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Abstract

Background: Mobile health (mHealth) apps can offer users numerous benefits, representing a feasible and acceptable means
of administering health interventions such as cognitive behavioral therapy (CBT). CBT is commonly used in the treatment of
mental health conditions, where it has a strong evidence base, suggesting that it represents an effective method to elicit health
behavior change. More importantly, CBT has proved to be effective in smoking cessation, in the context of smoking-related costs
to the National Health Service (NHS) having been estimated to be as high as £2.6bn in 2015. Although the evidence base for
computerized CBT in mental health is strong, there is limited literature on its use in smoking cessation. This, combined with the
cost-effectiveness of mHealth interventions, advocates a need for research into the effectiveness of CBT-based smoking cessation
apps.

Objective: The objective of this study was, first, to explore participants’ perceptions of 2 mHealth apps, a CBT-based app, Quit
Genius, and a non-CBT-based app, NHS Smokefree, over a variety of themes. Second, the study aimed to investigate the perceptions
and health behavior of users of each app with respect to smoking cessation.

Methods: A qualitative short-term longitudinal study was conducted, using a sample of 29 smokers allocated to one of the 2
apps, Quit Genius or Smokefree. Each user underwent 2 one-to-one semistructured interviews, 1 week apart. Thematic analysis
was carried out, and important themes were identified. Descriptive statistics regarding participants’perceptions and health behavior
in relation to smoking cessation are also provided.

Results: The thematic analysis resulted in five higher themes and several subthemes. Participants were generally more positive
about Quit Genius’s features, as well as about its design and information engagement and quality. Quit Genius users reported
increased motivation to quit smoking, as well as greater willingness to continue using their allocated app after 1 week. Moreover,
these participants demonstrated preliminary changes in their smoking behavior, although this was in the context of our limited
sample, not yet allowing for the finding to be generalizable.
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Conclusions: Our findings underscore the use of CBT in the context of mHealth apps as a feasible and potentially effective
smoking cessation tool. mHealth apps must be well developed, preferably with an underlying behavioral change mechanism, to
promote positive health behavior change. Digital CBT has the potential to become a powerful tool in overcoming current health
care challenges. The present results should be replicated in a wider sample using the apps for a longer period so as to allow for
generalizability. Further research is also needed to focus on the effect of greater personalization on behavioral change and on
understanding the psychological barriers to the adoption of new mHealth solutions.

(JMIR Mhealth Uhealth 2018;6(4):e98) doi: 10.2196/mhealth.9405
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Introduction

Background
There is general consensus worldwide that health care
organizations have historically struggled to embrace the use of
information technology to increase productivity and the quality
of care delivered [1]. However, the technological landscape is
rapidly being transformed with the emergence of the digital
revolution. A number of leading health care organizations
worldwide have begun to exploit some of the opportunities for
novel health care solutions [2,3]; however, there appear to be
many further opportunities to be unlocked in this space, in
particular in the context of digital mobile technologies.

Smartphones are considered to be one of the 8 key technologies
contributing to the digital revolution [4]. The number of
smartphone users has been increasing rapidly. In 2014, there
were 1.57 billion smartphone users worldwide, and this is
predicted to increase to 2.87 billion by 2020; the upshot is that
in 2017, 96% of UK respondents aged between 16 and 34 years
reported owning a smartphone [5].

Mobile health (mHealth) is a critical part of the digital
transformation of health care. The Global Observatory for
eHealth defined mHealth as medical and public health practice
supported by mobile devices such as mobile phones, patient
monitoring devices, personal digital assistants, and other
wireless devices [6]. Technological advances, coupled with the
unique ability of mobile apps to reach all smartphone owners
at a relatively low cost, have accelerated the market growth for
mHealth apps [7], such that in 2016, there were more than
259,000 mHealth apps available on the major app stores. It is
predicted that by 2020, 2.6 billion people will have downloaded
an mHealth app at least once—551 million of these will be
active users [8].

mHealth apps can offer a number of benefits for users, such as
improved treatment accessibility, real-time symptom and activity
monitoring, treatment progress tracking, personalized feedback,
motivational support, portability, and flexibility [9,10]. They
seem to represent a feasible and acceptable means of
administering health interventions [11] and have the potential
to be effective in eliciting health improvements in conditions
ranging from diabetes [12] to depressive symptoms [13].
Conversely, there are also a number of notable drawbacks of
mHealth apps that need to be considered. These include
technical problems, data security, patient privacy, timely
management of assistance from a medical professional [14], as

well as psychological barriers to adoption and effective user
engagement.

The World Health Organization reported in 2017 that
noncommunicable diseases (NCDs) are the cause of 70% of all
global deaths. Cardiovascular disease, cancer, respiratory
diseases, and diabetes are the biggest contributors to NCD deaths
equating to 81% thereof. Risk factors such as frequent tobacco
use, alcohol abuse, poor diet, and physical inactivity increase
likelihood of NCDs [15]. A number of smartphone apps address
these issues using behavioral change mechanisms to modify
behavior and promote a healthier lifestyle.

The cognitive behavioral therapy (CBT) model is based on the
idea that thoughts, emotions, and behavior interact with and
influence each other. CBT is commonly used in the treatment
of mental health disorders especially because of its ability to
alleviate distress caused by unhelpful cognitions and reframe
these cognitions to lead to more adaptive behaviors [16]. This
type of psychotherapy has been incorporated within clinical
guidelines because of its strong evidence base [17], which
supports the idea that it represents an effective method to elicit
health behavior change [18-20]. Importantly, with nearly
three-fourths of current smokers reporting that they wanted to
give up smoking [21], CBT has also shown to be effective in
smoking cessation [22,23].

The evidence base for the efficacy of computerized low-intensity
psychological CBT interventions for anxiety and depression is
particularly strong [24,25]. Moreover, evidence has shown that,
alongside CBT provided through a computer-based platform,
CBT delivered via mobile apps could significantly improve
outcomes for patients [26]. However, limited research on its
use in smoking cessation exists. This, combined with the
cost-effectiveness of this intervention, advocates a need for
research investigating its effectiveness in this context.

Objectives
The purpose of this study was, therefore, first, to explore users’
perceptions of two mHealth apps, one CBT-based app, Quit
Genius (QG), and one non-CBT-based app, National Health
Service (NHS) Smokefree (SF), over a variety of critical themes.
Second, the study also sought to investigate the perceptions and
health behavior with respect to smoking cessation for users of
each app. To do so, a qualitative short-term longitudinal study
was conducted based on semistructured interviews with users,
followed by a thematic analysis, which resulted in several higher
themes and subthemes. Descriptive statistics regarding
participants’ willingness to continue using each of the apps, as
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well as perceptions and health behavior in relation to smoking
cessation, were also calculated.

Methods

Participants
A total of 45 participants were recruited for the study, to account
for any dropouts. This sample size was chosen in accordance
with the recommendations for qualitative studies present in the
literature, which indicate a sample size of 5 to 50 [27] to achieve
saturation of results [28]. The following inclusion criteria were
used: (1) smoker who intends to quit, (2) Apple iPhone
smartphone user, (3) access to English App Store, (4) English
speaker, (5) age >18 years, (6) has mental capacity, (7) has some
experience/knowledge regarding mobile apps. Application of
the inclusion criteria led to an initial sample of 45 users. Users
were randomly allocated to one of 2 apps, resulting in 18 users
allocated to QG and 27 users allocated to SF.

