52

13
Ju

n/
Ju

l
N

 =
 1

00
4

* 
Ea

t B
rig

ht
er

 L
iv

eL
ig

ht
er

, D
on

’t 
Be

 S
uc

ke
d 

In
, a

nd
 Ju

nk
 F

oo
d 

in
 S

po
rt

 w
er

e 
no

n-
te

le
vi

si
on

 c
am

pa
ig

ns

¥ 
A

dd
iti

on
al

 T
A

RP
s 

in
cl

ud
es

 T
A

RP
s 

ac
hi

ev
ed

 o
ut

si
de

 o
f t

he
 m

ai
n 

co
m

m
er

ci
al

 te
le

vi
si

on
 m

ed
ia

 b
uy

 (e
.g

., 
A

us
tr

al
ia

n 
Fo

ot
ba

ll 
Le

ag
ue

 (A
FL

) a
nd

 C
om

m
on

w
ea

lth
 G

am
es

 (C
W

G
) b

ro
ad

ca
st

s)
. M

/R
 =

 M
et

ro
/R

eg
io

na
l.

^ 
Fr

om
 2

01
2–

20
16

 p
la

nn
ed

 re
gi

on
al

 T
A

RP
s a

re
 re

po
rt

ed
 b

ec
au

se
 a

ch
ie

ve
d 

re
gi

on
al

 T
A

RP
s w

er
e 

no
t a

va
ila

bl
e.

 W
ee

kl
y 

av
er

ag
e 

TA
RP

s w
er

e 
th

er
ef

or
e 

ca
lc

ul
at

ed
 u

si
ng

 m
et

ro
 T

A
RP

s o
nl

y 
an

d 
th

e 
nu

m
be

r o
f w

ee
ks

 th
e 

ca
m

pa
ig

n 
ai

re
d 

on
 m

et
ro

 c
ha

nn
el

s

† 
Re

ac
h 

is
 p

re
se

nt
ed

 a
s 

th
e 

pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 o

f t
he

 ta
rg

et
 a

ud
ie

nc
e 

ex
po

se
d 

to
 e

ac
h 

ad
ve

rt
is

em
en

t a
t l

ea
st

 o
nc

e 
(1

 +
 re

ac
h)

 a
nd

 a
t l

ea
st

 th
re

e 
tim

es
 (3

 +
 re

ac
h)

N
ot

es
. T

he
 J

un
k 

Fo
od

 c
am

pa
ig

n 
in

cl
ud

ed
 t

hr
ee

 a
dv

er
tis

em
en

ts
: F

as
t 

Fo
od

 O
ut

le
t 

(F
FO

), 
Se

rv
ic

e 
St

at
io

n 
(S

S)
, V

en
di

ng
 M

ac
hi

ne
 (

VM
). 

In
 2

01
8,

 o
nl

y 
th

e 
Se

rv
ic

e 
St

at
io

n 
ad

ve
rt

is
em

en
t 

w
as

 a
ire

d 
as

 p
ar

t 
of

 t
he

 J
un

k 
Fo

od
 

ca
m

pa
ig

n

Ta
bl

e 
1 

(c
on

tin
ue

d)

 



Page 6 of 15Humphreys et al. BMC Public Health         (2024) 24:1016 

Impact evaluation
Evaluation design and sample
To evaluate the impacts of the LiveLighter® campaign, 
a series of cross-sectional telephone surveys were con-
ducted with a representative sample of adults aged 25 to 
49 years who resided in private households in metropoli-
tan and regional areas of WA. Table 1 provides an over-
view of the evaluation surveys relative to the timing of 
each phase of LiveLighter®. Survey phases were timed to 
coincide with the final two weeks of the campaign period 
for consistency and recency to aid campaign recall. Data 
collection was conducted by the Survey Research Cen-
tre at Edith Cowan University using Computer Assisted 
Telephone Interviews (CATI).

From baseline (2012) through to Phase 5 ‘Sugary 
Drinks 2018’, a Random Digit Dialling (RDD) sample 
frame of landline household phone numbers was used. 
Data collected in Phase 6 (‘Junk Food 2019’) used a 
blended sampling frame. The sample frame comprised a 
50% sample of RDD landline household phone numbers, 
and 50% database mobile phone numbers and landline 
household phone numbers (85% mobile, 15% landline) 
sample to address changing telephone use in Australia 
[50]. Analysis of the samples indicated the demographic 
profile of the blended sample was comparable to past 
surveys [51]. Quotas were set at 35% for the 25 to 34 age 
group, with soft quotas relating to gender (male 50%, 
female 50%) and region (metropolitan 70%, regional 30%) 
in order to ensure the samples were representative of the 
WA population. Survey response rates ranged from 19 to 
44% across the evaluations of each campaign phase.

Measures
Each post-campaign survey assessed respondents’ aware-
ness of the advertisements shown at each campaign 
wave, knowledge of the link between excess body weight 
and chronic diseases, and their intentions and behaviours 
as they relate to healthy weight and diet.

Campaign awareness
To measure campaign awareness, both unprompted 
recall and prompted recognition of the advertise-
ments shown at each campaign phase were assessed. 
Unprompted recall was assessed by asking respondents 
if they had seen advertising about being overweight, 
and then if they answered yes, asking them to describe 
the advertisement(s) they had seen. These descriptions 
were then coded by at least two authors to determine 
whether respondents were describing the LiveLighter® 
advertisement(s) shown during each campaign phase. 
Discrepancies in coding were discussed by the authors 
until consensus was attained. Prompted recognition was 
assessed by describing the video advertisement(s) to 

respondents and asking whether they had seen the ad(s) 
on TV (including catch up TV) or online.

Knowledge, intentions and behaviours
Questionnaire wording, response options and binary 
aggregation for analysis are given in Table 2 for outcomes 
relating to knowledge, intentions and behaviours. The 
survey instrument was pilot tested before administration. 
Knowledge of the link between excess body weight and 
chronic diseases was measured by assessing respondents’ 
perceived likelihood that being overweight is a risk fac-
tor for heart disease, type 2 diabetes or cancer. Perceived 
likelihood was measured using a five-point Likert scale 
from ‘Very likely’, ‘Slightly unlikely’, ‘Neither unlikely nor 
likely’, ‘Slightly likely’ to ‘Very unlikely’.

Intentions to change behaviour, including cutting down 
on high calorie food, drinking less sugar-sweetened bev-
erages (SSBs), eating smaller serving sizes, and eating 
more fruit and vegetables in the next seven days from the 
time respondents were interviewed, were also assessed 
using perceived likelihood.

For dietary behaviours, respondents were asked about 
their frequency of consumption of fruit, vegetables, SSBs, 
fast food and sweet foods over the past seven days using 
questions based on Australian national nutrition surveys 
[52, 53]. A description of a serving of fruit and a serv-
ing of vegetables, as defined by the Australian Dietary 
Guidelines (ADG), was provided to respondents in the 
telephone survey to aid understanding [54]. Proportions 
were then calculated to determine the percentage of 
respondents who were meeting ADG recommendations 
for fruit intake (at least two serves per day) and vegeta-
ble intake (at least five serves per day for females and at 
least six serves per day for males) [55], SSBs one or more 
times per week, SSBs four or more times per week, fast 
food one or more times per week, and sweet food three 
or more times per week.

Sociodemographic characteristics
Data were collected on respondents’ sociodemographic 
characteristics, including gender, age, parental status 
(a parent or guardian to a child under 18), educational 
attainment, and whether respondents indicated they 
were of Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander descent. 
Respondents’ residential postcodes were used to deter-
mine geographical location (i.e., metropolitan or 
regional). Postcode was also used to determine socio-
economic area according to the Index of Relative Socio-
Economic Disadvantage (IRSD) rankings for WA, which 
identifies and ranks areas in terms of their relative socio-
economic disadvantage, with low IRSD indicating greater 
disadvantage and high IRSD indicating least disadvantage 
[56]. Respondents’ self-reported height and weight was 
used to calculate their body mass index (BMI), which was 
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Table 2 Outcome measures: questionnaire wording, response options and binary aggregation for analysis
Outcome Question Response options Binary 

aggregation
Knowledge of the link between overweight and chronic diseasea

Knowledge of link 
between overweight and 
heart disease

How likely do you think being overweight is a risk factor for… heart 
disease?

