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This study examined the communication effects of smoking 
cessation by using message framing (positive messages/negative 
messages) and audience situation (smoker/nonsmoker and high/low 
self-efficacy). The study used 207 valid homogeneous subjects 
and a between-subject experiment method was employed for 
analyses. The results showed that the communication effects were 
influenced by the interactive effects of message framing and 
audience situation, and for smokers, positive messages have a 
more significant effect than negative ones. In addition, 
positive messages with low self-efficacy have a better effect. 
The study concludes that different message framing have a 
variety of communication effects on audiences within different 
self-efficacy levels and audience situations. 
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Cigarette smoking is the major preventive cause 

of death worldwide (Oster, Colditz, and Kelly, 

1984), and various social marketing efforts have 

been used in an attempt to address this problem. 

Although fear (negative emotion) appeals are 

commonly used for anti smoking campaigns 

(Rossiter and Thornton, 2004; Rutsohn and 

Sikula, 2007; Dickinson and Holmes, 2008; 

Brennan and Binney, 2010), these still remain 

controversial, in particular with regard to ethical 

concerns and their real effectiveness (Elliott, 

2005; Hastings, Stead and Webb, 2004). 

However, recent research has found that hope 

(positive) advertising appeals should be 

respected because of the following reasons: 

Firstly, people with higher hopes are more likely 

to attain their goals by achieving sub-goals which 

are driven by lofty goals (Snyder, 1994; Snyder et 

al., 1991). Secondly, research has shown that 

high hope individuals can cope better with 

obstacles because they are prone to having 

multiple routes, allowing them to better handle or 

avoid the stress and negative emotions often 

associated with setbacks (Snyder, 2002).  

Laskey, Fox and Crask (1995) put forward the 

view that commercial effectiveness has a 

relationship with message strategy. Moorman and 

van den Putte (2008) report a substantial amount 

of literature exploring the different effects that 

positive and negative messages have on 

individual health topic decision-making, such as 

the detection of breast cancer at an early stage 

(Banks et al., 1995; Meyerowitz and Chaiken, 

1987; Rothman et al., 1993) and smoking 

cessation (Wilson et al., 1990; Wong and 

McMurray, 2002). Chang (2007) argues that 

positively framed messages are more effective 
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when people are in a negative mood, whereas, 

messages framed negatively are effective when 

people enjoy a positive mood. In addition, many 

studies have shown that personality traits have an 

impact on communication effects (Dutta and 

Vanacker, 2000; Cheng and Wu, 2010). Reardon 

and Miller (2008) found that the frequency of 

advertising messages has no significant effect 

but positive messages have a better effect than 

negative messages on teenagers regarding 

attitudes toward advertising and the intention to 

stop smoking. This study examined the 

communication effects of message framing with 

personality traits and audience situations and 

puts forward the best way to get a good response 

to smoking cessation communications. 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

This study examines the attitudes toward 

adverting and the acceptance of ideas to 

ascertain the communication effects under 

different message framing scenarios and different 

audience situations. 

Communication Effect 

Shimp (1981) believes that attitude is a very 

important factor in advertising communication. 

Similarly, Lutz (1985) considered attitudes toward 

advertising as a tendency to either like or dislike 

the stimulation of the given advert in a specific 

condition. Therefore, attitudes toward advertising 

come from learning and form cognition. This then 

influences the feelings of a subject and even their 

actions. 

Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) used the 

communication and persuasion model, proposed 

by Hovland and Janis (1959), to explain the 

importance of message communication. This 

indicates that if people want to change an 

audience’ s attitude, the precondition is for the 

message to be noticed, understood and 

accepted. Therefore, the acceptance of smoking 

cessation ideas can represent the suitability of 

the communication effect. 

Message Framing and Audience Situations 

Message framing means the message is 

delivered in either a positive or a negative way. A 

positively framed message emphasizes the 

benefits if the audience follows the message. 

