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ADOLESCENT SMOKING

 23% of high school students are cigarette 
smokers 

 Each day, about 4,000 adolescents between the 
ages of 12-17 initiate smoking, and an estimated 
1,140 become daily smokers

 Advertising restrictions, smoking bans in certain 
public places, taxes on tobacco products, and 
health education in schools (Steward, et al. 2003) 

 How can we improve current anti-smoking 
messages for adolescents?



ADOLESCENT SMOKING

 Initiating cigarette smoking at a young age is 
known to increase the risk of heavy smoking and 
other substance use in the future (Collins et al., 
1987;  Escobedo et al.,1993; Taioli and Wynder, 
1991)

 Adolescent smokers tend to hold negative 
perceptions of smoking cessation programs 
(Balch et al., 2004)

 Smoking cessation programs have been shown to 
double quit rates (Sussman, 2002)

 Do not look far enough into the future to see the 
consequences of their actions (Balch et al., 2004)



GAIN-FRAMED AND LOSS-FRAMED
MESSAGE FRAMING

 Emphasizes positive 
outcomes 

 More persuasive for 
low-risk

 Emphasizes continued 
negative outcomes

 More persuasive for 
high-risk

Gain-Framed Loss-Framed

Type of health communication; emphasizes either 
benefits of a healthy behavior or losses of 
continuing unhealthy behavior



ADULT SMOKER STUDIES

 Gain-framed messages had greater success in 
decreasing both smoking behavior and the likelihood 
of engaging in smoking (Schneider et al., 2001a) 

 Given factually equivalent messages encouraging 
smoking cessation

 Found that adults who were exposed to the gain-
framed messages had a longer period of abstinence 
than the viewers of the loss-framed messages

 Suggests that gain-framed messages may be more 
persuasive in encouraging smoking cessation than 
loss-framed messages (Toll et al, 2007)



HYPOTHESES

Research Hypothesis
 Gain-frame will have greater success in lowering 

intent to quit/initiate smoking in adolescent 
smokers/nonsmokers than loss-frame

 Gain-frame message will be better rated than loss-
frame

 Null Hypothesis
 No statistically significant difference between 

the gain- and loss-framed message in lowering 
intentions

 No significant difference in the rating of the two 
videos.



METHODS

 IRB approval
 Conducted at two suburban high schools in 

health classes 
 N= 128
 Information sheet and consent form 
 Shown the two message framed videos; filled out 

questionnaire
 Responded to statements on 7-point Likert scale



DATA ANALYSIS

 Means and frequencies calculated to determine 
basic demographics

 Chi-square analysis used to address whether 
messages differed in success in lowering 
intentions to initiate smoking in nonsmokers

 T-test analysis used to determine if messages 
differed in success in increasing the intention to 
quit smoking in smokers

 T-tests also used to evaluate appeal



RESULTS: HYPOTHESIS 1- NONSMOKERS

 Loss-framed message was more effective in 
lowering the intention to initiate smoking in 
nonsmokers χ2(1, N = 119) = 5.79, p = .02



RESULTS: HYPOTHESIS 1: SMOKERS

 Gain-framed smoking message and loss-framed 
smoking message did not differ in ability to 
increase the intention to quit smoking in smoking 
adolescents, t(9) = -.51, p = .63



RESULTS: HYPOTHESIS 2
 Statistically 

significant 
differences in the 
perception of the 
smoking messages

 When gain-framed 
watched first, less 
interesting

 When loss-framed 
watched first, more 
interesting

Ratings of the Loss- and Gain-Framed Videos 
after First Viewing
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DISCUSSION AND FUTURE RESEARCH

 Age of the participants
 Frequent exposure to anti-smoking, loss-framed 

messages
 Have adolescents watch only one of the framed 

videos, instead of both, and then compare the 
results of the two groups

 Recruitment of more regular adolescent smokers 
to compare to the nonsmokers 

 Inclusion of a light/sporadic smoker group