Very unlikely; Slightly unlikely; 
Neither unlikely nor likely; 
Slightly likely; Very likely; (Don’t 
know); (Refused).

Very/Slightly 
likely cf. all other 
responsesb.

Knowledge of link 
between overweight and 
type 2 dabetes

How likely do you think being overweight is a risk factor for… type 
2 diabetes?

Knowledge of link 
between overweight and 
cancer

How likely do you think being overweight is a risk factor for… 
cancer?

Prompted dietary intentionsa

Likely to cut down 
amount of high calorie 
food in next 7 days

Over the next 7 days, how likely or unlikely are you to… cut down 
the amount of high calorie food you eat?

Very unlikely; Slightly unlikely; 
Neither unlikely nor likely; 
Slightly likely; Very likely; (Don’t 
know); (Refused).

Very/Slightly 
likely cf. all other 
responsesb.

Likely to drink less sug-
ary drinks in next 7 days

Over the next 7 days, how likely or unlikely are you to… drink less 
sugary drinks?

Likely to eat smaller serv-
ing sizes in next 7 days

Over the next 7 days, how likely or unlikely are you to… eat smaller 
serving sizes?

Likely to eat more fruit 
and vegetables in next 
7 days

Over the next 7 days, how likely or unlikely are you to… eat more 
fruit and vegetables?

Behaviour
Fruit consumption Thinking back over the past 7 days, how many serves of fruit did 

you usually eat each day? A serve of fruit is equal to one medium 
piece, two small pieces of fruit or one cup of diced fruit.

Serves per day; None; Less 
than one a day; (Don’t know); 
(Refused).

2 or more serves 
a day cf. all other 
responsesb.

Vegetable consumption Thinking back over the past 7 days, how many serves of vegetables 
did you usually eat each day? A serve of vegetables is equal to half a 
cup of cooked vegetables or 1 cup of salad.

Serves per day; None; Less 
than one a day; (Don’t know); 
(Refused).

For females: 5 or 
more serves a 
day cf. all other 
responsesb.
For males: 6 or 
more serves 
day cf. all other 
responsesb

Sugar sweetened bever-
age (SSB) consumption

(a) During the past 7 days, on how many days did you drink a can, 
bottle or glass of a sugar-sweetened drink such as soft drinks, 
energy drinks, fruit drink, sports drinks and cordial? Do not include 
diet drinks. (Interviewer note: fruit drink does not include 100% fruit 
juice). IF 1 to 7: (b) On days that you did drink sugar-sweetened 
drinks, how many times per day did you usually drink them?

(a) Days in the past 7 drank SSB 
(Range 0–7); (Don’t know); (Re-
fused); (b) Once a day; twice a 
day; 3 times per day; 4 or more 
times per day; (Don’t know); 
(Refused).

1 or more times 
in last week cf. all 
others; 4 or more 
times in last 
week cf. all other 
responsesb.

Fast food consumption (a) During the past 7 days, on how many days did you eat take-away 
or ‘fast foods’ (such as fish and chips, hamburgers, fried chicken, 
pizza, sausage rolls, meat pies)? IF 1 to 7: (b) On days that you did 
eat take-away or ‘fast food’, how many times per day did you usually 
eat it?

(a) Days in the past 7 ate 
fast food (Range 0–7); (Don’t 
know); (Refused); (b) Once a 
day; twice a day; 3 times per 
day; 4 or more times per day; 
(Don’t know); (Refused).

1 or more 
times a week 
cf. all other 
responsesb.

Sweet food consumption (a) During the past 7 days, on how many days did you eat sweet 
foods (such as cakes, biscuits, lollies and chocolates)? IF 1 to 7: (b) 
On days that you did eat sweet foods, how many times per day did 
you usually eat it?

a) Days in the past 7 ate sweet 
foods
(Range 0–7); (Don’t know); (Re-
fused); b) Once a day; twice a 
day; 3 times per day; 4 or more 
times per day; (Don’t know); 
(Refused).

3 or more 
times a week 
cf. all other 
responsesb.

a Presentation of questions in this set was randomised to avoid potential order effects. Single responses only were allowed
b Responses of ‘Don’t Know’ and ‘Refused’ were excluded
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classified into weight categories (< 25 kg/m2 for ‘not over-
weight or obese’, and ≥ 25 kg/m2 for ‘overweight or obese’) 
according to internationally recognised cut-offs [57]. 
Respondents were also asked about how many hours they 
would normally spend watching commercial TV on an 
average weekday. A dichotomous variable was created to 
indicate the proportion watching for two or more hours 
per day, based on OzTAM and Nielsen data showing the 
average commercial TV viewing time per day for Austra-
lian adults [58].

Statistical analyses
Data were analysed using StataMP 16.0 [59] and weighted 
by age, gender, location and educational attainment to 
ensure the samples were representative of the WA pop-
ulation [56]. Surveys phases baseline (2012) through 
to Phase 4b ‘Junk Food 2017’ were weighted using 2011 
Census data, while Phase 5 ‘Sugary Drinks 2018’ and 
Phase 6 ‘Junk Food 2019’ were weighted using 2016 Cen-
sus data. Weighted proportions and unweighted samples 
(N) are reported. A significance level of p < 0.05 was 
applied throughout. Chi-square tests for independence 
were used to examine differences in demographic charac-
teristics across study phases. Since there were significant 
differences by study phase in the proportion of respon-
dents across BMI category, socioeconomic area, paren-
tal status, having completed some tertiary education, 
and reporting watching commercial television for two 
or more hours per day, these variables were included as 
covariates in subsequent multivariable logistic regression 
models. Logistic regression models examining intentions 
and behaviours relating to sugary drink consumption also 
controlled for seasonality (i.e., based on survey period). 
People are motivated to drink more in order to stay 
hydrated and industry advertising expenditure for sugary 
drinks has been shown to peak during warmer months 
(i.e., Mar/Apr, Sep/Oct, Oct/Nov) compared to cooler 
months (i.e., May/Jun, Jun/Jul, Jul/Aug) [60, 61].

Responses for all knowledge, intentions and behav-
iour outcomes were collapsed to form binary variables. 
As the proportion of ‘Don’t know’ or ‘Refused’ responses 
was very small for each variable (< 1.0–1.1% for all except 
knowledge of the link between overweight and cancer 
which was 6.6% overall), it was not possible to analyse 
whether there were changes in these responses over time 
and so all analyses excluded responses of ‘Don’t know’ or 
‘Refused’. Multivariable logistic regression models were 
undertaken to assess differences in the dependent vari-
ables (i.e., knowledge, intentions and behaviours) by the 
independent variable (i.e., campaign phase). Baseline 
(pre-campaign) was used as the reference category to 
assess any differences at subsequent study phases.

Results
Table  3 presents survey sample characteristics by study 
phases, from baseline (2012) to Phase 6 ‘Junk Food 2019’. 
Across study phases, the survey samples had comparable 
profiles in terms of gender, age group, residential loca-
tion, and whether respondents indicated they were of 
Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander descent.

Process evaluation
The number of TARPs and other process evaluation mea-
sures such as frequency of TV advertisement exposure 
(1 + reach, 3 + reach and average frequency) indicated 
a high level of campaign reach across metropolitan and 
regional areas of WA, with more than two thirds of the 
target audience consistently being exposed to the adver-
tisements more than once (see Table 1).