Three participants dropped out of the QG arm, and 13 dropped
out of the SF arm. The final sample was thus composed of 15
participants in the QG arm and 14 in the SF arm. Demographic
data of the final sample of participants were also collected
(Table 1).

The NHS/HSC Research and Development Offices granted
ethics approval. Fully informed written consent was gained
from all participants before interview.

Study Design
A qualitative short-term longitudinal study based on one-to-one
semistructured interviews with users allocated to one of the 2
selected apps was conducted. The literature investigating the

use of CBT in smoking cessation, specifically via a mobile
digital platform, is limited. Due to this, an exploratory approach
was used, setting out to gather data around the topic, the analysis
of which would facilitate the emergence of research questions
and theory. Thus, a qualitative, inductive approach was adopted.
From the primary data collected, thematic analysis was carried
out using a 6-phase framework [29]. This was used to generate
themes from ideas that emerged during the interviews.
Descriptive statistics based on quantitative data gathered as part
of the interviews are also provided.

Apps
The rationale behind the choice of apps was to compare a
smoking cessation app that uses CBT against one that does not.
Therefore, QG (Figure 1) and NHS SF (Figure 2) were chosen.
Figures 1 and 2 represent screenshots of the app interfaces at
the time of the data collection. Both apps are gamified, smoking
cessation, smartphone apps and offer a number of different
features (see Table 2). Gamification refers to the introduction
of game-like elements and principles to nongame contexts, with
a view to encouraging participation and involvement [30,31].

Interview Procedure
Each participant was interviewed twice, 1 week apart, before
and after they had used their allocated app. Interviews included
mostly qualitative, but also a small number of quantitative (ie,
1-10 rating scales) elements. The first interview provided a
short, baseline assessment of the individual’s smoking habits
and history, as well as of their perceptions of digital therapeutics
and mobile apps in health care. Participants were also given
standardized instructions regarding app use. Interviewers were
instructed to neither encourage nor discourage the participants’
smoking behavior, to minimize bias.

Table 1. Demographic data of the final sample of participants. NHS: National Health Service.

NHS Smokefree usersQuit Genius usersCharacteristics

1415Number of participants, N

24.2125.07Mean age, in years

Gender, n

1213Male

22Female

Occupation, n

811Student

64Employeda

Cultural background, n

93Caucasian

412Asian

10British Arab

66Quitting for the first time, n

7.87.9Average number of cigarettes per day

6.19.2Average number of times participant opened app between interviews 1 and 2

aPhD students were included in the “Employed” category as their financial status and daily working schedule is closer to being employed than being
an undergraduate student.
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Figure 1. Screenshot of the Quit Genius interface. CBT: cognitive behavioral therapy.

Figure 2. Screenshot of the NHS SmokeFree interface.
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Table 2. Characteristics and features offered by the Quit Genius and Smokefree apps. CBT: cognitive behavioral therapy; NHS: National Health
Service.

NHS SmokefreeQuit GeniusCharacteristics/features

4 weeks8 weeksLength of program

Non-CBT-based, involves the following: support mes-
sages to increase motivation, practical support, encourage-
ment, tailored advice, and success tips and content

CBT-based, customized, personalized; involves the fol-
lowing: self-reflection, changing unhelpful thinking pat-
terns and behaviors, development of personal coping
strategies, problem-solving, and mindfulness

Characteristics of program

Daily support messages; badges rewarding progress,
craving button with tips and content, savings calculator,
personalized motivation; success tips

Four-stage “journey” with several steps per stage, involv-
ing audio sessions and transcripts, quizzes, and interactive
exercises, as well as a smoking diary

Features

Progress tracking, badges rewarding progress, and savings
calculator

Presenting the program as a journey with achievements,
progress bars, time-based challenges

Gamification elements

The second interview assessed users’ evaluation of their
allocated app, as well as the effects the use of each app had on
smoking-related perceptions and behaviors.

Interview questions were initially prepared, then piloted using
4 independent participants. Adjustments to the interview
questions were made based on findings from these pilot
interviews. The pilot study confirmed the suitability of the 2
chosen apps. The results of the pilot were not included in the
final study.

Verbal consent was gained from all participants to record
interviews on a smartphone or laptop software.

Thematic Analysis
Braun and Clarke’s [29] 6-phase framework was used for our
thematic analysis. An inductive approach was adopted during
the coding process; all concepts and ideas that arose were coded,
regardless of relevance to the original research question. A
manual coding process was undertaken. The transcripts were
printed, and individual codes were highlighted and transferred
onto post-it notes, in the process of identifying segments of the
data. The post-it notes were color-coded to facilitate easy
visualization of codes for the development of themes. Once
coded, each transcript was then reread by a second researcher
to check the rigor of coding and to increase the conformability
of the codes created. The codes were analyzed to form
overarching themes, and ambiguities were resolved via
discussion among members of the research team.

Descriptive Statistics
Descriptive statistics regarding the willingness to generally use
a smoking cessation mHealth app, as well as motivation to quit
smoking and different aspects of smoking behavior of users of
each app, were also calculated.

Results

Thematic Analysis
The thematic analysis resulted in five overarching (higher)
themes that influenced the impact of the interventions on health
behavior. Three of the higher themes were associated with
several subthemes (Figure 3). The themes were explored with
a view to determining the relationship and differences between
the 2 apps. The five higher themes were not exclusively related
to smoking cessation.

App Features

Specific Features
One user commented positively on QG’s “memory lane” as
their favorite feature. Multiple participants also spoke positively
of the smoking diary feature that allowed them to log every
cigarette they had and reminded them to open the app:

You can see the pattern of why you've been having
cigarettes.

SF users spoke poorly of the “lapse” feature, as it made them
feel guilty disengaging them from the app. One of the users
commented:

The [SF] app makes you feel like you've failed if you
relapse.

SF users were also wary of the sharing capabilities of the app,
specifically with social media. They did not feel comfortable
with the option, and the thought of doing so made them feel
insecure. One user said:

Don't want to share progress on social media in case
you fail.

Multiple users also mentioned that the SF “savings” feature was
inaccurate, and this led to a lack of trust in the app, making
users question the integrity of all aspects of its design.
Conversely, other users appreciated the existence of the
“savings” feature and used it as motivation to continue with the
program.

General Features
Participants commented on the idea of personalization in both
QG and SF. It was agreed that the ability to tailor the app to
your personal situation was pivotal for engagement. One
participant stated:

...it's like a personal kind of message to yourself to
say...so it’s like in a motivation rather than someone
else telling you what to do.

QG participants found that the QG notifications were
motivational and engaging:

I liked how it gave notifications, like every day I've
got a notification saying; You're on day four of your
smoking quitting history. You could do this, don’t give
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up. Stay loyal and stuff like that. That was quite impressive.

Figure 3. Visual representation of the five overarching themes and their respective subthemes, which resulted from the thematic analysis.

On the other hand, a significant number of SF users commented
that the SF tips functions and notifications were generic and
not useful, some even choosing to ignore them all together.
Some, however, found the tips function useful, helping them
commit to their goals.