Whereas, negatively framed message 

emphasizes the losses if the audience doesn’ t 

take a certain action (Meyerowitz and Chaiken, 

1987; Maheswaran and Meyers-Levy, 1990). 

Shimp (1981) come up with the idea that different 

products should use different advertising 

strategies, depending on the basic information 

that the products deliver to consumers. 

Rothman and Salovey (1997) proposed that 

positive messages are better for helping people 

to maintain their health while negative messages 

are used to persuade people to be aware of 

potential risks or illness and to convince them not 

to do something. People who know a little about 

the subject accept a positively framed message 

easily because they don’ t want to affect their 

mood. Literature reflects that scholars always use 

the prospect theory to explain fear. Therefore, 

appeals can be used to show the consequences 

that an audience would want to avoid and that to 

allow them to feel threatened, fear and pressure 

before they start to take positive action to avoid 

the unwanted consequences (Tversky and 

Kahneman, 1981; LaTour and Rotfeld, 1997).  
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Negative messages have a better effect when 

they are used for a preventive health issue. 

Therefore, activities, such as anti-smoking 

behaviour, female breast self-examination, 

fastening seat belts while driving, and skin cancer 

prevention inspection, are more effective if they 

are presented as a positive message (Ruiter et 

al., 2003). Smokers, who carry a high risk of 

becoming ill, are better persuaded to quit using 

negative methods. However, according to the 

broken windows theory (Wilson and Kelling, 

1982), smokers may continue smoking or stop 

their quitting smoking. Witte (1992) also proposes 

the extended parallel process model (EPPM). This 

model points out that if an individual perceives a 

significant threat and thinks that he has the ability 

to avert the threat, “ danger control” , he will be 

more likely to accept the recommended action. In 

contrast, high levels of threat and low perceived 

efficacy yield “ fear control” , which consists of 

efforts to reduce the unpleasant experience of 

fear by avoiding, ignoring, or denying the means 

of the message. Therefore, positively framed 

messages will reinforce hope and allow smoking 

audiences to manage their “ danger control” . 

Meanwhile, negatively framed messages 

strengthen fear and let them experience “ fear 

control” . Based on the above discussion, the 

following hypotheses are proposed: 

H1:   For non-smokers, a negatively-framed 

message results in better 

communication (attitude/acceptance 

of ideas) effects than a positively-

framed message about anti-smoking. 

H2: For smokers, a positively-framed 

message results in better 

communication (attitude/acceptance 

of ideas) effects than a negatively-

framed message about stopping 

smoking. 

H3:   Attitude and the acceptance of ideas 

are influenced by the interactive effect 

of message framing and audience 

situation (smoker/non-smoker). 

Self-Efficacy  

Lin (2005) defines personality traits as people’ s 

psychological characteristics. Based on these 

psychological characteristics, people have a 

continuous and steady response to their 

environment. Therefore, personality traits include 

psychological and environmental factors. 

Self-efficacy, or a belief in one's personal 

capabilities, is the level of confidence to succeed 

in something and determines whether someone 

can conquer difficulties (Bandura, 1997; Holloway 

and Watson, 2002). Bandura (1997) proposes 

that people with high self-efficacy are more likely 

to have strong motivations and meet challenges 

firmly. Rosenstock, one of the founders of the 

health belief model, proposes adding self-

efficacy to the model (Rosenstock, Strecher and 

Marshell, 1988). Hence, self-efficacy is an 

important mental mechanism to moderate or 

enhance fear control and hope achievement. 

The results of many studies mention that the 

theory of planned behavior, with the addition of 

self-efficacy, has more predictive power than 

attitude on behavior intention and behavior 

(Ajzen, 1991; Godin and Kok, 1996). In addition, 

the EPPM points out that if an individual has more 

self-efficacy, he has great ability to oppose the 

threat (Witte, 1992). Thus, when an individual 
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thinks he has the skills or confidence to prevent 

the threat, he may be motivated to rebel against 

a threatening message. 

