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- This study measured the thorbughness-of reported

appeared in. seven journals. in the health education

field. Evaluation was made of articles, appearing between May 1980
and May 1981, in the "Journal of the-American College Health )
Association,” "American Journal of Public Health," "Health Education
Quarterly,” "Health Values:.Achieving High Level Wellness,"
"International Journal of Health Education,” "Journal of School
Health," and "Health FRducation."” The evaluation instrument consisted
of critéyia in the areas of significapce of research problem,
«definijidn of problem, definition of study population, sampling

s, sources of error, appropriateness of statistical

analyses, reafonablencss of couclusions;, and adequacy of reporting
style. Articles were catcgorized as: (1) experimental (articles in
which the independent variable was manipulated so that-change in the
dependent variable could be measured); (2) quasi-experimental
(articles in which comparisons between groups were-made but there was
no random assignment of subjects to experimental and comparison
-groups); (3) nonexperimentdl (articles which were descriptive or

-~ historical in nature but-did not compare groups); and (4)

philosophical or theoretical (any article whichk described a ’
procedure, occurrence, or schoal of thought witholit statistical
verification). Results indicated that the seven journals similarly
reported the information evaluated by the, instrument. It appeared

“-that the statement and significance of the problem seemed to be
understated in the articles amalyzed, while the sampling procedures,
population definition, and the adequacy of the measuring instruments
used were satisfactorily addressed. Tables present mean ratings,
based on evaluation criteria, for each journal for each of the four

‘ categories in which the articles were classified. An overview is
provided of previous studies analyzing the reporting of health
education research. (JD) N '
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Introduction . .\
‘ \ .

~ . \

-

Published research i a major vehicle thnrough which academiciahs
N ' A . M
’ \ \ - '
\\ “and professionals convey contempofy developments in their fields of

B

- study to colleagues. An underlying éssumption of published research
data is that rigorous methodologies are embloyed to validate the

findinygs-~that outcomes measured are those which have been produced

>

by design; occuring wi thout extraneous influences. Howéver, metho~-

dologies utilized in'many studies tend to be compromises between the
. .

"'real and ideal,' wresolutions between methodologically valid research

\

paradigms and environmental COnstraints.while these compromises may.

7z

take many forms, some serious, others incom:equential, the necessity
. * '

for the professional to recognize. the degree of compronise is of
4

hd rd

considerable importance. As the number of journals and published g
articles increases, research consumers must be sensitive to these

validity-compromise questVons in accﬁratelygauging thr contribution

)
¥y

of the research. . -

In the last two decades, the amount of publishec¢ information in

\ . .
. learned joyrnals has increased exponeptially. Licklider (1966) has

. ) S
hoted that the aggregate amount doubles‘on/{he average of once every
twelve years. Moreover, in the information explosion, articles of

all levels of quality apparently are beiug published, suggestiﬁg that
# . * F—
critical analysis of published research by the readership is not only

3

prudent but,'ﬁerhaps essential. Evep though the Realth education

Iiterature, thy focus of this study, represents only a segment of the

.

LR
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as

present in published research (Rummel,” 1964).

-

general body of literature, it is increasing significantly in volume
P . ~ , .

anu the critical eye“of the professional shoula be applied to,ut as <

2 s
.
) .
[N

well. ) .

.Descriptive Research :
] . . . v
The analysis-of published research as a,recogniZed research ‘

endeavor began 'in the late 1920's and 1930's. The approach genefﬁlly
utilized in this analysis was .déscriptive .in nature and sought to

determine the distribution of the characteristics in question. Inasmuch,

_two types of descriptive research are relevant to the current study: \S

-

content analysis and docunientary research. Content analysis is concerned

=3

with any systematic reduction oﬁ\:ef]ow of text to a standard set of

2 -~ .
statistically manipulable symbols presenting the presence, intensfty,

' R * ) .
or frequency of relevant social characteristics (Lin,, 1'976). Conversely,

v

documentary research addresses <the m;thodologies and conslusions

N C

Documentary research establishes the present record of “the
Fi - .
question under consideration. _Papillion (1978) states that the

s

technique of interpreration, the analytical technique utilized, is the

o

1
discriminating factor between documentary researcn and other methods

of analysis. As the data are present, it is the responsibility of the
.« 2 %
1

researcher to andlyze and categorize the data correctly. The ulitmate

£l

task is to draw meaningful generalizations through comparisons of

varlables in different environments. Thus, these cofparisons establish

relationships between the factors present. The analytical instrument

AN
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is the key vaible to documentary research.