Users also mentioned that they enjoyed the multimedia
functionality of QG. They commented particularly on the audio
feature being soothing and engaging. Multiple QG users also
commented on the quizzes, suggesting that they helped reinforce
the knowledge that the app provided. One of the users said:

The quizzes are pretty useful and there’s a sense of
achievement from getting them right.

App Design

Aesthetics and Interface
The majority of participants found the QG app’s aesthetics and
layout favorable, with a positive, bright color scheme. Multiple
users also appreciated that the QG app did not appear too
clinical:

[QG has a] simple design...it looks like a professional
app.

SF was identified as aesthetically appealing by a few
participants; a positive response to the color scheme was
exhibited. However, other participants were less enticed by the
aesthetics of SF. One of the participants commented:

[SF] made me feel childish...it’s a little bit Mickey
Mouse.

A number of QG users were frustrated by a bug in the app
regarding the progress bar:

[The QG] progress bar at bottom doesn't always
work, [you] have to refresh the app.

Nearly, all SF participants noted that the app was very easy to
use and navigate. The lack of technical issues such as bugs or

slow response times resulted in minimal effects on overall
experience. One user stated:

[SF is] simple, easy to use, user-friendly.

Although the QG app’s steps were quite extensive, participants
felt they were well instructed and given sufficient guidance
when operating the app.

On the other hand, SF participants reported that the interface
provided poor instructions and guidance:

It doesn't really instruct you what to do next.

Interactivity
QG was found to be highly interactive, with generally positive
responses regarding engagement. Participants were especially
engaged by the audio narrations:

[I] felt interactive with the speaker.

Notably, this was not always observed, as a small minority of
users struggled to engage with QG, expressing a sense of
boredom because of perceived lack of captivating material. One
of the users stated:

[I] would prefer some kind of like visual effects.

A number of participants highlighted the lack of interactivity
in SF, which caused boredom and a decreased desire to use the
app. One participant said:

It just needs to be made more interactive.

App Content

Style of Information
Multiple participants appreciated how QG could be listened to,
with audio being considered more insightful than just reading
text on a screen. Some even associated the benefits of audio
with convenience, as it can be carried out while performing
other activities. However, some users preferred using the
transcript alone as it allowed them to set their own pace. This
is evident from the following statements:
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I just listened to this thing...because I don’t like
reading.

It’s good because it’s audio so you can just listen to
it while you’re in the train...you don’t actually have
to be physically on your phone.

The terminology of the information was also shown to make a
difference in the effectiveness of the content. One of the
participants commented:

I think a lot of the initial sessions were set out really
well, so actually understanding a bit about CBT and
the things about getting the terminology right, I think
that’s important to understand the rest of the app.

Furthermore, there was also particular appreciation for when
information was delivered concisely and not presented in large
chunks, minimizing information overload:

[QG] starts and stops so you can only do progress at
certain stages. That’s good, because it limits the
amount of information you get all at one go.

Users of SF did not comment on the style of information, as it
provided a more traditional app style.

Information Engagement
The majority of QG participants found the information and the
introductory video, in particular, engaging:

I find it really engaging, I suppose that’s why I stuck
with it.

Building on that, participants noted that when engaged, they
enjoyed learning, and it helped them understand the
consequences of smoking:

I...enjoy learning something new. It’s quite
informative and makes you think about what you’re
doing.

[QG] helps you to understand a bit more about what’s
going on...what could go wrong by continuing (to
smoke).

Some QG users reported difficulty in engagement as the app
required time commitment for the audio features. Furthermore,
repetition was conducive to loss of interest. One participant
said:

Three to four minutes...doesn’t seem long at all but
when you’re listening to the guy it seems on for ages.

Overall, a minority of SF participants found the SF information
engaging. The participants noted that if they were engaged, they
wanted to know what happened next in the app:

I was just interested to see what badge came
next...that's quite interesting in itself.

However, SF users felt bored using the app:

Bit bored by it and [did] not want to use it.

Quality of Information
Overall, the majority of QG participants were impressed by the
quality of information. The QG content went beyond what the
users expected, helping them understand the consequences of

smoking. It was also well received when the content was found
to be relatable, as users felt a more personal connection:

It obviously isn’t a tailored app to each person, but
it gives enough information that each person can
relate to it in a tailored way.

Furthermore, it was also noted that when information debunked
common myths, it had a larger impact on the user:

They’re talking about debunk a lot of the myths that
tobacco companies put across, or corporate greed.

Several SF participants stated displeasure in the quality of
information provided in the app. SF users lost interest in the
app when provided with information they already knew. Poor
information quality seemed to leave a lasting impression on the
participants:

I think everyone has heard that information many
times.

It’s actually quite patronizing...shallow stuff, not hard
hitting useful facts.

App Feasibility
Multiple users spoke favorably of the potential of mobile apps
in providing therapy, commenting that apps are easy to access
and use without the need for previous training or advice. The
time commitment required is generally less than in the case of
other treatment forms. It was further reported that mobile apps
have the advantage of being low cost with a wide reach. Users
also identified benefits because of the fact that one can receive
treatment on one’s own terms, independently, and with an
element of privacy. This is echoed by the following statements:

It’s in your pocket, easily accessible. Available to a
lot of people, all the time.

Less time commitment with a greater focus on the
modern use of technology. It’s the way to quit smoking
that best fits into a modern person’s life.

Some users, however, identified that apps on phones are easily
forgettable, and engagement often reduces over time. Moreover,
the lack of human contact from a physician deemed mobile apps
to be a less attractive option. One user said:

I probably wouldn’t want to use an app but would
want to have personal contact with the doctor or
trained physician.

App Effects
QG users noted a significant number of changes in their
perceptions. Most participants reported that they had changed
the way they thought about smoking to some degree. Many
users appreciated the purpose of CBT and valued the way that
CBT provided information and tools to make their own decisions
and trained the brain to think in new ways. Participants reported
that the app helped them explore their own smoking journeys
and was valuable in understanding psychological triggers and
cues of why they smoked and reevaluate their smoking behavior:

It links your thoughts to your behaviour. It worked.
It questions why you do things rather than just when
you just do it you just do it.
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It’s training your brain to think in new ways, to not
associate certain things with certain things.

...this [QG] changes your mind.

QG increased confidence in users who had previously perceived
quitting as an impossible task such that they reported that
quitting now seemed more feasible. Many QG users identified
how the app had improved their willpower to quit smoking. In
contrast, relatively few users reported decreased motivation to
quit after the week, with one user reporting they felt a lot of
effort needed to be inputted to feel engaged by the app:

It has made me realise that it’s more feasible to quit.
It's not impossible.

Some QG participants noted that labeling themselves as
“non-smokers” as opposed to “ex-smokers” increased their
confidence in their ability to quit smoking. One user stated:

Yes it has given me confidence to stop smoking and
focus on being a non-smoker not an ex-smoker.

A small number of participants also displayed successful
internalization as they reported that they applied a visualization
exercise provided by the app in their day-to-day life. These
participants emphasized that doing the exercise did not require
direct access to the app. Referring to this exercise, one of the
participants said:

There is an exercise that you imagine yourself as a
non-smoker and that you're going to an event - and
everybody there is a non-smoker and you put yourself
there. I really like that bit so I can actually take that
exercise in my head and do that anywhere.