In this research, self-efficacy to quit smoking 

is selected as the criterion, which is supported as 

an important indicator of smoking cessation 

behaviour (Badr and Moody, 2005; De Vries and 

Backbier, 1994). This selection is made to 

propose the relationship between appeal design 

(i.e., fear and hope appeals) and the self-

efficacy to quit smoking. Hence the following 

hypothesis is proposed: 

H4:  The attitude/acceptance of ideas is 

influenced by the interactive effects of 

message framing and self-efficacy. 

METHODOLOGY 

Research Framework 

The research was designed to examine the 

effects of smoking cessation communications 

using the three variables i.e. message framing 

(positive messages/ negative messages), 

audience situation (smoker/nonsmoker) and 

high/low self-efficacy. The communication effect 

includes the attitudes toward advertising and the 

acceptance of ideas. The research framework is 

illustrated in Figure1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Research framework 

 

Advertising Frame Design 

The design of the advertisement content of the 

study was purely text manipulation and excluded 

pictures. The design of the advertisement content 

was based on the information regarding quitting 

smoking to improve health, provided by Huang 

(1998). The advertisement content showed how 

smoking damages health and how cessation will 

improve the body, including three versions of the 

advertisement content, as per Table 1 (see 

Appendix-I). In order to explore whether the 

subjects have impressive positive/negative 

feelings about the official questionnaire, 60 

college students selected the most emotional 

advertisement content for smoking cessation and 

counted frequency. It was found that the “ C 

advertisement content”  had the most perception 

of positive/negative messages. Therefore, the 

framing of the “ C advertisement content”  was 

selected as the official advertisement content of 

this study.  

Experimental Designs and Samples 

The experiment was a two message frame 

between subject design. The self-efficacy and 

communication effects were measured by a 

standard questionnaire. A homogenous sample 

of 220 undergraduate students from the I-Show 

University in Taiwan participated in this 

experiment. 60 smokers were adopted as 

purposive samples, and the other 160 were 

convenient samples. There were 207 valid replies 

(response rate 94.09%) to the questionnaire. 

Participants were given either a positive or a 

negative advert at random. Firstly, the subjects 

were required to answer the self-efficacy 

questions, and to then read the advert and reply 

to questions about the communication effect. 

Audience situations 
Smoker/ non smoker 

High/low self-efficacy 

Message framing 
Positive messages 

Negative 
messages 

Communication 
effect 

Attitudes toward 
advertising 
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Reliability and Validity 

With regard to the attitudes toward advertising 

and the behavioral intentions of the subjects, 

various scales were used to measure the 

communication effect. The attitudes toward 

advertising were measured using three 7-point 

semantic differential items in response to the  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

question, “ What are your thoughts about the 

advertising?”  with scales stating 1. favorable/ 

unfavorable 2. impressive/ unimpressive 3. like/ 

dislike (Yi, 1990; Coulter and Punj, 1999; Yang 

and Ma, 2011). The Cronbach’ s alpha result 

was 0.68. The acceptance of ideas was 

measured by three 7-point Likert items in 

response to the question, 1. How much do you 

intend to adopt smoking cessation? 2. Would you 

try to quitting smoking/ anti-smoking? 3. Would 

you want to share quitting smoking/anti-smoking 

messages with friends? (MacKenzie and Lutz, 

1989). The Cronbach's alpha coefficient for 

behavior intention was 0.69 and for self-efficacy 

Cronbach's alpha was 0.95, using 10 items 

measurement scale by Zhang and Schwarzer 

(1995). All the constructs of the Cronbach’ s 

alpha were higher than 0.68, indicating that the 

questionnaires had good reliability. 