Docﬁmengary research has been an infrequently used research tool.
. ’ .

Good. (1972) states\that the earliest form of documentary research .
|

consisted of simple, mechanical statistical studies of frequency

o *

distributions. The major emphasis of this early research was the

quanti tative ana}ysis of textbooks. Since 1950, documentary research

has had little to do with earliér textbook analysis. New approaches

and techniques were developed that alloyed for the study of data from

< ?

variodg\discipljnes, among them clinical psychology, education’

a .

- >

psli;i?ciénce,‘bu\sine&s, and English.

* ANALYSIS OF HEALTH EDQQATION RESEARCH

Documentary Analysi's of Health Education Research

Loucks (1952) attempted to deterwiné the relative emphasis placed

M N

on research in the various areas of the broad field of health-physical
> l = N '
education-recreation-safety by workers'in the field based upon studie%

-

published in Research Quarterly from.1930-1949. An analytica.

frequency survey was utilized in the study. The'results indigated.that
s

o ! N (]

— . - . & R y 4 . Ay
approximately 72 percent of the articies published-fell |ntk the

-
-

chysical eaucation caaego:y and the area of safety was almost completely
'ignored% The category of physical education-ﬁealth received 10 percent
of publisiied material while health articles comprised 7 percent of the
sample. The author é;néluded that the finglngs of the study clearly
indicate what ;reas of thodght have been of greatest concern to the

leading writers in the field and hence should be of primary interest

to curriculum makers in our teaching institutions.

3 .. ': .

|
i
|
|
|
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o,

- 1ussell (1962) attempted T3 investfgate the research reports }

! ’

(e]atinénfo heal th and heélth‘educatidn published in Research Qua[térly

from March 1951 through May 1960. The purpose of the research was to

. @ anleze the findiné% as to ﬁ%mber igd propgrtion by type of research,'~
g:neral topic areas, methddologwd investigators,'and evidence of n
.. reZEhrchrb;oﬁramsﬁ The study was limited to reports published in the
‘ , . .
a ten-year period concerned specifically with health dr'healthﬁzducation.

-

The results indicated that of the 447 articles: sampled, 59 (12

7 . ®
+ percent) were concerned with health or health education. Of thé
i < . . . -

- t . .
. ° . . LN
- . 4,108 pages printed, 590 {14.6 peregnt) pages .concerned heal.h or healtn . _
. 3 { * . o : -
educatien. Russell (1962)!reported that 57 individuals were cited for .

3

authorship with 20 listed asigghgle author, 10 individuals served as

. s o*

first author, and 14 were credited with sec0pd‘or.subsequeng awthor-

y N vced only.

ship. Forty-four (77 percent) authors contributed nnly one article

two individuals contributed two articles, one authored three, and
L 3

two individuais contributed’together 15 reports. }Fifteen (26.1 - \

percent) 'of the authprs were female.® » .

v

P
~

The research methods and procedures utilized in the research

. indicated 34 percent dealt]With gathering information from previousﬁy
» Q 5 . , .

published reports, 70 pergent dealt™with data acquisition surveys or

inventories, and 20 percent dealt with experimental research. Nine
r - 1 >
of the 57 articles deal’. with ®he validation of-an instrumént while

11 studies communicated data from questionnaires.
. - 2 e

| . . : L,

»
\
I
\
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R !, * : . s
Russef]‘(19§2) stated that two approaches appeared to be lacking.

3 . ! Ay
[Cie was the case study approach, of an individual or group, which uses
¥ . . *

[ et .

- t «

. . all available information to explain behavior. The other-is the

apprdach, wherein the basis for deternmining the objectives

— 1 .

philoscphical
and égprdaches of health edtication are (o'be explored. The* author

congluded that'the major challenge to health educatidn research is the
» 3 ' . - *
design and completion of, developmental studies in which systematic

, ‘attempts should be.made td apply behavjoral science findings to heal th

\ ¢ .
.