Impact evaluation
Figure 1 shows the proportion of respondents who were 
aware of the LiveLighter® advertisement(s) at each phase. 
Total awareness was highest following the first campaign 
focussed on SSB consumption (Phase 2 ‘Sugary Drinks 
2013/14’: 75.5%) and next highest for the most recent SSB 
and junk food campaigns (Phase 5 ‘Sugary Drinks 2018’: 
68.5%; Phase 6 ‘Junk Food 2019’: 71.2%). Awareness was 
lowest at the first phase of LiveLighter® (Phase 1 ‘Toxic 
Fat 2012/13’: 49.2%).

Table 4 presents the proportions for knowledge, inten-
tions and behaviours by campaign phase and the results 
of the multivariable logistic regression analyses (Adjusted 
Odds Ratios [AORs] and 95% CIs) comparing baseline to 
each subsequent phase.

Knowledge of the link between excess body weight and 
chronic disease
Following commencement of the LiveLighter® campaign, 
there was a statistically significant increase in knowledge 
of excess body weight as a risk factor for cancer from 
baseline to Phase 1 ‘Toxic Fat 2012/13’ (40.9% cf. 52.0%). 
This was maintained across all phases to Phase 6 ‘Junk 
Food 2019’ (55.2%). Knowledge of the link between excess 
body weight and heart disease also increased significantly 
from baseline to Phase 1 ‘Toxic Fat 2012/13’ (88.0% cf. 
90.8%). However, this increase was not maintained across 
subsequent phases. Knowledge of the link between excess 
body weight and type 2 diabetes increased significantly 
from baseline to Phase 1 ‘Toxic Fat 2012/13’ (84.3% cf. 
89.5%). This increase was sustained across almost all sub-
sequent phases to Phase 6 ‘Junk Food 2019’.

Fruit and vegetable consumption intentions and 
behaviour
There was a statistically significant increase in reported 
intentions to eat more fruit and vegetables in the next 
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seven days, between baseline and Phase 1 ‘Toxic Fat 
2012/13’ (57.3% cf. 62.6%). However, intentions then 
reverted to baseline levels until Phase 4a ‘Junk Food 2016’, 
before significantly increasing again following the Phase 
4b ‘Junk Food 2017’ campaign (61.7%) and Phase 6 ‘Junk 
Food 2019’ campaign (67.6%).

Respondents meeting ADG recommendations for daily 
vegetable intake increased significantly from baseline 
(8.2%) to Phase 4b ‘Junk Food 2017’ (12.2%) and Phase 
6 ‘Junk Food 2019’ (11.9%). Whereas, the reported con-
sumption of at least two serves of fruit per day, in line 
with ADG recommendations, remained stable from 
baseline to Phase 6 ‘Junk Food 2019’ (49.0% cf. 46.3%).

Discretionary food consumption intentions and behaviour
Those respondents intending to drink less sugary drinks 
in the next seven days increased significantly from base-
line to Phase 1 ‘Toxic Fat 2012/13’ (41.8% cf. 46.6%). 
Intentions returned to baseline levels in subsequent 
phases before significantly increasing following the Phase 
6 ‘Junk Food 2019’ campaign (47.1%).

There was a considerable decrease in respondents 
reporting consuming SSBs at least once per week fol-
lowing Phase 4a ‘Junk Food 2016’ compared to baseline 
(60.2% cf. 46.0%). This decrease was maintained across 
phases to Phase 6 ‘Junk Food 2019’ (41.3%).

Respondents reporting consuming SSBs at least 
four times per week (classified as ‘heavy consumers’) 
decreased significantly from baseline following the Phase 
3 ‘Toxic Fat/Sugary Drinks 2014’ campaign (28.3% cf. 
26.3%). This decrease was maintained across subsequent 
campaign phases. Following Phase 5 ‘Sugary Drinks 2018’ 
and Phase 6 ‘Junk Food 2019’, the proportion of respon-
dents classified as heavy consumers halved relative to 
baseline (12.1% and 13.8%, respectively cf. 28.3%).

Intentions to reduce high calorie foods in the next 
seven days remained steady from baseline to Phase 6 
‘Junk Food 2019’ despite a significant increase follow-
ing Phase 1 ‘Toxic Fat 2012/13’ (57.4%) and a significant 
decline following Phase 5 ‘Sugary Drinks 2018’ (46.4%).

Intentions to eat smaller serving sizes in the next seven 
days decreased significantly from baseline (47.8%) follow-
ing the Phase 4b ‘Junk Food 2017’ (42.9%) and Phase 5 
‘Sugary Drinks 2018’ (38.6%) campaigns before returning 
to baseline levels in subsequent phases.

The cross-sectional data indicated respondents con-
suming sweet foods three or more times per week 
remained stable from baseline to Phase 6 ‘Junk Food 
2019’ (49.9% cf. 47.6%).

Those who consumed fast food at least weekly 
decreased significantly from baseline, following the Phase 
4a ‘Junk Food 2016’ campaign (61.8% cf. 54.0%). Fast food 
consumption returned to baseline levels in subsequent 
campaign phases.

Discussion
Between 2012 and 2019, positive changes in self-reported 
knowledge, intentions, and behaviours were observed 
in surveys of the target population, in line with the aims 
of the LiveLighter® program to raise awareness about 
the link between excess body weight and chronic dis-
eases and promote healthy lifestyle changes to attain or 
maintain a healthy weight and reduce the risk of chronic 
disease.

A critical success factor with any mass media campaign 
is audience reach. Research on the use of mass media 
campaigns in tobacco control suggests that a minimum 
of 100 weekly TARPs is needed to promote behaviour 
change, with higher TARPs resulting in more favour-
able outcomes [39, 62], and behavioural impacts decay-
ing rapidly when campaigns are de-funded, suggesting 

Fig. 1 Campaign awareness (unprompted recall + prompted recognition only) of the LiveLighter® advertisements, by study phase. Note. Not measured 
at Baseline. The data reported here is total awareness (unprompted recall plus prompted recognition only) of the specific LiveLighter® ad(s) shown at each 
phase.Base. All respondents (N = 8,526)
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sustained funding is needed to optimise campaign effects 
[63, 64]. Despite the significant amount of unhealthy 
food and drink marketing faced by consumers in their 
day-to-day lives [65, 66] the LiveLighter® campaign had 
a strong reach, with weekly TARPS of between 119 and 

264 and advertisements reaching between 66 and 88% of 
the target audience at least once [39, 62]. Strong reach is 
reflected in the high levels of population awareness asso-
ciated with the various LiveLighter® campaigns (49–76%). 
This is supported by an international study on consumer 

Table 4 Knowledge, intentions and behaviour, by study phase
Baseline Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Phase 4a Phase 4b Phase 5 Phase 6

Outcome 2012 Toxic Fat 
2012/13

Sugary Drinks 
2013/14

Toxic Fat/ 
Sugary Drinks 
2014

Junk Food 
2016

Junk Food
2017

Sugary 
Drinks 2018

Junk 
Food 
2019

% % 
(AOR; 95% 
CI)

% 
(AOR; 95% CI)

% 
(AOR; 95% CI)

% 
(AOR; 95% 
CI)

% 
(AOR; 95% 
CI)

% 
(AOR; 95% 
CI)

% 
(AOR; 
95% CI)

Knowledge of the link between overweight and chronic disease
Knowledge of link between 
overweight and heart 
disease

88.0† 90.8* 
(1.38; 
1.03–1.85)

90.6
(1.4; 0.96–2.06)

87.9
(1.07; 0.75–1.55)

89.7
(1.32; 
0.84–2.08)

86.7
(0.89; 
0.62–1.29)

85.9
(0.82; 
0.57–1.20)

90.5
(1.24; 
0.89–1.74)

Knowledge of link between 
overweight and type 2 
diabetes

84.3† 89.5*
(1.58; 
1.21–2.08)

91.7*
(2.24; 
1.54–3.28)

86.5
(1.30; 0.92–1.82)

91.3*
(2.30; 
1.43–3.69)