The majority of participants expressed their desire to continue
to use the QG app. Users reported talking about the app to
friends and family:

I found myself talking about it with the people as well
trying to explain to them how it describes smoking
and why would you do it and what it actually
chemically does you know. This is almost like you're
reeling off facts but they're quite interesting.

A small number noted they were less likely to continue using
the app, as mobile apps, in general, are easy to forget:

It’s not a thing that I'll remember daily.

Users also reported enjoyment in using the QG app and in
learning:

I actually really enjoyed it.

A number of SF users reported that they experienced no positive
behavior changes after the use of the app. Most SF users stated
that they would not continue to use the app further:

I wouldn’t say it’s hugely changed my smoking habits.

One user quit smoking on the first day of the study, reporting
that they felt highly motivated to stop so that they could log

being “smoke free” on the app. A few participants reported that
the SF app itself increased the urge to smoke, resulting in an
increase in smoking:

[SF] can cause the urge to smoke.

Most SF users reported the app to be ineffective with lack of
impact. The lapse feature recurrently reminding users of slips
in their smoking cessation journeys resulted in negative
emotions. One participant stated:

You feel a little bit like a loser.

App Improvements
Users of both apps recommended adding more personalized
features to the apps. Such features included customized
motivation scales or tailoring tips and a progress monitoring
feature. One user stated:

The tips are not necessarily very tailored to the
person.

QG users suggested improvements to the audio clips, some
requesting shorter, more concise clips, and others suggesting
videos for any text-heavy topics.

Many QG users recommended the addition of an in-app forum
whereby users could have the opportunity to interact with other
users for motivational reinforcement. One of the participants
said:

So having some sort of platform where everyone can
just say, “This is how I stopped” or “This is how I'm
trying to stop” and then other people giving feedback
saying, “This is good” or, “This is not.”

A few participants reported that a gaming aspect in the SF app
would be a desirable attribute:

Maybe if they had prior to like some type of like a
mini game or something in there that would keep the
mind occupied rather than telling you, “Don't
smoke.”

The SF users specified several individual improvements.
Visualization, such as a graphical representations monitoring
health, was deemed to be a key feature of an ideal app with a
number of SF users. Some users also suggested regular health
news updates such as smoking taxes and bans.

Descriptive Statistics
Users of QG were, on average, more willing to use a smoking
cessation app to manage their health, in comparison to SF users
(Table 3).

In addition, participants having used QG for 1 week reported,
on average, several positive behavior changes, such as increased
motivation to quit smoking and reduction in the number of
cigarettes smoked per day (Table 4). QG participants were
similarly more likely to recommend the app, compared with SF
participants.
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Table 3. Numbers of users whose willingness to use a smoking cessation app to manage their health was high, moderate, or low, for each app. NHS:
National Health Service.

NHS Smokefree (N)Quit Genius (N)Willingness to use smoking cessation app to manage health

510High (increased willingness)

44Moderate (no change in willingness)

51Low (decreased willingness)

Table 4. Overall patterns of users’ perceptions and health behavior change in relation to smoking cessation for each app.

NHS Smokefree, n (%)Quit Genius, n (%)Number of participants who:

2 (14)8 (53)Decreased number of cigarettes/day

3 (21)0 (0)Increased number of cigarettes/day

5 (36)8 (53)Showed increased motivation to quit smoking

5 (36)10 (67)Expressed desire to continue using app

5 (36)11 (73)Recommend the app

Discussion

Principal Findings
Five higher themes and several subthemes resulted from the
thematic analysis. QG users were generally more positive and
receptive with regard to the app’s features, design, as well as
information engagement and quality, compared with SF users.
QG users also reported changing their perceptions and way of
thinking with respect to smoking. It is possible that the root of
this effect may lie in CBT, which gives users the opportunity
to explore and change their thoughts and perceptions related to
smoking.

On average, QG users also noted an increased willingness to
use a smoking cessation app in general to manage health. They
also showed increased motivation to quit smoking, as well as
more willingness to continue using their allocated app after 1
week. These participants also showed changes in their smoking
behavior although this was in the context of our limited sample,
not allowing for the finding to be generalizable as of yet.

Several findings emerged in terms of the features of the apps
and their relationship to behavior change.

A change in the manner of thinking about smoking was deemed
important by participants with regard to a possible change in
behavior. This was prominent in QG users, and it is possible
that this is because of the app’s use of CBT. Users reported that
the app allowed them to question why they smoke, what
smoking means to them, as well as their thoughts about quitting
and why this is something they want to achieve. QG also
allowed users to reframe the way they thought about themselves
and their behavior in relation to smoking. For example, several
QG users reported that perception-altering exercises such as
labeling themselves as “nonsmokers” as opposed to
“ex-smokers” helped them dissociate themselves from the
behavior and contributed to a reduction in smoking in these
users. No such effects were reported by the SF users.

QG users also reported that the CBT method contributed to their
intrinsic motivation to quit, making them perceive themselves
at the source of their decisions and therefore feel empowered

to take control of their own actions in relation to their journey
to smoking cessation. This coincided not only with an increase
in self-efficacy, that is, one's belief in one's ability to succeed
in specific situations or accomplish a task [32] but also with an
increase in behavioral control, that is, the level of difficulty an
individual associates with a behavior [33]. Specifically, QG
users reported that they believed the app had equipped them
with increased confidence in their ability to quit, making the
concept of quitting seems easier, more realistic, and thus more
achievable. SF users did not report such a change in their belief
related to their ability to quit smoking; many noted that the
advice and tips provided by the app were already known and
too generic. However, some SF users noted that just by
downloading the app, they felt more equipped to quit than
previously.

Although users of both apps understood and reported some of
the benefits of smoking cessation, such as better health and
saving money, SF users mostly felt that their knowledge was
left unchanged, as the information provided, for example,
regarding the harms of smoking, was generic and well known.
Therefore, this had no impact on their understanding of the
consequences of smoking. Conversely, QG users were positive
about the effect on their knowledge, mentioning that
reinforcement of the consequences at multiple points during the
progress gave them greater motivation to quit smoking. This
fits well with the health belief model [34-36], in which the
perceived threat (in this case, the health hazards associated with
smoking) plays a vital part in the individual’s likelihood to
engage in health-promoting behavior. Generally, users reported
feeling bored using SF, which provided information already
known to the users, whereas QG was seen as novel and
informative. This is not surprising, as implementing CBT in
such a gamified app is a new concept.

Users also highly commended QG for not using scare tactics to
drive change in behavior but instead supporting and guiding
users gently through the process. This goes against common
literature that suggested fear-appeal and antismoking tactics are
effective in promoting smoking cessation [37-39]. A possible
explanation in this study may be related to the fact that a large
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proportion of our participants were relatively young and,
therefore, identified scare tactics as an out-of-date strategy,
preferring to be given the information and opportunities to make
their own decisions. Another reason may be that scare tactics
make reference to information that is already vastly known to
people about the dangers of smoking, but these tactics do not
acknowledge the great difficulties associated with nicotine
addiction and fail to provide practical support.