. education. s

%

Cuiaep

: L
Veenker (1965) stated that a review of health ed¥ation research
. * ’ ¢ . 15\' ,
+ literature indicated E slow but cqntinging advancement of the kind-.and

1 i <

qdality of research performed. An increasing number of inveStigations

A4 4
were providing greater scope in the directions taken, and greater depth
of investigation was exhibited. Much sound research had been undertaken

so that the majority of the problem areas had been addresséd. The

author asserted that previous research provides a noteworthy base of
. | - )

descriptive data which lends itself to more precise rescarch.

Veenker (1965, pp. 186-7) suggested that three dteps were necessary
; . N

for the realization of/the pctential in health education research:
‘ 1

l .

A'fl) reevaluation of dependence upon other disciplﬁnes—fBr basic infor-

£y
mation to be Efansléted into appropriate research and program appli-
cation; (2) envisioning research in depth which includes active ’ \\
» N hd

) : \
oarticipation by health educators in the interdisciplinary study of
sany significant elements in the health educatioT process; and .

! ‘ - ~
) @ 5 o . -~ 4
¢ -~ o
1 . *
14 , I .
\ Y Te




i ? ° “
i ‘ ’ N
: ) . “ . 3 : ‘l
— "7 {3) adequate conceptualization of a broad pattern of- health education -
. - o . . . " Y
. Studies that encompass basic and-appliied research in their appropriate -
s 0 .

4

- . )
- proportion and relagionship. The author concluded that the aim of H

v .
. / v .

health education is to bring about a desireable quality of human health

behavior which will enable each individual to achieve optimum well- .
~ ol Lo o ~ '
' being. Research.in health education must then concern itself with

both process and results. - 7
° L'} / .
" wWiist (198)) atigmpted to study systematically the trends in the

publicatiSn of reséarch in the official journals of professional health

1 .

education organizations. .Four publications were studied:: Hgglth'

Education Monographs' (HEM), International Journal of Health Education

(IJHE), Journal of School Health (JCH), and Health Education (HE).

Articles were ciassified into one qf five categories: (1) program .
. - . ] X
. s

evaluation research (included reseérch‘conducted to test specific

educational Eechniques and methods and to evaluate program effective-

neﬁs or 'disease treatment); (2) general research (articles following‘ .

N \

¢

scientific procedures); (3) p}ofessfonal preparation (included ofﬁicial

v o

¢

»

.
) .
¢ s [

organizational reports on preparation, curriculum, training, or suri;(

concerning professional roles)s (4) literature réviews (included
3 ‘ . “ ‘ .
articles identified, as such or which appeared to be intended as a A A

- *
.

comprehensive, systematic review of a concept); and (5) other (included

program descriptions, conceptual and theoretical artic}es, and Lo

. categorigal health topics). o . p
Fa . .

L

* v

The results indicated that of the ncnresearch publications, 69.9~

P -




.

-
"

' _,)*Jﬁé articles, 23.2 percent bf JSH articles, 13.2 percent of HEM

-

z

percent of the articles dealt with program desdriptions,‘S.Z petcent

were devoted to prgfgssioﬁg] preparation, and 3.2 percent to literature

reviews. With) respect td program evaluation reports, 30.8 percent of.

.
« 4y

- 0y

articles,. and 11.8 percent of HE,articles dealt with the topic.

General research articles composed 16 pertent of JSH art}cles, 13.5

percent of IJHE articles, 5.8 percent of HEM articles, and 8.3 percent

of Ht articles. Wiist (1981) concluded the percentage of research-

oriented articles is increasing i'n each of the four publicétions, but
ut,
)

less than one-third of all articles puBIished in any of the jourpals in
> the past 22 year? was devoted to research. In all journais combined,

78.35 pergent of the articles were in the non-research categories.

. &
Citation Analysis in Health Education

< Price (1980) attempted to ascertain the most frequently cited

"health eudcation articles to determine which articles had the greatest
i .

i - .

impact upon health education. Citations from Health Education Mono-

: graphs, Health Education, Journal of School Heaith, and the International

Jourral of Health Education were analyzed. Any article cited five or

mqfe times by articles appaaring in the Social Science Citation Index

-

was con-idered a highly cited work. Citations to a publication with

more than one author are credited only to the first author.