89.5*
(1.53; 
1.05–2.22)

86.8
(1.23; 
0.85–1.80)

89.4*
(1.53; 
1.11–2.11)

Knowledge of link between 
overweight and cancer

40.9† 52.0*
(1.59; 
1.32–1.92)

65.9*
(2.83; 
2.22–3.60)

54.5*
(1.78; 
1.40–2.25)

55.6*
(1.84; 
1.39–2.45)

49.0*
(1.38; 
1.07–1.77)

58.7*
(2.12; 
1.64–2.74)

55.2*
(1.74; 
1.39–2.17)

Prompted dietary intentions
Likely to cut down amount 
of high calorie food in next 
7 days

52.0† 57.4*
(1.24; 
1.03–1.49)

53.3
(1.03; 0.82–1.29)

49.6
(0.87; 0.69–1.10)

45.4
(0.78; 
0.59–1.03)

52.0
(0.99; 
0.78–1.26)

46.4*
(0.76; 
0.59–0.97)

53.3
(1.05; 
0.85–1.30)

Likely to drink less sugary 
drinks in next 7 days

41.8† 46.6*
(1.25; 
1.03–1.52)

35.1
(0.74; 0.55–1.02)

35.3
(0.76; 0.56–1.03)

41.5
(1.00; 
0.76–1.33)

44.7
(1.11; 
0.81–1.52)

38.1
(0.89; 
0.69–1.15)

47.1*
(1.30; 
1.05–1.61)

Likely to eat smaller serving 
sizes in next 7 days

47.8† 50.8
(1.13; 
0.94–1.36)

47.2
(0.95; 0.76–1.20)

44.4
(0.83; 0.66–1.05)

46.0
(0.96; 
0.73–1.28)

42.9*
(0.80; 
0.62–1.02)

38.6*
(0.64; 
0.50–0.83)

46.4
(0.92; 
0.74–1.14)

Likely to eat more fruit and 
vegetables in next 7 days

57.3† 62.6*
(1.32; 
1.10–1.59)

59.5
(1.15; 0.91–1.44)

55.9
(0.99; 0.79–1.25)

55.9
(1.03; 
0.78–1.36)

61.7*
(1.30; 
1.02–1.65)

60.3
(1.19; 
0.93–1.53)

67.6*
(1.75; 
1.40–2.18)

Dietary behaviours
Met ADG recommendation 
for daily fruit consumption 
(i.e., at least 2 serves)

49.0† 51.0
(1.07; 
0.89–1.28)

51.6
(1.07; 0.85–1.34)

49.2
(0.99; 0.79–1.24)

49.4
(1.00; 
0.76–1.31)

53.3
(1.18; 
0.93–1.50)

48.9
(0.93; 
0.73–1.19)

46.3
(0.87; 
0.70–1.07)

Met ADG recommenda-
tion for daily vegetable 
consumption (i.e., at least 5 
serves for females, at least 6 
serves for males)

8.2† 8.2
(1.08; 
0.79–1.49)

6.4
(0.77; 0.52–1.15)

5.7
(0.74; 0.49–1.12)

7.9
(1.02; 
0.63–1.66)

12.2*
(1.66; 
1.15–2.40)

10.9
(1.37; 
0.93–2.02)

11.9*
(1.47; 
1.04–2.08)

Consumed sugar sweetened 
beverages 1 or more times 
per week

60.2† 58.0
(0.92; 
0.76–1.12)

54.2
(0.81; 0.59–1.09)

56.5
(0.85; 0.62–1.16)

46.0*
(0.58; 
0.44–0.77)

51.0*
(0.70; 
0.51–0.96)

43.1*
(0.50; 
0.39–0.65)

41.3*
(0.48; 
0.39–0.60)

Consumed sugar sweetened 
beverages 4 or more times 
per week

28.3† 29.3
(0.94; 
0.75–1.17)

27.4
(0.79; 0.56–1.11)

26.3*
(0.67; 
0.47–0.95)

19.2*
(0.60; 
0.42–0.84)

16.0*
(0.38; 
0.26–0.56)

12.1*
(0.35; 
0.25–0.50)

13.8*
(0.43; 
0.32–0.56)

Consumed fast food 1 or 
more times per week

61.8† 62.7
(1.00; 
0.83–1.21)

63.3
(1.04; 0.83–1.32)

65.3
(1.18; 0.92–1.49)

54.0*
(0.75; 
0.57-1.00)

61.1
(0.96; 
0.75–1.23)

61.8
(1.03; 
0.80–1.32)

65.8
(1.21; 
0.96–1.51)

Consumed sweet foods 3 or 
more times per week

49.9† 48.5
(0.91; 
0.75–1.10)

49.1
(0.92; 0.73–1.17)

46.3
(0.85; 0.67–1.07)

47.5
(0.89; 
0.67–1.17)

52.0
(1.02; 
0.80–1.30)

45.9
(0.84; 
0.65–1.07)

47.6
(0.87; 
0.70–1.08)

AOR = Adjusted odds ratio; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval

*Significant difference compared to baseline (†) at p < 0.05
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recall of government healthy eating campaigns in five 
countries: Australia, Canada, Mexico, the United King-
dom and the United States, found that the LiveLighter® 
campaign had the highest level of recall out of several 
Australian campaigns and was among the top campaigns 
for recall internationally [41]. This demonstrates the mass 
media campaign’s ability to cut-through an increasingly 
cluttered media environment [41]. Continuing to achieve 
high reach in an ever more fragmented media market of 
different channels and platforms requires the ongoing 
attention of campaign planners and media buyers, as well 
as evaluators to monitor campaign outcomes.

A central theme of many LiveLighter® campaigns is the 
use of consistent messaging focussing on the health risks 
associated with unhealthy dietary habits such as SSB and 
junk food consumption, in particular the lesser known 
link between these behaviours, overweight and cancer. 
This is accompanied by graphic imagery of visceral fat 
around the organs. This strategy may have contributed 
to the improvements in knowledge of the link between 
excess body weight and an increased risk of cancer, which 
were maintained across all phases of the campaign, and 
intentions and behaviours as they relate to reducing 
intake of SSBs and fast food, observed in this study.

Previous population-based evaluations of successive 
LiveLighter® campaigns and an experimental study test-
ing psychological responses to LiveLighter® advertise-
ments have tested for potential unintended consequences 
of the campaign, in response to concerns that the cam-
paign could unintentionally stigmatise people with over-
weight or obesity. Findings indicate the campaign has not 
had negative psychological or behavioural consequences, 
such as increased endorsement of weight-based stereo-
types, internalised weight bias or maladaptive dietary 
behaviours [37–39, 67].

In order to effectively promote healthy behaviour 
change, LiveLighter® campaign messages have a strategic 
focus on small, achievable lifestyle changes [19, 68]. One 
example of this is reducing SSBs intake, as SSBs provide 
no essential nutrients, healthier options are readily avail-
able, and avoiding SSBs may involve fewer barriers than 
other dietary changes [38]. This evaluation found signifi-
cant increases in intentions to drink less sugary drinks, 
which were substantiated by reported decreases in SSB 
consumption, resulting in fewer people being classified 
as moderate and heavy sugary drink consumers. The 
greatest decreases were observed for heavy consumers 
of sugary drinks (consumption of SSBs 4 or more times 
per week). Clear messaging focussing on avoiding sugary 
drinks as well as the graphic evidence illustrating their 
potential health effects, may have contributed towards 
these positive changes in SSB consumption [38].