Implications to Practice and Barriers to
Implementation
The findings of this study suggest that a mobile app based on
CBT was favorably perceived by users in terms of features,
design, as well as information engagement and quality, in the
context of smoking cessation. This was associated with changes
in users’ perception and thinking manner with regard to
smoking. On average, users of the gamified CBT-based app
also showed increased willingness to use a smoking cessation
app, in general, to manage health, as well as increased
motivation to quit smoking and positive changes in smoking
behavior. A non-CBT-based mobile app was less favorably
perceived, yet some users viewed some features and the app’s
interface as useful. Other apps based on therapeutic principles
such as acceptance and commitment therapy (ACT), which has
common elements with CBT, have also been developed and
shown to be effective in smoking cessation [40].

Given the significant estimated smoking-related cost to the NHS
(£2.6bn in 2015; [41]), the possibility of using mobile apps to
influence health behavior may have implications in the current
economic climate of health care, contributing to the growing
use of mobile apps in this domain. Specifically, exploiting such
advances in technology could contribute to the needed efficiency
savings of 2% to 3%, compared with the current 0.8%, noted
in the NHS England Five Year Forward Review, in the context
of the £30 billion funding gap predicted to occur by 2020/2021
[42].

Further advantages of apps include opportunities for scalability
across the NHS and eliminating postcode lottery issues, as well
the possibility of increased adherence to interventions because
of the convenience of use. Indeed, the review suggested
expanding the set of NHS-accredited health apps available to
patients [43], whereby apps may even be prescribed as treatment
or part thereof in the future.

However, reengineering processes to implement mHealth apps
into daily medical practice, such as first-line treatment
recommendations, will involve a rigorous change management
process. A crucial aspect of this is ensuring that apps are
compliant with privacy standards, as illustrated by the release
and subsequent withdrawal of the NHS mHealth Applications
Library pilot in 2013 because of noncompliance. mHealth apps
have the capability to collect a vast amount of data, which can
then be used to improve medical care in the future via predictive
analytics and artificial intelligence. However, extensive security
and privacy systems need to be put in place before apps can be
confidently recommended.

Another possible barrier to wider use of mHealth apps is that
of digital exclusion. A significant proportion of the population

lacks Internet access or has low digital literacy. These tend to
be the elderly, disabled, and ethnic minorities [43]. These
populations require health care the most, hence exemplifying
the inverse care law [44]. This barrier is continuously being
tackled through the work of the Tinder Foundation, providing
online resource training to 220,000 people [42].

Furthermore, even with Internet access and a sufficient level of
digital literacy so as to be open to using a healthy living app,
as is the case of 37% of UK individuals, only 3% use them [45].
This highlights that more research needs to be undertaken in
exploring the factors that influence individuals’ attitudes and
behavioral intentions to use such apps. For example, previous
research has shown that gamification, “the use of game design
elements in nongame contexts” [46], can represent a highly
effective way to engage users with mHealth apps [47]. Another
important consideration is that, in the present study, users of
not only SF but also QG stated that the lack of human contact
from a trained health care worker made mobile apps less
attractive as a single therapy form for them. This raises
important questions in terms of the overall capabilities of CBT
delivered via mobile apps. Such findings suggest the need for
a study investigating both objective and subjective measures,
as well as their interaction.

Limitations and Future Research
There are a number of limitations to this study. First, because
of time constraints, participants were only able to use and
evaluate the apps for the duration of 1 week. Although it allowed
for participants to form opinions on the themes explored, this
short period prevented users from completing the programs
offered by each of the 2 apps (8 weeks for QG and 4 weeks for
SF), which would possibly have provided them with a more
comprehensive impression of the apps and their effects. This
period may also have been insufficient to determine the
sustained effects of the apps. Therefore, the descriptive statistics
we report are not necessarily an appropriate representation of
the expected behavioral and perceptual effects which would be
anticipated with the completion of the programs. Second,
convenience sampling was used, where recruitment took place
on a university campus, resulting in a sample of mostly
university students with a mean age of 24.66 years. This may
have led to a misrepresentation of the overall population, thereby
bringing into question the transferability and generalizability
of the conclusions. Third, the study lacked a control condition,
against which the effects of each app on users’positive behavior
change could be compared, so as to evaluate these effects more
accurately.

Therefore, future studies should consider using a randomized
controlled trial design in a larger, more representative sample
with more varied demographic characteristics, running over a
longer period of time, allowing for the completion of the
programs offered by each of the apps. This would produce more
generalizable, conclusive, and reliable results. After this, more
in-depth research could address any differences in behavioral
changes elicited by the use of the app(s), as well as the effect
of increased options for tailoring and personalization on
measures of behavioral change and adherence. Numerous health
care offerings are being digitally transformed. Yet, important
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questions remain about effective user engagement across
different digital platforms [48,49], and the potential of digital
health solutions [50] for improving people’s lives and enhancing
their willingness to recommend new digital solutions to family,
friends, and colleagues [51,52]. Additional research into the
understanding of psychological barriers to adoption of new
mHealth solutions and technologies that can inform the design
and communication of new mobile health care solutions to
facilitate behavior change is richly deserving.

Conclusions
In conclusion, investigating the results of the thematic analysis
carried out in this study revealed a generally more positive
attitude of QG users with regard to the app’s features, design,
as well as information engagement and quality, compared with
SF users. QG users also reported changing their perceptions
and way of thinking with respect to smoking, and noted, on
average, increased willingness to use a smoking cessation app
in general to manage health, as well as increased willingness

to continue using their allocated app, and increased motivation
to quit smoking after 1 week of app use. On average, these
participants also showed changes in their smoking behavior
although, of note, this was in the context of our limited sample,
not allowing for the finding to be generalizable as of yet. It is
possible that the root of these effects may lie in CBT, which
gives users the opportunity to explore and change their thoughts
and perceptions related to smoking.

This suggests that CBT has the potential to work effectively in
the context of a gamified mobile app for smoking cessation;
however, future research involving wider distributed samples
and longer periods is required to draw more generalizable
conclusions. The findings also suggest that a mobile app must
be well developed, preferably with an underlying behavioral
change mechanism, to promote positive perceptual and health
behavior change in the context of smoking cessation. The
potential of digital CBT delivered through a gamified mobile
platform should be seen as a powerful tool to overcome current
health care challenges.

Acknowledgments
The Imperial College Business School and Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC)’s Impact Acceleration Account (ESRC
grant reference #ES/M500562/1) funded the study and the dissemination of the study findings.

Authors' Contributions
NA, MC, MJ, KK, VK, TP, and MS collected, coded, and synthesized the qualitative study data and wrote a preliminary version
of the manuscript. CT-S, RR, MN, and YL edited the manuscript. MA, YS, SS, and ABE provided valuable suggestions and
input on improving the manuscript. YS, MA, SS, and CT-S were not involved in collecting, coding, and synthesizing qualitative
study data.

Conflicts of Interest
YS, MA, and SS are cofounders of Digital Therapeutics Ltd. CT-S is an employee of Digital Therapeutics Ltd.