The results as reported by Price indicate that only seventeen

articles were cited five or more times. Of those articles, ten
. *

.. » @ .\Jn
Y
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Monographs, one was from International Journal of Health Education, and

¢ - -
‘have .the most significant impact on the field. The results should be .

appeéred in the Journal of School Health, six were from Health Education .

~

none were from Health Education. L. W. Green was the most cited author

with the article ''Should Health Education Abandon Attitude Change'
Strategies? Perspectives from Recent Research,' the most cited article.
The major themes reported were the health belief model, drig use, and

human sexuality.{ The most cited article appeared 14 times. The mean

~

. . . [ . L .
citation rate was 7.9 per article (meancitation rfate being the average

<

number of times the 17 articles-were cited in the sample surveyed). "

Price (1980) contluded that citation analysis has been the primary

step in attempting to identify those articles in health education which
e . -~
N i

o™ . .

considered with the notion that second authorship was not recognized

and that topical areas may cite only specific articles. Regardless of

. -
conditional interpretation, citation analysis provides a cursory

. © i ,
measure of those individuals and articles influencing health education.

Py -

Research Review in Dissertations and Theses R

baniels (1975) investigated health education theses and disserta-

tions completed during the years 1970-73. The purpose of the study was

the establishment of the current status of health education graduate -

research. One-hundred-seventy-one institutions were sent quest’ aires

seeking information about the graduate program. One hundred-fifty-four -

ins;itutions'responded prothing a sample of L4b studie&.(216 theses and

230 dissertations) from 57 institutions. The study abstracts were then

analyzed against an instrument of twenty questions dealing with the

\

.

o u
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/
statement of the problem, methods, data, and findings of the study.

-

* The results indicate;\>ﬁat two-thirds of the studies were .
descriptive in nature and that the survey and comparative me L hogds

accounted for two-thirds of those studies. The most frequently in- _ -

vestigated-domain was the cognitive domain. The qualitative analysis
of the abstracts resulted on only four of the 230 dissertation
abstracts achievimg the standard for gkceptable abstracts (an average Lo

\ rating of '3".on a five-point scale for each question of the scale).

2

This. low achievement was due to inconsisteneies in the kigds and
“amounts of information contained in the abstracts. Daniels (1975)

stated that the results of the study indicated that there/Ts a need for

. standardization in the kinds of information cont3ined in abstracts
q -
AN

and the amount of emphasis given to information. te

\
JOURNAL ARTICLE SELECTION AND CATAGORIZATION

All articles which were published in the Journal of the American

follege Health Association, American Journal of Public Health, Health
: -

Education, Health Education Quarterly, Health Values: Achievging High

Level Wellness, International Journal gf_HeaIEh Education, and the ‘ . .

.

Journal of School Health, during the timé period May 1930 to May 1981

*

K]

- -7 g . . . . N . *
were categorized into one of four divisions: experimental, quasi- .
A * .

~

; experimental, nonexperimental, and philosophical/thecretical. The

categories were selected in light of Bailey's (1978) statements that
. e

-

experimentai, quasi-experimental, cnd nonexperimental designs are
those most frequently cited in evaluation research. The philosophical/

theoretical category-was ‘added to extract any article not research-




.

The analyticél instrument utilized in }his stidy was designed
. <

oriented.
N R . n
only' for resegrch articles; thus all non-research articles were excluded.
. S 4 ' . . e - b ’ -
In addition, all book reviews, teaching a«ﬂl and ideas, reséarch abstracts,

resources, and other non-research materials in each journal were removed

' P . -

from consideration. =

Table | indicates,the categorical breakdown of all articles pub-

°

lished during the designated period meeting the sample selection

¢riteria. In all there were 448 articles, of which five {5) articles

LY -

are classified as experimental;—one hundred tw;nty one (121) classified

N
- 3

as quasi-experimerttal; one hundted fourteen (114) classified as non=

. .

gxpérimental;-and two hundred eight (208) as phiIosophical/tHéoreticpl:-

The percentage congribution of each journal to the article poﬁulation
(g :

and the percentage categorical breakdown for each_i%u?nal a{e-presented'

in Table I. ! N .
- +The articles were categorized according to the.fol{owing'criteria:' °
Experimental: Articles_in which .the.independent ‘variable was

. Y g : N -
manipulated such that change in the dependent wariabie.could be

measured. There was also random assignmen?‘of subjects to experi- ™7
. . ) .