Research has shown that programs applying a compre-
hensive approach have the greatest impact [27, 69]. The 

LiveLighter® program includes messaging on the broader 
determinants of obesity and dietary habits, including 
common situational enablers (for example, the availabil-
ity of healthy options for food and drink in shopping cen-
tre food courts) and barriers to healthy behaviour change 
(for example, advertising and promotion of unhealthy 
food and drink in supermarkets) to complement the 
program’s behaviour change messages. Consistent with 
evidence on best practice messaging in public health edu-
cation campaigns, LiveLighter® advertisements frequently 
depict common scenarios where a person is presented 
with an unhealthy option when undertaking usual daily 
activities, with a call to action to avoid the unhealthy 
option altogether or select a healthy alternative [19, 20, 
69]. For example, the ‘Junk Food’ campaign shows how 
the availability and promotion of unhealthy snacks and 
drinks at the point of purchase at petrol stations, vend-
ing machines, and drive-through take-away outlets can 
tempt customers into making unhealthy purchases.

In addition to TV-led campaigns, LiveLighter® mes-
sages are strategically placed in the community at loca-
tions where access to convenient, unhealthy food and 
beverages is high, in order to intercept decision-making 
and discourage unhealthy purchases. For example, the 
‘Junk Food’ campaign placed messages to avoid drive-
throughs on billboards and bus stops near fast food out-
lets. The ‘Eat Brighter, LiveLighter®’ campaign, which 
centred around increasing the amount and variety of 
fruit and vegetables consumed, was delivered through 
secondary (non-TV) media channels (billboards, digital 
screens, public transport, social media, radio, magazines, 
in shopping centres and at community festivals), in order 
to target people at key points of purchase or when they 
are thinking about meal preparation.

Strengths and limitations
A key strength of this evaluation is the collection of 
cross-sectional data from prior to the launch of the pro-
gram in 2012 and after almost all mass media campaign 
waves, enabling monitoring of impacts both pre- and 
post-campaign, and between campaign phases. To our 
knowledge, this evaluation provides the longest tempo-
ral coverage of an adult-targeted mass media campaign 
for healthy weight and lifestyle promotion and education 
in the world, and evidence of the longer term impacts on 
knowledge, intentions and behaviours associated with a 
sustained campaign of this type have not been reported 
elsewhere.

Limitations of the evaluation include the low response 
rates received for the cross-sectional surveys, which may 
have negatively impacted the validity and reliability of the 
results by contributing to non-response bias within the 
sample. Self-reported measures of health behaviours and 
body weight may be prone to social acceptability bias. 
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Short questions to assess health behaviours are routinely 
used in national surveys and the baseline results in this 
study are consistent with Australian survey data [70]. 
While some studies assessing other campaigns have used 
alternative data sources for evaluation, such as product 
sales data, these were unavailable for evaluation in WA 
[71, 72].

The use of a repeated cross-sectional study design is a 
limitation of this study [38]. Cohort study designs that 
use a non-program comparison location are generally 
regarded as being more robust methodologies for evalu-
ating public health campaigns than cross-sectional and 
uncontrolled designs. Several cohort studies have previ-
ously reported evidence for the effectiveness of the Live-
Lighter® program in other Australian jurisdictions [38, 
40]. This includes studies demonstrating that the effects 
associated with the LiveLighter® program observed in 
states exposed to the program are not replicated in com-
parison states, adding further credence to the program as 
a driver of these positive changes [38, 40]. However, while 
the impact of the LiveLighter® program has been demon-
strated in a number of Australian states, this impact may 
not generalise to other countries.

Isolating the extent to which a public health program 
impacts community-level outcomes can be challeng-
ing [19, 20, 69] given that multiple environmental fac-
tors are capable of shaping behaviour, including shifts in 
the social discourse about health particularly the social 
media phenomenon of the ‘wellness movement’, and 
measuring these factors can be challenging. However, the 
LiveLighter® campaign was the only government-funded 
healthy weight and lifestyle education and promotion 
program delivered in the state of WA during the study 
period. The high levels of awareness of the campaign in 
WA, along with this and other evaluations of the Live-
Lighter® campaign using non-exposed populations pro-
vide solid evidence for the campaign’s effectiveness.

Given the post-campaign positive changes in near-
term outcomes including knowledge, intentions, and 
behaviours, there is a strong argument that the Live-
Lighter® program will contribute to long-term health 
outcomes and likely economic benefits [37, 73]. In 2020, 
an economic evaluation for an average LiveLighter® cam-
paign used a meta-analysis of dietary changes reported 
in a cohort design evaluation study, to model changes 
in energy intake and weight in the WA population aged 
between 25 and 49 years over one year. The evaluation 
estimated the impact of these changes in energy intake 
and weight on incidence of obesity-related diseases and 
associated health care cost-savings over the lifetime of 
the modelled WA population. The evaluation found that 
the LiveLighter® program in WA produced both cost-
savings and health benefits and was deemed to be highly 
cost-effective [73].

Conclusion
The LiveLighter® campaign is associated with improve-
ments in knowledge of the serious health consequences 
associated with overweight and obesity and with 
increased intentions and behaviours as they relate to fol-
lowing a healthy diet. These findings support the use of 
sustained, well-designed public health education pro-
grams that include mass media campaigns to promote 
healthy weight and lifestyles, as part of a comprehensive 
range of policies and programs to improve population 
dietary habits and reduce the burden from chronic dis-
ease. The evidence published to date provides a strong 
rationale for ongoing investment in the continued imple-
mentation of the program [74].

Abbreviations
ADG  Australian Dietary Guidelines
AUD  Australian Dollar
BMI  Body Mass Index
CATI  Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing
OECD  Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development
RDD  Random Digit Dialling
SSB  Sugar-sweetened Beverage
TARP  Target Audience Rating Point
WA  Western Australia
WHO  World Health Organization

Supplementary Information
The online version contains supplementary material available at https://doi.
org/10.1186/s12889-024-18462-5.

Additional File 1: Campaign Material– Behind a grabbable gut is cancer-
causing toxic fat

Additional File 2: Campaign Material– Sugar your body doesn’t need gets 
turned into toxic fat

Additional File 3: Campaign Material– Had a gutful of junk food?

Additional File 4: Campaign Material– Sugary drinks are a rotten choice

Additional File 5: Campaign Material– You sure you want fries with that?

Acknowledgements
The program is currently delivered by Cancer Council WA. Between 2012 
and 2018, the campaign was delivered by the Heart Foundation (WA) 
in partnership with Cancer Council WA. Since 2012, population survey 
evaluations of the campaign have been led by the Centre for Behavioural 
Research in Cancer at Cancer Council Victoria. Survey data collection was 
undertaken by the Survey Research Centre at Edith Cowan University with 
data weighting undertaken by the Social Research Centre (Victoria).

Author contributions
LH, BM and TN drafted the manuscript; BM, MW and HD designed the 
evaluation; BM and TN conducted the data analyses; all co-authors, LH, BM, 
HD, GA, CO, TN, ML, AS and MW, interpreted the findings, and reviewed 
and contributed to the manuscript. All authors read and approved the final 
manuscript.

Funding
This evaluation was funded by the WA Department of Health as part of a 
service agreement with the Heart Foundation (WA) and Cancer Council WA for 
the delivery of the Healthy Lifestyle Promotion and Education (LiveLighter®) 
Program.

https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-024-18462-5
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-024-18462-5


Page 14 of 15Humphreys et al. BMC Public Health         (2024) 24:1016 

Data availability
The data used in this study were collected as part of a confidential service 
agreement between WA Department of Health, the Heart Foundation (WA) 
and Cancer Council WA and are not publicly available.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
Ethics approval was obtained from the Human Research Ethics Committee 
at Cancer Council Victoria (HREC0018). Participants verbally provided their 
informed consent to participate in the telephone surveys. No incentive was 
provided to participate. All methods were performed in accordance with the 
relevant guidelines and regulations.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
All the authors are employed by government or non-government 
organisations that fund or conduct research, public health interventions and/
or advocacy aimed at reducing health harms in the community, especially 
those pertaining to obesity and cancer. Two of the authors (Ledger & Sartori) 
work for Cancer Council WA who currently deliver the LiveLighter® program; 
four of the authors (Morley, Nuss, Dixon & Wakefield) work for the Centre 
for Behavioural Research in Cancer who currently evaluate the LiveLighter® 
program; three of the authors (Humphreys, O’Flaherty & Ambrosini) are 
employed by the Western Australian Department of Health, which funded the 
independent design, data collection and statistical analysis for this evaluation.