References

1. Britnell M, Bakalar R, Shehata A. KPMG. 2016. Digital Health: Heaven or Hell URL: http://www.kpmg-institutes.com/
content/dam/kpmg/healthcarelifesciencesinstitute/pdf/2016/digital-health-heaven-hell.pdf [accessed 2018-03-27] [WebCite
Cache ID 6yEwaPrg3]

2. Klein S, Hostetter M, McCarthy D. 2014. A vision for using digital health technologies to empower consumers and transform
the U.S. health care system URL: http://www.commonwealthfund.org/~/media/files/publications/fund-report/2014/oct/
1776_klein_vision_using_digital_hlt_tech_v2.pdf [accessed 2018-03-27] [WebCite Cache ID 6yEwf0onW]

3. Economist. 2017. The wonder drug - A digital revolution in health care is speeding up URL: https://www.economist.com/
news/business/21717990-telemedicine-predictive-diagnostics-wearable-sensors-and-host-new-apps-will-transform-how
[accessed 2017-10-30] [WebCite Cache ID 6ubEEuZXw]

4. Gretton C, Honeyman M. 2016. The digital revolution: eight technologies that will change health and care URL: https:/
/www.kingsfund.org.uk/publications/eight-technologies-will-change-health-and-care [accessed 2017-10-29] [WebCite
Cache ID 6ubFHERLQ]

5. Statista. 2017. UK: smartphone ownership by age from 2012-2017 URL: https://www.statista.com/statistics/271851/
smartphone-owners-in-the-united-kingdom-uk-by-age/ [accessed 2017-10-31] [WebCite Cache ID 6uco3Qri7]

6. World Health Organization. 2011. Global Observatory for eHealth series. mHealth: new horizons for health through mobile
technologies URL: http://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/10665/44607/1/9789241564250_eng.pdf [accessed 2017-10-30]
[WebCite Cache ID 6ubGHHQdS]

7. Ventola CL. Mobile devices and apps for health care professionals: uses and benefits. P T 2014 May;39(5):356-364 [FREE
Full text] [Medline: 24883008]

8. Research2Guidance. 2016. mHealth App Developer Economics 2016. The current status and trends of the mHealth app
marke URL: https://research2guidance.com/r2g/r2g-mHealth-App-Developer-Economics-2016.pdf [accessed 2018-03-27]
[WebCite Cache ID 6yExLcPeE]

JMIR Mhealth Uhealth 2018 | vol. 6 | iss. 4 | e98 | p. 11http://mhealth.jmir.org/2018/4/e98/
(page number not for citation purposes)

Tudor-Sfetea et alJMIR MHEALTH AND UHEALTH

XSL•FO
RenderX

http://www.kpmg-institutes.com/content/dam/kpmg/healthcarelifesciencesinstitute/pdf/2016/digital-health-heaven-hell.pdf
http://www.kpmg-institutes.com/content/dam/kpmg/healthcarelifesciencesinstitute/pdf/2016/digital-health-heaven-hell.pdf
http://www.webcitation.org/

                                            6yEwaPrg3
http://www.webcitation.org/

                                            6yEwaPrg3
http://www.commonwealthfund.org/~/media/files/publications/fund-report/2014/oct/1776_klein_vision_using_digital_hlt_tech_v2.pdf
http://www.commonwealthfund.org/~/media/files/publications/fund-report/2014/oct/1776_klein_vision_using_digital_hlt_tech_v2.pdf
http://www.webcitation.org/

                                            6yEwf0onW
https://www.economist.com/news/business/21717990-telemedicine-predictive-diagnostics-wearable-sensors-and-host-new-apps-will-transform-how
https://www.economist.com/news/business/21717990-telemedicine-predictive-diagnostics-wearable-sensors-and-host-new-apps-will-transform-how
http://www.webcitation.org/

                                            6ubEEuZXw
https://www.kingsfund.org.uk/publications/eight-technologies-will-change-health-and-care
https://www.kingsfund.org.uk/publications/eight-technologies-will-change-health-and-care
http://www.webcitation.org/

                                            6ubFHERLQ
http://www.webcitation.org/

                                            6ubFHERLQ
https://www.statista.com/statistics/271851/smartphone-owners-in-the-united-kingdom-uk-by-age/
https://www.statista.com/statistics/271851/smartphone-owners-in-the-united-kingdom-uk-by-age/
http://www.webcitation.org/

                                            6uco3Qri7
http://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/10665/44607/1/9789241564250_eng.pdf
http://www.webcitation.org/

                                            6ubGHHQdS
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/24883008
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/24883008
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=24883008&dopt=Abstract
https://research2guidance.com/r2g/r2g-mHealth-App-Developer-Economics-2016.pdf
http://www.webcitation.org/

                                            6yExLcPeE
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/


9. Whittaker R, McRobbie H, Bullen C, Rodgers A, Gu Y. Mobile phone-based interventions for smoking cessation. Cochrane
Database Syst Rev 2016;4:CD006611. [doi: 10.1002/14651858.CD006611.pub4] [Medline: 27060875]

10. Mosa AS, Yoo I, Sheets L. A systematic review of healthcare applications for smartphones. BMC Med Inform Decis Mak
2012;12:67 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1186/1472-6947-12-67] [Medline: 22781312]

11. Payne HE, Lister C, West JH, Bernhardt JM. Behavioral functionality of mobile apps in health interventions: a systematic
review of the literature. JMIR Mhealth Uhealth 2015;3(1):e20 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/mhealth.3335] [Medline:
25803705]

12. Kitsiou S, Paré G, Jaana M, Gerber B. Effectiveness of mHealth interventions for patients with diabetes: An overview of
systematic reviews. PLoS One 2017;12(3):e0173160 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0173160] [Medline:
28249025]

13. Firth J, Torous J, Nicholas J, Carney R, Pratap A, Rosenbaum S, et al. The efficacy of smartphone-based mental health
interventions for depressive symptoms: a meta-analysis of randomized controlled trials. World Psychiatry 2017
Oct;16(3):287-298 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1002/wps.20472] [Medline: 28941113]

14. Luxton DD, McCann RA, Bush NE, Mishkind MC, Reger GM. mHealth for mental health: integrating smartphone technology
in behavioral healthcare. Prof Psychol Res Pract 2011;42(6):505-512. [doi: 10.1037/a0024485]

15. World Health Organization. 2017. Noncommunicable diseases. Fact sheet URL: http://www.who.int/mediacentre/factsheets/
fs355/en/ [accessed 2017-10-30] [WebCite Cache ID 6ubKDxuIN]

16. Hofmann SG, Asnaani A, Vonk IJ, Sawyer AT, Fang A. The efficacy of cognitive behavioral therapy: a review of
meta-analyses. Cognit Ther Res 2012 Oct 1;36(5):427-440 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1007/s10608-012-9476-1] [Medline:
23459093]

17. Fenn K, Byrne M. The key principles of cognitive behavioural therapy. InnovAiT 2013 Sep 06;6(9):579-585. [doi:
10.1177/1755738012471029]

18. Horsch CH, Lancee J, Griffioen-Both F, Spruit S, Fitrianie S, Neerincx MA, et al. Mobile phone-delivered cognitive
behavioral therapy for insomnia: a randomized waitlist controlled trial. J Med Internet Res 2017 Apr 11;19(4):e70 [FREE
Full text] [doi: 10.2196/jmir.6524] [Medline: 28400355]