‘mental and comparison groups.

Quasi-experimental: Articles in which camparisons between groups

N

were made but there was no random assignment of subjects to

<

:experimental and comparison groups..

-

L Jd

.-

.

Nonexperimental: .Articles which were <descriptive or historical

in nature but did nbt compare groups.

’




. [ -
. - . -
o B . * : e

. R c Phi]osoﬁhical/TheoretiEal: Any article which described a procedure, .-
: occurence, Or §choo| of thought without statistical .verification. '
: o .
. . _INSTRUMENT SELECTION -
\
. o .

. lnstrumeng}‘o Evaluate Research ) . '

1

o . The instrument utilized in the analysis of the respective journal

. . . . ';;}_.,? '. "~
» articles was one developed by Kohr and Suydam (1970). The evaluation
instrument was constructed by abstractlng the major questions and im-

3

portent points ‘from numerous articles and books dealing with survey

'~ methodology. Reliability studies were ‘undertaken with articles - !

from the field of elemenfary school mathematics where estimates

-
w # of inter-ratér agreement ranged from .80 to .95, while the estimates : ,

) of reliability for a single rater'génged from .34 to .84. The ‘judges
":5; . * . "\

were research staff members, fééﬁffy\mgmbers in educational psychology,

<3
and faculty members in elementary educat;;;T\\Thesg\iEi?es were regarded
as representative of staff members engaged in research activities. -

\. a The instrument consists of nine major criteria by which an article ..

s .

was to be judged. Various sub-afeas we-e stipulated for each question to -~
focus the attention of all raters to the same pertinent issues of each

question. Each question was to be assessed on a five-point scale, ,

Y

categorized as excellent (all requirements are met; nothing essential

_could be added) to boor (none or few of the requirements are met).

3
-

. s . . Lt s e
The areas addressed by the instrument criteria were: significance of

the research problem, definition of the problem, definition of the study °

population, sampling procedures, sources of error adequacy of measuring
/ - : ‘
L
instrument, appropriateness of statistical analyses, reasonableness of

.

cénclusions, and the adequacy of the reporting style.

9 ' . R
. ERIC S 13
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e Judges

'asses;ment of reilabdilty .. A si;é&/fied *andom sampilng procedure was

“laN

et

-author.

U

‘*used to seiect articies based upon the Journai's percentage of con- |

»

For this study, the word ''survey' was deleted from the title of
the instrument and from the second criterion with permission from the
- l - N -

Newipsychoﬁetric‘measures of reliability were developed
from the anaiysns of twenty four (2&) randomiy seiected JOurnai

articies (10 percent of .the sampiing unjts) by an expert panel of three

The articies wére; seiected from the survey popuiation Qf
a(. Lo

research articles and exciuded from the survey population fQPiOWIﬁg the
I Bo

. - . ¢

“ﬁ,

tributlon to thearticle pOpgfd

artlcies from Amerlcan Journal Of‘PUbIIC Heaitr

~

the Jburnai of'Schdbi Health,

Ly

ton. The sampie.COnSisted of seven

e

e ) v . ‘.
three_articJes from Heaith.Education,

—— .

.two artlcies each from the Journaifof the American Coi]ege ﬁeaith

¥

Assocxation, Heaith Values: Achleving ngh Level Wellness, and D

» .

séven articles from -

b =

—~

-

International Journal gi Heal th Educatlon, and one article from'Heaith.

4
. -

Education Quarterly. ., - - )

> - . .