Author details
1WA Department of Health, Perth, WA, Australia
2Centre for Behavioural Research in Cancer, Melbourne, VIC, Australia
3Melbourne School of Population and Global Health, The University of 
Melbourne, Parkville, VIC, Australia
4Melbourne School of Psychological Sciences, The University of 
Melbourne, Parkville, VIC, Australia
5Curtin School of Population Health, Faculty of Health Sciences, Curtin 
University, Bentley, WA, Australia
6School of Population and Global Health, University of Western Australia, 
Crawley, WA, Australia
7Cancer Council Western Australia, Subiaco, WA, Australia

Received: 1 September 2023 / Accepted: 27 March 2024

References
1. Blüher M. Obesity: global epidemiology and pathogenesis. Nat Reviews 

Endocrinol. 2019;15(5):288–98.
2. Dai H, Alsalhe TA, Chalghaf N, Riccò M, Bragazzi NL, Wu J. The global burden 

of disease attributable to high body mass index in 195 countries and territo-
ries, 1990–2017: an analysis of the global burden of Disease Study. PLoS Med. 
2020;17(7):e1003198.

3. Jaacks LM, Vandevijvere S, Pan A, McGowan CJ, Wallace C, Imamura F, et al. 
The obesity transition: stages of the global epidemic. Lancet Diabetes Endo-
crinol. 2019;7(3):231–40.

4. World Health Organization. Obesity: preventing and managing the global 
epidemic. Report of a WHO Consultation (WHO Technical Report Series 894). 
2004 [ https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/11234459/].

5. Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. International health data com-
parisons, 2020 Canberra: AIHW. 2020 [ https://www.aihw.gov.au/reports/
international-comparisons/international-health-data-comparisons].

6. Dombrovskaya M, Landrigan T. Health and Wellbeing of Adults in Western 
Australia, 2020: Overview and Trends Western Australia. 2021 [ https://ww2.
health.wa.gov.au/~/media/Corp/Documents/Reports-and-publications/
Population-surveys/Health-and-Wellbeing-of-Adults-in-WA-2019.pdf ].

7. GBD 2015 Obesity Collaborators. Health effects of overweight and obesity in 
195 countries over 25 years. N Engl J Med. 2017;377(1):13–27.

8. Health, AIo. Welfare. Impact of overweight and obesity as a risk factor for 
chronic conditions. Canberra: AIHW; 2017.

9. Beswick A, Ambrosini G, Radomiljac A, Tomlin S, Chapman A, Maticevic J et al. 
The burden and cost of excess body mass in Western Australian adults and 
children Perth, Western Australian Department of Health2020 [ https://ww2.
health.wa.gov.au/~/media/Corp/Documents/Reports-and-publications/
Burden-excess-body-mass/Burden-and-Cost-of-Excess-Body-Mass.pdf ].

10. Walls HL. Wicked problems and a ‘wicked’ solution. Global Health. 
2018;14(1):34.

11. Pengilley AJ, Kelly PM. Building the machine: the importance of governance 
in obesity policy. Front Public Health. 2018;6:221.

12. The PLOS Medicine Editors. Addressing the wicked problem of obesity 
through planning and policies. PLoS Med. 2013;10(6):e1001475.

13. Mitchell NS, Catenacci VA, Wyatt HR, Hill JO. Obesity: overview of an epi-
demic. Psychiatr Clin North Am. 2011;34(4):717–32.

14. Chooi YC, Ding C, Magkos F. The epidemiology of obesity. Metabolism. 
2019;92:6–10.

15. Cancer Council Victoria, Bupa Health Foundation, Obesity Policy Coalition. 
Mass media education campaigns 2020 [ https://www.obesityevidencehub.
org.au/collections/environmental/mass-media-education-campaigns].

16. Global Obesity Centre (GLOBE) and Obesity Policy Coalition. Tipping the 
scales: Australian Obesity Prevention Consensus. Melbourne, Australia.2017 [ 
https://www.opc.org.au/what-we-do/tipping-the-scales].

17. World Health Organization. Tackling NCDs. ‘best buys’ and other recom-
mended interventions for the prevention and control of noncommunicable 
diseases. Geneva: World Health Organization; 2017 2017. Contract No.: WHO/
NMH/NVI/17.9.

18. Grunseit A, Bellew B, Goldbaum E, Gale J, Bauman A. Mass media campaigns 
addressing physical activity, nutrition and obesity in Australia 1996–2015: an 
updated narrative review: Sax Institute; 2016 [ https://preventioncentre.org.
au/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/1606-Mass-media-evidence-review-final.
pdf ].

19. Wakefield MA, Loken B, Hornik RC. Use of mass media campaigns to change 
health behaviour. Lancet. 2010;376(9748):1261–71.

20. Kite J, Gale J, Grunseit A, Li V, Bellew W, Bauman A. From awareness to behav-
iour: testing a hierarchy of effects model on the Australian make healthy 
normal campaign using mediation analysis. Prev Med Rep. 2018;12:140–7.

21. O’Hara BJ, Grunseit A, Phongsavan P, Bellew W, Briggs M, Bauman AE. Impact 
of the swap it, don’t stop it Australian National Mass Media campaign on 
promoting small changes to Lifestyle behaviors. J Health Communication. 
2016;21(12):1276–85.

22. Morley B, Wakefield M, Dunlop S, Hill D. Impact of a mass media campaign 
linking abdominal obesity and cancer: a natural exposure evaluation. Health 
Educ Res. 2009;24(6):1069–79.

23. King EL, Grunseit AC, O’Hara BJ, Bauman AE. Evaluating the effectiveness of 
an Australian obesity mass-media campaign: how did the ‘Measure-Up’ cam-
paign measure up in New South Wales? Health Educ Res. 2013;28(6):1029–39.

24. Grunseit AC, O’Hara BJ, Chau JY, Briggs M, Bauman AE. Getting the message 
across: outcomes and risk profiles by awareness levels of the measure-up 
obesity prevention campaign in Australia. PLoS ONE. 2015;10(4):e0121387–e.

25. Kite J, Gale J, Grunseit A, Bellew W, Li V, Lloyd B, et al. Impact of the make 
healthy normal mass media campaign (phase 1) on knowledge, attitudes 
and behaviours: a cohort study. Aust N Z J Public Health. 2018;42(3):269–76.

26. Kite J, Thomas M, Grunseit A, Li V, Bellew W, Bauman A. Results of a mixed 
methods evaluation of the make healthy normal campaign. Health Educ Res. 
2020;35(5):418–36.

27. Kite J, Grunseit A, Bohn-Goldbaum E, Bellew B, Carroll T, Bauman A. A system-
atic search and review of adult-targeted overweight and Obesity Prevention 
Mass Media Campaigns and their evaluation: 2000–2017. J Health Commun. 
2018;23(2):207–32.

28. Ajzen I. The theory of planned behavior. Organ Behav Hum Decis Process. 
1991;50(2):179–211.

29. Janz N, Champion V, Stretcher V. The health belief model. In: Glanz K, Rimer B, 
Lewis F, editors. Health behavior and health education: theory, research and 
practice. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass; 2002. pp. 45–66.

30. Bandura A. Health promotion by social cognitive means. Health Educ Behav. 
2004;31(2):143–64.

31. Glanz K, Bishop DB. The role of behavioral science theory in development 
and implementation of public health interventions. Annu Rev Public Health. 
2010;31:399–418.