19. Kuhn E, Kanuri N, Hoffman JE, Garvert DW, Ruzek JI, Taylor CB. A randomized controlled trial of a smartphone app for
posttraumatic stress disorder symptoms. J Consult Clin Psychol 2017 Mar;85(3):267-273. [doi: 10.1037/ccp0000163]
[Medline: 28221061]

20. Birney AJ, Gunn R, Russell JK, Ary DV. MoodHacker mobile web app with email for adults to self-manage mild-to-moderate
depression: randomized controlled trial. JMIR Mhealth Uhealth 2016 Jan 26;4(1):e8 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.2196/mhealth.4231] [Medline: 26813737]

21. Babb S, Malarcher A, Schauer G, Asman K, Jamal A. Quitting smoking among adults - United States, 2000-2015. MMWR
Morb Mortal Wkly Rep 2017 Jan 06;65(52):1457-1464 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.15585/mmwr.mm6552a1] [Medline:
28056007]

22. Magill M, Ray LA. Cognitive-behavioral treatment with adult alcohol and illicit drug users: a meta-analysis of randomized
controlled trials. J Stud Alcohol Drugs 2009 Jul;70(4):516-527 [FREE Full text] [Medline: 19515291]

23. Sykes CM, Marks DF. Effectiveness of a cognitive behaviour therapy self-help programme for smokers in London, UK.
Health Promot Int 2001 Sep;16(3):255-260. [Medline: 11509461]

24. Andrews G, Cuijpers P, Craske MG, McEvoy P, Titov N. Computer therapy for the anxiety and depressive disorders is
effective, acceptable and practical health care: a meta-analysis. PLoS One 2010;5(10):e13196 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.1371/journal.pone.0013196] [Medline: 20967242]

25. Grist R, Cavanagh K. Computerised cognitive behavioural therapy for common mental health disorders, what works, for
whom under what circumstances? A systematic review and meta-analysis. J Contemp Psychother 2013 Sep 4;43(4):243-251.
[doi: 10.1007/s10879-013-9243-y]

26. Watts S, Mackenzie A, Thomas C, Griskaitis A, Mewton L, Williams A, et al. CBT for depression: a pilot RCT comparing
mobile phone vs. computer. BMC Psychiatry 2013;13:49 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1186/1471-244X-13-49] [Medline:
23391304]

27. Dworkin SL. Sample size policy for qualitative studies using in-depth interviews. Arch Sex Behav 2012 Dec;41(6):1319-1320.
[doi: 10.1007/s10508-012-0016-6] [Medline: 22968493]

28. Miles M, Huberman A. Qualitative Data Analysis: An Expanded Sourcebook 2nd Edition. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage
Publications; 1994.

29. Braun V, Clarke V. Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qual Res Psychol 2006;3(2):77-101. [doi:
10.1191/1478088706qp063oa]

30. Huotari K, Hamari J. Defining Gamification - A Service Marketing Perspective. 2012 Oct Presented at: Proceedings of the
16th International Academic Mindtrek Conference; October 2012; Tampere, Finland p. 17-22. [doi:
10.1145/2393132.2393137]

31. Hamari J. Transforming homo economicus into homo ludens: A field experiment on gamification in a utilitarian peer-to-peer
trading service. Electron Commer Res Appl 2013 Jul;12(4):236-245. [doi: 10.1016/j.elerap.2013.01.004]

JMIR Mhealth Uhealth 2018 | vol. 6 | iss. 4 | e98 | p. 12http://mhealth.jmir.org/2018/4/e98/
(page number not for citation purposes)

Tudor-Sfetea et alJMIR MHEALTH AND UHEALTH

XSL•FO
RenderX

http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD006611.pub4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=27060875&dopt=Abstract
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1472-6947/12/67
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1472-6947-12-67
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=22781312&dopt=Abstract
http://mhealth.jmir.org/2015/1/e20/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/mhealth.3335
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=25803705&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.plos.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0173160
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0173160
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=28249025&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/wps.20472
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/wps.20472
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=28941113&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0024485
http://www.who.int/mediacentre/factsheets/fs355/en/
http://www.who.int/mediacentre/factsheets/fs355/en/
http://www.webcitation.org/

                                            6ubKDxuIN
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/23459093
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10608-012-9476-1
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=23459093&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1755738012471029
http://www.jmir.org/2017/4/e70/
http://www.jmir.org/2017/4/e70/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/jmir.6524
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=28400355&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/ccp0000163
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=28221061&dopt=Abstract
http://mhealth.jmir.org/2016/1/e8/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/mhealth.4231
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=26813737&dopt=Abstract
https://dx.doi.org/10.15585/mmwr.mm6552a1
http://dx.doi.org/10.15585/mmwr.mm6552a1
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=28056007&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/19515291
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=19515291&dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=11509461&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.plos.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0013196
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0013196
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=20967242&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10879-013-9243-y
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-244X/13/49
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1471-244X-13-49
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=23391304&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10508-012-0016-6
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=22968493&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2393132.2393137
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.elerap.2013.01.004
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/


32. Bandura A. Self-efficacy: toward a unifying theory of behavioral change. Psychol Rev 1977 Mar;84(2):191-215. [Medline:
847061]

33. Ajzen I. The theory of planned behavior. Organ Behav Hum Decis Process 1991 Dec;50(2):179-211. [doi:
10.1016/0749-5978(91)90020-T]

34. Hochbaum GM. Public Participation in Medical Screening Programs: A Sociopsychological Study. PHS Publication No.
572. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Public Health Service, Bureau of State Services,
Division of Special Health Services, Tuberculosis Program; 1958.

35. Becker MH. The health belief model and sick role behavior. Health Educ Monogr 1974 Dec 01;2(4):409-419. [doi:
10.1177/109019817400200407]

36. Rosenstock IM. Historical origins of the health belief model. Health Educ Behav 1974 Dec 01;2(4):328-335. [doi:
10.1177/109019817400200403]

37. Ray ML, Wilkie WL. Fear: the potential of an appeal neglected by marketing. J Mark 1970 Jan;34(1):54. [doi:
10.2307/1250296]

38. Watson M, Pettingale KW, Goldstein D. Effects of a fear appeal on arousal, self-reported anxiety, and attitude towards
smoking. Psychol Rep 1983 Feb;52(1):139-146. [doi: 10.2466/pr0.1983.52.1.139] [Medline: 6844482]

39. Dijkstra A, Bos C. The effects of repeated exposure to graphic fear appeals on cigarette packages: a field experiment.
Psychol Addict Behav 2015 Mar;29(1):82-90. [doi: 10.1037/adb0000049] [Medline: 25621418]

40. Bricker JB, Mull KE, Kientz JA, Vilardaga R, Mercer LD, Akioka KJ, et al. Randomized, controlled pilot trial of a smartphone
app for smoking cessation using acceptance and commitment therapy. Drug Alcohol Depend 2014 Oct 01;143:87-94 [FREE
Full text] [doi: 10.1016/j.drugalcdep.2014.07.006] [Medline: 25085225]

41. UK Government. Cost of smoking to the NHS in England: 2015 URL: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/
cost-of-smoking-to-the-nhs-in-england-2015/cost-of-smoking-to-the-nhs-in-england-2015 [accessed 2017-10-30] [WebCite
Cache ID 6ubTsixtS]