Inter-rater reliability was assessed using the analysis of

- a -~
variance technique adjusted for differences in frames og reference as
“ N H . .

diiined'by Winer (1962, pp. 124-32).- In this‘teehnique, an individual
jddge'sxmean rating for aiﬁ mea;ures waa compared toﬁthe grand ‘mean
rating %f each judge. winer (1962) states, 'For data adjusted in this
way the %ithin-peopie variation is free of any source of variation

P,

which is a function of differences in frames of reference for the

-

judges' (p. 129).

Results : -
. ' . / )Q - “
This study attegpted to measure the thoroughness of reported research

o 12 ;

14
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which appeared in the seven study journals Qy the appligation of the

”Instrum;nt to Evaluate Research' (Kohr eﬁa Suydam, 1970). The instru-
ment consisted of nine triteria whigh’dealt with the presentation

of ‘the research problem(s); sampling procedures, statistical methods,

'Eénclusions, and the generalizability of the study.

Table 2 illustrates that the'%rticles in Health Education Quarterly.

-

(2.52) most thoroughly provide the information assessed by the instru-

-

ment, followed by Americanvggyrnal gj_Public Health (2.77), interna-

fional Journal of Health Education (2.78), Jourral of School Health

', (2.91), Journal of the American College Health Association (2.96),

Health Values: Achieving High Level Qellness (3.03), and Heal ®h

Education (3.20): The mean rating for all journals across all criteria
was 3.00.
- When the experimental articles are considered by themseives, the

» -

mean rating was 2.83. The American Journal_gf»PubliE Health average

-

was 2.44, while the article in the Journal of School Health avesaged

N2 .

Table 3 provides a complete documentation of the mean ratings.
"The analysis of the ratings for the quasi-experimental articles

recutted in a mean rating of 2.79. -The range of criterion meagures

[ 4

'was 2.00 to 3.50. Health Education Quarterly (2.31) achieved the
a

F.ighest rating, followed by the American Journal gj_Publﬁc Heal th

(2.72), International Journal of Health Education (2.76), Journal

of School Health (2.93), Health Education (2.94), Health Values: Achieving

High Level Wellness (2.95), and Journal of the American College Health

o 5 . .
Association (2.98). Agtho?ough presentation of the mean ratings of

'\

-

13




the quasi-experimental articles is presented in Table 4.

~ ~

The mean rating for non-experimental articles was 2.95. Health

Education Quanterly (2.49) received the highest rating, followed by !

y P
the American Journal of Public Healﬁﬁ (2.81), Jou?ﬁ%ﬁ of School Health

A

(2.87), Journal of the American'CoIIegeAHealth Association (3.11),

-

. i ) -
Health Values: Achieving High Level Hellness (3.]9),'énd Heal th

-

Education (3.33). The mean ratings for the noﬁ-expgrimental articles

S . s 3
¢ is presented in Table 5. L
. - »
. o« o . -3
Reliability . ,

.. ®

The reliability of the article asseSSmths was estimated by using
Friedman's analysis of variance technique for nonparametric statistics.
‘ The»unédjusted'f-ratié equal ied 7.Ili23,72 df;‘p<.01. The adjusted
. . analysis of variance for diffefences i1n the frames of reference between
Judges‘produced an F-ratio which equalled 10.7T7 w{th 23,69 df;p<.01.

3
The correlation coefficient for the adjusted data was .91.

-

The coefficient of stability was computed for the nine criterion

* measures in the " oftrument to Evaluate Research.'! After every group of
- 25 art.cles was evaluated, this procedure was ‘employed to assess the

continuity of measurement. This procedure, in association with the

.

assessment of inter-rater reliability, was emhloyed to limit §ingle
rater bias in the measurement process. The coefficients ranged from

.63 to 1.00. The chronclogical progression of the coefficients was as
e .

follows: .63, .63, .74, .63, .74, .74, §85, .85, 1.00, 1.00. The mean

- ’

stability coefficient was .78.
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Discussion \

. .
The results .indicated that the seven study journals similarly

e

report the infqrmation addressed by the “lnstrument to Evaluate Resear.ch."

It appears that,the statement and significance of the problem appear to

s

be understated in the articles analyzed while the sampling procedures,
]

-

population definitior, and the adequacy of the measuring instrument

’

seems to be satisfactorily addressed. Howev¥r, a previous analysis of

< 3

these data (Frazer, 1982) indicated no relationship between these meang,

and a rating of the value of the jourhal to practicing health educators.