32. Hill D, Dixon H. Achieving behavioural changes in individuals and popula-
tions. Cancer Control: Oxford University Press; 2010.

https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/11234459/
https://www.aihw.gov.au/reports/international-comparisons/international-health-data-comparisons
https://www.aihw.gov.au/reports/international-comparisons/international-health-data-comparisons
https://ww2.health.wa.gov.au/~/media/Corp/Documents/Reports-and-publications/Population-surveys/Health-and-Wellbeing-of-Adults-in-WA-2019.pdf
https://ww2.health.wa.gov.au/~/media/Corp/Documents/Reports-and-publications/Population-surveys/Health-and-Wellbeing-of-Adults-in-WA-2019.pdf
https://ww2.health.wa.gov.au/~/media/Corp/Documents/Reports-and-publications/Population-surveys/Health-and-Wellbeing-of-Adults-in-WA-2019.pdf
https://ww2.health.wa.gov.au/~/media/Corp/Documents/Reports-and-publications/Burden-excess-body-mass/Burden-and-Cost-of-Excess-Body-Mass.pdf
https://ww2.health.wa.gov.au/~/media/Corp/Documents/Reports-and-publications/Burden-excess-body-mass/Burden-and-Cost-of-Excess-Body-Mass.pdf
https://ww2.health.wa.gov.au/~/media/Corp/Documents/Reports-and-publications/Burden-excess-body-mass/Burden-and-Cost-of-Excess-Body-Mass.pdf
https://www.obesityevidencehub.org.au/collections/environmental/mass-media-education-campaigns
https://www.obesityevidencehub.org.au/collections/environmental/mass-media-education-campaigns
https://www.opc.org.au/what-we-do/tipping-the-scales
https://preventioncentre.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/1606-Mass-media-evidence-review-final.pdf
https://preventioncentre.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/1606-Mass-media-evidence-review-final.pdf
https://preventioncentre.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/1606-Mass-media-evidence-review-final.pdf


Page 15 of 15Humphreys et al. BMC Public Health         (2024) 24:1016 

33. Humphreys L, O’Flaherty C, Ambrosini GL. Public support for obesity preven-
tion policies in Western Australia from 2012 to 2020: findings from cross-
sectional surveys. Health Promot J Austr. 2023.

34. World Health Organization. Social determinants of health 2024 [ https://
www.who.int/health-topics/social-determinants-of-health#tab=tab_1].

35. Rosenstock IM, Strecher VJ, Becker MH. Social learning theory and the Health 
Belief Model. Health Educ Q. 1988;15(2):175–83.

36. Ajzen I. Understanding Attitudes and Predicting Social Behavior. Englewood 
cliffs. 1980.

37. Morley B, Niven P, Dixon H, Swanson M, Szybiak M, Shilton T, et al. Population-
based evaluation of the ‘LiveLighter’ healthy weight and lifestyle mass media 
campaign. Health Educ Res. 2016;31(2):121–35.

38. Morley BC, Niven PH, Dixon HG, Swanson MG, McAleese AB, Wakefield MA. 
Controlled cohort evaluation of the LiveLighter mass media campaign’s 
impact on adults’ reported consumption of sugar-sweetened beverages. BMJ 
Open. 2018;8(4):e019574.

39. Morley B, Niven P, Dixon H, Swanson M, Szybiak M, Shilton T, et al. Asso-
ciation of the LiveLighter mass media campaign with consumption of 
sugar-sweetened beverages: Cohort study. Health Promotion J Australia. 
2019;30(S1):34–42.

40. Miller C, Caruso J, Dono J, Morley B, Wakefield M, Dixon H, Ettridge K. Further 
evidence from the LiveLighter® campaign: a controlled cohort study in 
Victoria and South Australia. Health Promotion J Australia. 2020;n/a(n/a).

41. Goodman S, Armendariz GC, Corkum A, Arellano L, Jáuregui A, Keeble M, 
et al. Recall of government healthy eating campaigns by consumers in five 
countries. Public Health Nutr. 2021;24(13):3986–4000.

42. Randolph W, Viswanath K. Lessons learned from public health mass media 
campaigns: marketing health in a crowded media world. Annu Rev Public 
Health. 2004;25:419–37.

43. Noar SM. A 10-Year Retrospective of Research in Health Mass Media 
campaigns: where do we go from Here? J Health Communication. 
2006;11(1):21–42.

44. Cancer Council WATKI, WA School Canteen Association, Public Health 
Association Australia (WA Branch)., Australian Dental Association (WA), Public 
Health Advocacy Institute Western Australia, Australian Medical Association 
(WA), Diabetes WA, Heart Foundation (WA),. Joint Statement on Protecting 
Children from Unhealthy Food and Drink Advertising on State-owned Assets 
2020 [ https://www.cancerwa.asn.au/resources/2020-09-07-CCWA-Banning-
Junk-Food-advertising-Joint-Statement.pdf ].

45. Bauman A, Bellew B. Healthy Lifestyle Promotion Programs in Western 
Australia: a review of evaluation and market research into mass media and 
social marketing campaigns focussed on healthy eating, physical activity 
and healthy weight. Final Report. Prepared for the National Heart Foundation 
of Australia (Western Australia) 2011 [ https://livelighter.com.au/Assets/
resource/researchevidence/Social-Marketing-Review-Bauman-Bellew-Heart-
Foundation-WA.pdf ].

46. Rogers EM. Diffusion of Innovations, 5th Edition: Free Press; 2003.
47. Dixon H, Scully M, Durkin S, Brennan E, Cotter T, Maloney S, et al. Finding the 

keys to successful adult-targeted advertisements on obesity prevention: an 
experimental audience testing study. BMC Public Health. 2015;15(1):804.

48. Dixon H, Murphy M, Scully M, Rose M, Cotter T. Identifying effective healthy 
weight and lifestyle advertisements: Focus groups with Australian adults. 
Appetite. 2016;103:184–91.

49. Dunlop S, Cotter T, Perez D, Wakefield M. Televised antismoking adver-
tising: effects of level and duration of exposure. Am J Public Health. 
2013;103(8):e66–73.

50. Phillips B, Barton J, Pennay D, Neiger D. Socio-demographic Characteristics of 
Telephone Access in Australia: Implications for Survey Research Melbourne, 
Victoria: Social Research Centre; 2019 [ https://www.srcentre.com.au/
our-research/methods-research/Socio-demographic%20Characteristics%20
of%20Telephone%20Access%20in%20Australia%20-%20Implications%20
for%20Survey%20Research.pdf?target=_blank].

51. Misson S. LiveLighter 2019 Sample Representivity Analysis. Melbourne, 
Australia: Social Research Centre; 2019.

52. Rutihauser IJE, Webb K, Abraham B, Alllsopp R. Evaluation of short dietary 
questions from the 1995 National Nutrition Survey. Canberra, Australia. 
Australian Food and Nutrition Monitoring Unit.; 2001.

53. Australian Bureau of Statistics. 4363.0.55.001 - Australian Health Survey: Users’ 
Guide, 2011-13: Dietary Behaviours Canberra, Australia2013 [ https://www.

abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/Lookup/400C435E04FCC0AACA257B8D00229E
9A?opendocument].

54. National Health and Medical Research Council. Australian Dietary Guidelines: 
Serve Sizes Canberra, Australia: NHMRC. 2013 [ https://www.eatforhealth.gov.
au/food-essentials/how-much-do-we-need-each-day/serve-sizes].

55. National Health and Medical Research Council. Australian Dietary Guidelines. 
Canberra, Australia: NHMRC. 2013 [ https://www.eatforhealth.gov.au/].

56. Australian Bureau of Statistics. 2033.0.55.001 - Census of population and 
housing: Socio-Economic Indexes for Areas (SEIFA), Australia, 2016. Canberra, 
Australia: Australian Bureau of Statistics; 2018.

57. World Health Organization. Physical status: the use and interpretation of 
anthropometry. Report of a WHO Expert Committee. Geneva: WHO; 1995.

58. Regional TAM. OzTAM, Nielsen. Australian Video Viewing Report: Quar-
ter 2, 2017. 2017 [ https://www.regionaltam.com.au/wp-content/
uploads/2017/10/AVVR-Q2-2017-FINAL-MedRes-1.pdf ].