This study’ s validity analysis focused on the 

manipulation check of the advertisement. The 

adverts were separated into two different kinds 

(positive/negative), and each questionnaire 

consisted of two questions. The positive 

messages and negative messages had significant 

differences, meaning that the message framing 

manipulations were successful. The results are 

shown in Table 2. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

RESULTS 

The Communication Effect of the Message 

Framing with Audience Situation 

Through independent sample t-test, the results 

showed that the message framing had no 

significant effect on the attitudes toward 

advertising (m=6.18/6.15; sd=0.53/0.39; t=0.25; 

p>0.05) or the acceptance of ideas 

(m=5.78/5.86; sd=0.29/0.66, t= -.75, p > 0.05) 

by the non-smoking participants.  However, the 

message framing had a significant effect on the 

attitudes toward advertising (m=6.07/5.48; 

sd=0.71/1.12, t= 3.44, p < 0.001) and the 

acceptance of ideas (m=5.77/5.60; 

sd=0.40/0.66, t= 3.80, p < 0.001) by smoking 

participants. Additionally, the positive messages 

showed better communication effects than the 

negative ones for smokers. Therefore, H2 was 

supported, whereas H1 was rejected. 

Through a two-way ANOVA analysis, it was 

shown how the message framing, interacting with 

Ad 
content 

Message 
framing 

n M S.D t p 

Positive 
messages 

Positive 96 5.53 0.53 
34.58 <0.001 Negative 96 3.30 1.01 

Negative 
messages 

Positive 111 2.58 0.85 
-45.59 <0.001 Negative 111 5.62 0.68 

Table 2. The manipulation check of message frames 
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audience situation (non-smoker/ smoker), 

affected the attitudes toward advertising and the 

acceptance of ideas. In Table 3 (see Appendix-

II), the results show that message framing has an 

interaction with audience situation regarding the 

attitudes toward advertising and the acceptance of 

ideas.  

Therefore, attitude and the acceptance of 

ideas are  influenced by  the  interactive effect of 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

message framing and audience situation 

(smoker/non-smoker). In figures 2 and 3 above, 

noticeably, the positive framing messages had 

better communication effects (attitudes toward 

advertising and the acceptance of ideas) than    

the  negatively-framed  messages  for   smokers.  

Therefore, H3 was supported. 

The Communication Effect of Message Framing 

with Self-Efficacy 

A two-way ANOVA analysis was undertaken to 

ascertain whether message framing interacting 

with self-efficacy (high/ low) affected the attitude 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

toward advertising and the acceptance of ideas. 

In Table 4 (see appendix-II), the results showed 

that message framing had an interaction with 
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Figure 2. The attitudes toward advertising of the message framing with 
non-smoker/ smoker 

Figure 3. The acceptance of ideas of the message framing with non-
smoker/ smoker 
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self-efficacy regarding the acceptance of ideas, 

but had no significant effect on the attitude 

toward advertising. Therefore, the acceptance of 

ideas was influenced by the interactive effect of 

message framing and high/low self-efficacy. 

Hence, H4 was partly supported. The positively 

framed messages had better idea acceptance 

than negatively framed messages for subjects 

with low efficacy. In contrast, the negatively 

framed messages had better idea acceptance 

than positively framed messages for subjects with 

high efficacy (Figure-4). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DISCUSSION 

For non-smokers, the effect of different message 

framing has no communication effects on anti-

smoking. As non-smokers do not perceive or 

suffer from any of the dangerous situations 

featured in the advertising, different message 

framing does not significantly stimulate different 

communication effects. In contrast, for smokers, 

an individual can perceive threat messages 

significantly and will think carefully, so they have 

a bigger reaction to the different message 

framing. These explanations are similar to the 

filter model of selective attention proposed by 

Broadbent (1958) who emphasized that people 

have cognitive processes to focus on relevant 

targets on input, thoughts or actions while 

neglecting irrelevant sources of input. If 

messages are exploratory, the audience may not 

pay attention or generate a perception. An 

audience will only have perceptual sensitization  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

and pay attention to messages that relate to 

them (Hsu, 2003), and a higher correlation can 

affect the audience’ s behavior and attitudes. 

Therefore, smoking messages and the message 

framing make the smokers react differently.  