.
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Sumary and Categorization of Articles from Seven Journals . w

Comprisifig Study Population May 1980-May 1981 - . .
. , |
-~ i ¢
' 0 0 c W s 8 )
e Q Q ~ Q e o
i o "o - — — — ) —
I 2 =R T I B 1 1 ©
* . 0. ' 0 -A e 0o T I "HE 89 ,_HE
dy ud-| g5 ek BB, vk ogg coex g v
5 erlye 3. opie B9 snd B8R pld §E
. . . . . ' O
35 kf |48 8R4k 55 888 5E BED B2
JOURNALS ¢ :92 &E ZE [ Z an i [ o an
American College Health ! .
M Association 41 9.2 0 0.0 ] 31.8 6 14.6 22 53.6
American Public Health , , .
Association? 133 29.7 .2 1.5 61 45.8 67 %50.4 3 2.3
Health Edutation 57 12.7 0 0.0 4 7.0 4 7.0, 49 86.0 )
Health IEducation~ . ’ ' :
-Quarterly 23 5.1 0 0.0 4 17.4 6 - .26.1 13 56.5 |, |
alth: Values Achieving ” .
High Level Wellness 37 8.2 2 - 5.4 -4 10.8 4 10.8 27 73.0
International Journal ) : .. : .
of lealth Education 26 5.8 -0 0.0 ‘ 8 30.8 4 15.4 14 53.8
Schc;ol flealth ¥ 131. 29.3 1 < 0.8 27 20.6 - 23 17.6 80. 61.0 J
) T . .
Z
TOTAL 448 100.0-| 5 . 1.2 121 27.0 114 25.5 208 46.3
. . .

-

-




' CA , v S
i ' ¢ . ' ~x
, A TABLE 2 ‘ | )
%: ‘ - ‘,, 2 ] . - )_‘ ) .. i « 6 1,\ ) . é
oA, R Grand Mean Ratings Based on Instrument Criteria - ’ '
, ‘ ‘ * for the Seven Study Journals -’ , ' :
i . o . e i ' i
: ” [ . > .
, . INSTRUMENT CRITERIA ﬁ - . /L ;:
JOURNAL 1, 2 3 . 4 " .5 6 7 8 9 X .
American College Health ' . _ o S
Association (N=16) 3.36---3.13  2.43, 2.27 3.00 3.00° 3.06 %12 3.20% 2.9 A
ican Public Health | | ~
rican ic Hea
A'A“:sociation (N=12%) 3.3 312 2.47  2.49 2.87 2.62 2.58 2,76 2.85 2.77
_ - . ) N . . N R
®  Health Education (N=5) 3.83 3.67 2.78 2.95 3.00 kos s.05 3.05 .45 3.20 %Q
‘ / ‘ :
Health Education . ’ i
Quarterly -(N=9) _ 2.89 2.78 2.22 2.i11 2.67 ' 2,22 2.67 2.67 2.44 2,52
ot . ) . . * i . ¢ -
Health Values: Achieving ~ n .
v High Level Wellness (N=8) 3.3 3.25 300 2.8 3.13 2.88" -2.88 2.75 3.13  3.03
International Journal of - ' :
**Health Education (N=10) 33,..0% 2,80 2.50 2.40 3.00 2.80 3.00 2.60 2.87 2.78
. . 'y . ) . ~
School Health (N=45) 3.16 3.05 2.73 20 2,98 2.80 2.8 2.96 2.96 2.91
Mean £ 325 3.3 2.59  2.55 2,95 2.77 2.87 2.84 2,91 3.00 - /
Mean Rating Scale: 1l=high/positive . .
: 5=low/negative , .
) . - " § t
. , ) ' o \
21 . . . ~. . | . : 22 . i
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F- S

61

S5=1low/negative
*Three experimental articles utilized iyi_ability assessment were excluded.