59. StataCorp. Stata Statistical Software: release 16. College Station. Texas: Stata-
Corp LLC; 2019.

60. Aarts H, Dijksterhuis A, De Vries P. On the psychology of drinking: being 
thirsty and perceptually ready. Br J Psychol. 2001;92(Pt 4):631–42.

61. Haynes A, Bayly M, Dixon H, McAleese A, Martin J, Chen YJM, Wakefield M. 
Sugary drink advertising expenditure across Australian media channels 
2016–2018. Aust N Z J Public Health. 2021;45(3):270–6.

62. Durkin S, Wakefield M, Commentary on, Sims et al. (2014) and Langley (2014): 
mass media campaigns require adequate and sustained funding to change 
population health behaviours. Addiction. 2014;109(6):1003-4.

63. Niederdeppe J, Farrelly MC, Hersey JC, Davis KC. Consequences of dramatic 
reductions in state tobacco control funds: Florida, 1998–2000. Tob Control. 
2008;17(3):205–10.

64. Dono J, Bowden J, Kim S, Miller C. Taking the pressure off the spring: the case 
of rebounding smoking rates when antitobacco campaigns ceased. Tob 
Control. 2019;28(2):233–6.

65. Scully M, Dixon H, Wakefield M. Association between commercial television 
exposure and fast-food consumption among adults. Public Health Nutr. 
2009;12(1):105–10.

66. Molenaar A, Saw WY, Brennan L, Reid M, Lim MSC, McCaffrey TA. Effects of 
Advertising: a qualitative analysis of young adults’ Engagement with Social 
Media about Food. Nutrients. 2021;13(6):1934.

67. Jongenelis M, Dixon H, Scully M, Morley B. Exploring intended and unin-
tended reactions to Healthy Weight and Lifestyle advertisements: an online 
experiment. Health Educ Behav. 2023;50(1):58–69.

68. Carins JE, Rundle-Thiele SR. Eating for the better: a social marketing review 
(2000–2012). Public Health Nutr. 2014;17(7):1628–39.

69. Abroms LC, Maibach EW. The effectiveness of mass communication to 
change public behavior. Annu Rev Public Health. 2008;29:219–34.

70. Australian Bureau of Statistics. 4364.0.55.001 - National Health Survey: First 
Results, 2014-15 2015 [https://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/Lookup/
by%20Subject/4364.0.55.001~2014-15~Main%20Features~Daily%20
intake%20of%20fruit%20and%20vegetables~28].

71. Farley TA, Halper HS, Carlin AM, Emmerson KM, Foster KN, Fertig AR. Mass 
Media campaign to reduce consumption of Sugar-Sweetened beverages in a 
rural area of the United States. Am J Public Health. 2017;107(6):989–95.

72. Schwartz MB, Schneider GE, Choi YY, Li X, Harris J, Andreyeva T, et al. Associa-
tion of a Community Campaign for Better Beverage Choices with Beverage 
purchases from supermarkets. JAMA Intern Med. 2017;177(5):666–74.

73. Ananthapavan J, Tran H, Moodie M. Economic evaluation of the Western 
Australian LiveLighter® campaign Perth: Cancer Council Western Australia; 
2020 [ https://iht.deakin.edu.au/wp-content/uploads/sites/153/2021/05/
Economic-Evaluation-of-the-WA-LiveLighter.pdf ].

74. Clarke B, Swinburn B, Sacks G. Understanding the LiveLighter® obesity pre-
vention policy processes: an investigation using political science and systems 
thinking. Soc Sci Med. 2020;246:112757.

75. World Health Organization Expert Committee on Physical Status. Physical 
status: the use and interpretation of anthropometry. Geneva, Switzerland: 
World Health Organization; 1995.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in 
published maps and institutional affiliations.

https://www.who.int/health-topics/social-determinants-of-health#tab=tab_1]
https://www.who.int/health-topics/social-determinants-of-health#tab=tab_1]
https://www.cancerwa.asn.au/resources/2020-09-07-CCWA-Banning-Junk-Food-advertising-Joint-Statement.pdf
https://www.cancerwa.asn.au/resources/2020-09-07-CCWA-Banning-Junk-Food-advertising-Joint-Statement.pdf
https://livelighter.com.au/Assets/resource/researchevidence/Social-Marketing-Review-Bauman-Bellew-Heart-Foundation-WA.pdf
https://livelighter.com.au/Assets/resource/researchevidence/Social-Marketing-Review-Bauman-Bellew-Heart-Foundation-WA.pdf
https://livelighter.com.au/Assets/resource/researchevidence/Social-Marketing-Review-Bauman-Bellew-Heart-Foundation-WA.pdf
https://www.srcentre.com.au/our-research/methods-research/Socio-demographic%20Characteristics%20of%20Telephone%20Access%20in%20Australia%20-%20Implications%20for%20Survey%20Research.pdf?target=_blank
https://www.srcentre.com.au/our-research/methods-research/Socio-demographic%20Characteristics%20of%20Telephone%20Access%20in%20Australia%20-%20Implications%20for%20Survey%20Research.pdf?target=_blank
https://www.srcentre.com.au/our-research/methods-research/Socio-demographic%20Characteristics%20of%20Telephone%20Access%20in%20Australia%20-%20Implications%20for%20Survey%20Research.pdf?target=_blank
https://www.srcentre.com.au/our-research/methods-research/Socio-demographic%20Characteristics%20of%20Telephone%20Access%20in%20Australia%20-%20Implications%20for%20Survey%20Research.pdf?target=_blank
https://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/Lookup/400C435E04FCC0AACA257B8D00229E9A?opendocument
https://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/Lookup/400C435E04FCC0AACA257B8D00229E9A?opendocument
https://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/Lookup/400C435E04FCC0AACA257B8D00229E9A?opendocument
https://www.eatforhealth.gov.au/food-essentials/how-much-do-we-need-each-day/serve-sizes
https://www.eatforhealth.gov.au/food-essentials/how-much-do-we-need-each-day/serve-sizes
https://www.eatforhealth.gov.au/
https://www.regionaltam.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/AVVR-Q2-2017-FINAL-MedRes-1.pdf
https://www.regionaltam.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/AVVR-Q2-2017-FINAL-MedRes-1.pdf
https://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/Lookup/by%20Subject/4364.0.55.001~2014-15~Main%20Features~Daily%20intake%20of%20fruit%20and%20vegetables~28
https://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/Lookup/by%20Subject/4364.0.55.001~2014-15~Main%20Features~Daily%20intake%20of%20fruit%20and%20vegetables~28
https://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/Lookup/by%20Subject/4364.0.55.001~2014-15~Main%20Features~Daily%20intake%20of%20fruit%20and%20vegetables~28
https://iht.deakin.edu.au/wp-content/uploads/sites/153/2021/05/Economic-Evaluation-of-the-WA-LiveLighter.pdf
https://iht.deakin.edu.au/wp-content/uploads/sites/153/2021/05/Economic-Evaluation-of-the-WA-LiveLighter.pdf

	﻿Evaluation of the population-level impacts of the LiveLighter® obesity prevention campaign from 2012 to 2019 based on serial cross-sectional surveys
	﻿Abstract
	﻿Background
	﻿Methods
	﻿Intervention
	﻿Process evaluation
	﻿Impact evaluation
	﻿Evaluation design and sample


	﻿Measures
	﻿Campaign awareness
	﻿Knowledge, intentions and behaviours
	﻿Sociodemographic characteristics

	﻿Statistical analyses
	﻿Results
	﻿Knowledge of the link between excess body weight and chronic disease
	﻿Fruit and vegetable consumption intentions and behaviour
	﻿Discretionary food consumption intentions and behaviour

	﻿Discussion
	﻿Strengths and limitations

	﻿Conclusion
	﻿References