The acceptance of ideas was influenced by 

the interactive effect of message framing and 

self-efficacy but the attitude toward advertising 
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Figure 4. The acceptance of ideas of the message framing  
with Self-efficacy 
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was not. The acceptance of ideas needs 

individual intention or active thinking of smoking 

cessation. In addition, it has a high-level 

relationship with self-efficacy. However, the 

attitude toward advertising is as a result of the 

evaluation of advertising messages. Snyder 

(2002) has shown that high hope individuals are 

better able to cope with obstacles because they 

are prone to have multiple routes, allowing them 

to better handle or avoid the stress and negative 

emotions often associated with setbacks. This is 

especially important for low self-efficacy 

audiences. However, allowing individuals to 

perceive threats (or benefits) and dropping active 

or agency thinking situations are very important in 

social communication marketing. 

CONCLUSION 

The experiments show that different message 

framing for different audience situations has a 

better communication effect. Positive messages 

have a better effect on attitudes toward 

advertising and the acceptance of ideas for 

smokers. For smokers, no matter their self-

efficacy, a negatively-framed message has a 

lower communication effect than a positively 

framed one. The smoking cessation 

advertisements with warnings that use negative 

ideas or fear appeal, work on the same principle. 

A smoker, who may negatively believe that his or 

her health has already been destroyed, may then 

have no intention to quit smoking. In fact, for 

smokers, using negatively framed messages will 

enhance their fear. Is this then an ethical problem 

of social marketing? 

Message framing with self-efficacy has a 

significant difference on the acceptance of ideas, 

which means that different message framing for 

different individual self-efficacy has a better 

communication effect. Positive message appeals 

with low self-efficacy have a better effect on 

attitudes toward advertising. According to the 

health belief model (Rosenstock, et al., 1988), 

perhaps there exist perceived barriers against 

taking action. Taking a person who is going to 

quit smoking as an example; he may believe that 

stopping smoking is painful and uncomfortable. 

Therefore; all these negative factors are barriers 

against taking action. The health belief model 

believes that the more barriers there are the less 

possibility there is of taking action. Therefore, the 

strategy of message framing and the 

segmentation of audience situations are useful 

for smoking cessation in social marketing. 

The hope theory (Snyder, 2002), informs that 

hope is the perceived capability to derive 

pathways to desired goals, and of agency 

thinking to use those pathways. Therefore, 

smokers who have little confidence in their ability 

to quit smoking and who have low self-efficacy, 

will gain hope, reduce the barriers against taking 

action and increase their willpower when they are 

exposed to positive ideas. This indicates an 

apparent effect from positive ideas on people 

with low self-efficacy. These results satisfy the 

extended parallel process model (EPPM). 

A few of the hypotheses were not significant, 

meaning that other influential variables, such as 

perceived threats/benefits and action thinking, 

may exist that leads to the cessation of smoking 

action. 
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IMPLICATIONS 

The results show that market segment theory is 

useful for smoking cessation marketing. For 

smoking target audiences, using positive 

messages has a better communication effect 

than negative messages, and to avoid any fear, 

messages may raise social marketing ethical 

considerations; specifically, that the use of 

threat-based advertisements to manipulate 

smokers is unethical. For non-smokers, using 

negative messages has a better deterrent and 

avoidance effect. In addition, the self-efficacy of 

audiences is also an important factor. Giving the 

smokers with low self-efficacy positive or hope 

messages will enhance their self-efficacy and 

achieve better communication effects. 

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTION 

Results from this study show an interesting 

communication effect between the message 

framing and audience situations. However, 

several theoretical issues remain unresolved. 

First, the fear or the hope of encoding an 

audience’ s mind that guides their processing of 

information between the message framing and 

audience situation is not clear. Second, the 

process of communication effect in an 

individual’ s mind has not been investigated by 

this research. Third, the effect of smoking 

cessation advertising on attitude and ideas 

accepted, but not behavior, was the focus. 