-
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- {/ TABLE 3 ;o
Py ) . 1
< Mean Ratings B~sed on Instrument Criteria
for the Seven Study Journals
(Experimental Articles Only)* :
= INSTRUMENT CRITERIA
: - ~
JOURNAL 1 2 30 4 5 6 7 8 9 X
. ! ~ *
American College Health
Association (N=0) o - - - - - - . - -
American Public Health é
Association (N=1) 3.00 3.00 2.00 2.00 3.00 3.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.44
Health Education (N=0) - - } - - - - - - -
Health Education ) ’
‘Quarterly (N=0) _ - - - - - - - - - .
- .
Health Values: Achieving )
High Level Wellness (N=0) - - - - - - - - - -
International Journal uf -
Heaith Education (N50) K - ) ) ) . ) i i )
School Health (N=1) 2.00  3.00 2.00° 3.00 3.00- 4.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.22
_ Mean\ 2.50 3.00 2.00 2.50 3.00 3.50 2.50 2.50 2.50 2.83
‘Mean Rating Scale: 1=high/positive ‘ ~




' TABLE 4 P
. . . Mean Ratmgs Basalfon Instrunent Criteria )
) - ' « for the Seven Study Journals
£, - ) . (Quas:. Expernnental Artlcles Only)* ’
' ' INSTRIMENT CRITERTA N
JOURNAL o 1° 2 324 5 6 7 8 9 X
Amer].can Colle e Hga]_th * 3425 - 3.00 ZHSB 2.03  3.00 3.00 « 3.00 3.08 3.33 2.98
' Assocmtlon 11) \ ) . _ -
“"A‘gg;g‘;‘;tf;‘ﬁ’,ll&fﬁﬁl“{‘ 3.05 3.12 2.52 2.47 2.78 2.57 2.8 2.62 2.85 2.72
lealth Education (V=2). .3.50 3.00 3.00 3.50 3.00 2.50 2.50 2.50 3.00 2.94
Health Bducatlon e .
Quarterly (N- ) _2.78- 2.75 2.25 ©2.00 2.50° 2.00 2,25 2,00 2.25 2.3
1th Valpes: -Achieving. ' ) -
"fgg,ﬁhmie’;ew€1lnes§ (N§4) 3.00 3,00 3.00 2.75 3.25.2.75  3.00 2.75 '3.00 2.95
Internationa}l Journal of _ .
llealth Fducation (N~6) 300 5.00 2.00 2.33 3.00 3.00 " 3.00 3.00 2.67 2.76
Schéol Health (N=24) 317 3.13.°2.92 2.83 2.96 2.7T  2.83 2.9 2.88 2.93 .-
Mean 3.10 3.00 2.61 2.56 2.93 2,65 2.70 2.70 2.8 2.79
Mean Rating Scale: 1 1=high/positive ¥ '

5=low/negative

. *Iwelve quasi-experimental articles utlllze{ in the rellablhty assessment were excluded.




TABLE 5

Mean Ratings Based on Instrument Criteria

for the Seven Study Journals

Non- Expernnental Articles Only)*

"

N

L2

INSTRUMENT CRITERIA :
JOURNAL 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 X _
American College Health )
*Association (N=5) 3.60 3.40 2.60 2.80 3.00 3.00 3.20 3.20 3.20  3.11
R . - ¢ &
Anerican Public Health 3.21 3.13 2.43 2.51 2.95 2.65 2.67 2.89 2.86 2.8l
Health Education (N=3) 4.00° 4.00 2.67 2.67 3.00 3.33 3.33 3.33 3.67  3.33
Health Educaticn )
N=5 3.00 2.80 2.20- 2.20 2.80 2.40 2.40 2.60 2.00 2.49
Quarterly (N=5) . :
Health Values: Achieving ' .
ligh Level Wellness (Ne4)| 3.75 3.50 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 2.75 2.75 3.25  3.19
e toamhy | 305 2.50 2.80 2.50 3.00 2.50 3,00 300 3.00 2.82
School Health (N=20) 3.21 2.95 2.53 2.53 3.00 2.8 2.79 2.95 3.05 2.87 N
Mean 3.40 3.18 2.60 2.60 2.9 2.82 2.88 2.95 3.00. 2.95
Mean Rating Scale: 1=high/positive - .
N 5= low/nefative_ ) :
- *Nine non- experlmental articles utilized %1 reliability assessment were exclud~d. ‘
>
2~