42. National Health Service. 2015. Five Year Forward View URL: https://www.england.nhs.uk/wp-content/uploads/2014/10/
5yfv-web.pdf [accessed 2017-10-30] [WebCite Cache ID 6ubUVE1AB]

43. Honeyman M, Dunn P, McKenna H. The King's Fund. 2016. A digital NHS? An introduction to the digital agenda and
plans for implementation URL: https://www.kingsfund.org.uk/sites/default/files/field/field_publication_file/
A_digital_NHS_Kings_Fund_Sep_2016.pdf [accessed 2017-10-30] [WebCite Cache ID 6ucmCxtIV]

44. Hart JT. The inverse care law. Lancet 1971 Feb 27;1(7696):405-412. [Medline: 4100731]
45. Statista. 2017. Share of individuals who use or are open to the idea of healthcare apps in the United Kingdom (UK) in 2015,

by type of app URL: https://www.statista.com/statistics/505097/individual-use-of-healthcare-apps-united-kingdom-uk/
[accessed 2018-03-27] [WebCite Cache ID 6yF7jiPn7]

46. Deterding S, Dixon D, Khaled R, Nacke L. From game design elements to gamefulness. New York, New York, USA:
International Academic MindTrek Conference; 2011 Presented at: Proceedings of the 15th International Academic MindTrek
Conference; September 2011; New York, New York, USA p. 11.

47. El-Hilly AA, Iqbal SS, Ahmed M, Sherwani Y, Muntasir M, Siddiqui S, et al. Game on? Smoking cessation through the
gamification of mHealth: a longitudinal qualitative study. JMIR Serious Games 2016 Oct 24;4(2):e18 [FREE Full text]
[doi: 10.2196/games.5678] [Medline: 27777216]

48. Eisingerich AB, Kretschmer T. In e-commerce, more is more. Harv Bus Rev 2008;86(3):20-21.
49. Eisingerich AB, Bhardwaj G, Miyamoto Y. Behold the extreme consumers... and learn to embrace them. Harv Bus Rev

2010;88(4):30-31.
50. Ahmed M, Sherwani Y, Muntasir M, El-Hilly A, Iqbal S, Siddiqui S, et al. S80 game on? The gamification of mHealth

apps in the context of smoking cessation. Thorax 2015;12(1):A47. [doi: 10.1136/thoraxjnl-2015-207770.86]
51. Park CW, MacInnis DJ, Eisingerich AB. Brand Admiration: Building a Business People Love. NY: John Wiley & Sons;

2016.
52. Eisingerich AB, Chun H, Liu Y, Jia H, Bell SJ. Why recommend a brand face-to-face but not on Facebook? How

word-of-mouth on online social sites differs from traditional word-of-mouth. J Consum Psychol 2015;25:10-128 [FREE
Full text]

Abbreviations
ACT: acceptance and commitment therapy
mHealth: mobile health
NCD: noncommunicable disease
CBT: cognitive behavioral therapy
NHS: National Health Service
QG: Quit Genius
SF: NHS Smokefree

JMIR Mhealth Uhealth 2018 | vol. 6 | iss. 4 | e98 | p. 13http://mhealth.jmir.org/2018/4/e98/
(page number not for citation purposes)

Tudor-Sfetea et alJMIR MHEALTH AND UHEALTH

XSL•FO
RenderX

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=847061&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(91)90020-T
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/109019817400200407
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/109019817400200403
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1250296
http://dx.doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1983.52.1.139
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=6844482&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/adb0000049
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=25621418&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/25085225
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/25085225
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.drugalcdep.2014.07.006
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=25085225&dopt=Abstract
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/cost-of-smoking-to-the-nhs-in-england-2015/cost-of-smoking-to-the-nhs-in-england-2015
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/cost-of-smoking-to-the-nhs-in-england-2015/cost-of-smoking-to-the-nhs-in-england-2015
http://www.webcitation.org/

                                            6ubTsixtS
http://www.webcitation.org/

                                            6ubTsixtS
https://www.england.nhs.uk/wp-content/uploads/2014/10/5yfv-web.pdf
https://www.england.nhs.uk/wp-content/uploads/2014/10/5yfv-web.pdf
http://www.webcitation.org/

                                            6ubUVE1AB
https://www.kingsfund.org.uk/sites/default/files/field/field_publication_file/A_digital_NHS_Kings_Fund_Sep_2016.pdf
https://www.kingsfund.org.uk/sites/default/files/field/field_publication_file/A_digital_NHS_Kings_Fund_Sep_2016.pdf
http://www.webcitation.org/

                                            6ucmCxtIV
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=4100731&dopt=Abstract
https://www.statista.com/statistics/505097/individual-use-of-healthcare-apps-united-kingdom-uk/
http://www.webcitation.org/

                                            6yF7jiPn7
http://games.jmir.org/2016/2/e18/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/games.5678
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=27777216&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/thoraxjnl-2015-207770.86
https://scholarship.sha.cornell.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?referer=https://www.google.co.in/&httpsredir=1&article=1750&context=articles
https://scholarship.sha.cornell.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?referer=https://www.google.co.in/&httpsredir=1&article=1750&context=articles
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/


Edited by G Eysenbach; submitted 15.11.17; peer-reviewed by J Colditz, E Edwards; comments to author 16.01.18; revised version
received 24.01.18; accepted 13.03.18; published 18.04.18

Please cite as:
Tudor-Sfetea C, Rabee R, Najim M, Amin N, Chadha M, Jain M, Karia K, Kothari V, Patel T, Suseeharan M, Ahmed M, Sherwani Y,
Siddiqui S, Lin Y, Eisingerich AB
Evaluation of Two Mobile Health Apps in the Context of Smoking Cessation: Qualitative Study of Cognitive Behavioral Therapy
(CBT) Versus Non-CBT-Based Digital Solutions
JMIR Mhealth Uhealth 2018;6(4):e98
URL: http://mhealth.jmir.org/2018/4/e98/
doi: 10.2196/mhealth.9405
PMID: 29669708

©Carina Tudor-Sfetea, Riham Rabee, Muhammad Najim, Nima Amin, Mehak Chadha, Minal Jain, Kishan Karia, Varun Kothari,
Tejus Patel, Melanie Suseeharan, Maroof Ahmed, Yusuf Sherwani, Sarim Siddiqui, Yuting Lin, Andreas B Eisingerich. Originally
published in JMIR Mhealth and Uhealth (http://mhealth.jmir.org), 18.04.2018. This is an open-access article distributed under
the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted
use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work, first published in JMIR mhealth and uhealth, is
properly cited. The complete bibliographic information, a link to the original publication on http://mhealth.jmir.org/, as well as
this copyright and license information must be included.

JMIR Mhealth Uhealth 2018 | vol. 6 | iss. 4 | e98 | p. 14http://mhealth.jmir.org/2018/4/e98/
(page number not for citation purposes)

Tudor-Sfetea et alJMIR MHEALTH AND UHEALTH

XSL•FO
RenderX

http://mhealth.jmir.org/2018/4/e98/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/mhealth.9405
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=29669708&dopt=Abstract
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