Finally, for internal validation, the subjects of this 

study used college students. Therefore, the 

conclusions generated to others should be made 

with caution. All these research issues can be 

addressed for future research, which would 

decrease the knowledge gaps regarding the 

communication effects between message 

framing and audience situations. 
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Appendix-I 

 

Version Advertisement content Frequency 

A 

Smoking enables/ cessation can improve infertility, 

abortion, flaccid paralysis and premature ejaculation. After 

quitting, since the cigarette smell is eliminated, it will 

shorten the distance between friends. 

19 

B 

Smoking enables/ cessation can improve related 

periodontal diseases (such as periodontitis, gingival atrophy, 

dental calculus and tooth abscission). After quitting, it’s 

easier to give others a more positive image. 

10 

C 

Smoking enables/ cessation can improve related cancers 

(such as lung cancer, nasopharynx cancer, oral cancer and 

gastric cancer). After quitting, since the cigarette smell is 

improved, boyfriends or girlfriends are keener on each 

other. 

31 

Table 1. Pre-test advertisement content and frequency statistics 
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Appendix-II 

 

 

Mean 
scores 

 Audience situations  

  Non-smoker smoker  

 

Message 
framing 

 

Positive 

N= 42 

AtAd= 6.17 

IA= 5.78 

N= 54 

AtAd= 6.07 

IA= 5.76 

N= 96 

AtAd= 6.11 

IA= 5.77 

 

Negative 

N= 49 

AtAd= 6.15 

IA=5.85 

N= 62 

AtAd= 5.48 

IA=5. 39 

N= 111 

AtAd= 5.77 

IA=5.59 

  N= 91 

AtAd= 6.16 

IA=5.82 

N= 116 

AtAd= 5.75 

IA=5.56 

 

Source DV 

Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F p 

Corrected Model AtAd* 18.32 3 6.10 10.21 <.001 

 IA** 7.55 3 2.51 8.87 <.001 

Intercept AtAd 7231.45 1 7231.4 12087.62 <.001 

 IA 6589.50 1 6589.50 23229.72 .001 

Audience AtAd 7.43 1 7.43 12.43 .001 

situations IA 2.88 1 2.88 10.18 .002 

Message framing AtAd 4.77 1 4.77 7.98 .005 

 IA 1.14 1 1.14 4.02 .046 

Audience 
situations AtAd 4.07 1 4.07 6.80 .010 

Message framing IA 2.62 1 2.62 9.24 .003 
*AtAd: attitudes toward advertising 
**IA: ideas acceptance 

 
Table 3. Two-way ANOVA analysis of the communication effect of the message 

framing with Self-efficacy 
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 Appendix-III 

 

 

Mean 
scores 

 Self-efficacy  

  Low High  

 

Message 
framing 

 

Positive 

N= 68 

AtAd= 6.05 

IA= 5.79 

N= 28 

AtAd= 6.26 

IA= 5.71 

N= 96 

AtAd= 6.11 

IA= 5.77 

 

Negative 

N= 33 

AtAd= 5.56 

IA=5.41 

N= 78 

AtAd= 5.86 

IA=5.67 

N= 111 

AtAd= 5.77 

IA=5.59 

  N= 101 

AtAd= 5.89 

IA=5.67 

N= 106 

AtAd= 5.97 

IA=5.68 

 

Source DV 

Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F p 

Corrected Model AtAd* 8.87 3 2.95 4.58 .004 

 IA** 3.26 3 1.08 3.57 .015 

Intercept AtAd 6031.45 1 6031.45 9353.63 .001 

 IA 5461.00 1 5461.00 17918.50 .001 

Self-efficacy AtAd 8.39 1 8.39 13.02 .001 

 IA 1.90 1 1.90 6.25 .013 

Message framing AtAd 2.72 1 2.72 4.22 .041 

 IA .32 1 .32 1.04 .307 

Message framing AtAd .10 1 .10 .16 .688 

Self-efficacy IA 1.23 1 1.23 4.05 .045 
*AtAd: attitudes toward advertising 
**IA: ideas acceptance 

 
Table 4. Two-way ANOVA analysis of the communication effect of the message 

framing with Self-efficacy 


