Purpose of the Study
Critical health issues continue to face the new generation of students.  Saving the environment, domestic violence, fitness, nutrition, sexually transmitted diseases and drug abuse stand in the forefront as obstacles to not only the health of  millennium students, but to all individuals.  The value of the Health 11 class at Los Angeles Southwest College (LASC) is in its potential to expand the knowledge base of its students and potentially modify behavior to improve their personal health by preventing and/or delaying the onset of health conditions. The implication of introducing the six dimensions of health concept (physical, emotional, social, environmental, intellectual and spiritual) has the potential for saving and/or prolonging lives.  The purpose of this study is to investigate student’s perception about their health and determine if the Health 11 class had a positive impact on those perceptions.
Research Question

Did students’ perception of their holistic health change after completing the Fall, 2009, traditional Health 11 class?
Methodology
This study focuses on student’s perception of their health.  In particular, it focuses on the impact teaching and learning in the Health 11 class at LASC effected their perception of a healthy lifestyle.  

Design

This research project used a quantitative research methods design.  Quantitative analysis allows for generalizations across different populations (Salant and Dillman, 1994).

Data Collection & Analysis:  The Quantitative Paradigm

Sample

The total population of all traditional Health 11 classes held at LASC was surveyed.  A total of 364 surveys were collected (Table 1).  Approximately 63% pretest surveys and 38% of post test surveys were returned.
Table 1:  Frequency of Surveys

	
	Frequency
	Percent

	Pre Test
	227
	62.4

	Post Test
	137
	37.6

	Total
	364
	100


Instrumentation


Data were collected using a survey instrument developed by Health Education professors at LASC.  Items in the instrument were developed from the review of the literature and a review of various surveys relevant to this study.  Relevant instruments that influenced the development of this survey include

· Comprehensive Health Assessment (Payne, Hahn, and Lucas, 2009).
The Comprehensive Health Assessment helped identify areas in which individuals could make positive changes and serve as a motivator for the implementation of behavior change (Payne, et al).

The previously mentioned survey, along with other relevant research literature, influenced the development of the constructed instrument for this study.  The instrument has six major sections of inquiry:  Physical Health, Intellectual Health, Spiritual Health, Environmental Health, Emotional Health and Social Health.  Each major section has various sub sections that speak to the specifics.  Cronbach’s alpha indicated that the instrument was reliable. Face and content validity were reviewed by a panel of experts.

The Constructed Survey Instrument


The survey instrument was divided into six sections that represented the six dimensions of health:  Physical Health, Intellectual Health, Spiritual Health, Environmental Health, Emotional Health and Social Health.  Sixty likert scale items and three open ended questions are contained in the survey.  Ten items assess each specific dimension of health.  All likert scale items ranged from “rarely” (1) to “always” (4).
Data Analysis


Parametric tests for validity and reliability were conducted on the collected data.  Likert scale items in each section of the constructed survey were highly or moderately correlated.  The internal consistency reliability of the scale was evaluated using Crombach’s alpha.  Individual sections of the survey were highly correlated with an internal consistency reliability rating of:  physical health (alpha = .7913), social health (alpha = .7886), intellectual health (alpha = .7313), spiritual health (alpha = .8283) and environmental health (alpha = .8487).  One section of the constructed survey were moderately related, emotional health (alpha = .6844).  The primary statistical analyses, to address the research question, were descriptive (frequencies, means, modes, percentages, etc).  Inferential statistics (analysis of variance, t-test, multiple regression or chi square) were used to determine differences between pre- and post-test groups and to assess multivariate relationships in the data.  
Validity

Validity refers to the degree to which a study assesses the specific concept that the researcher is attempting to measure.  It is calculated on its face value or on its content.  Content validity is based upon the extent to which a measurement reflects the specific intended domain of content (Carmines & Zeller, 1991) while face validity is concerned with how a measure appears to reliably measure the specific research question (Fink, 1985).  To determine content validity, this survey was evaluated by professors in the Health Education field, all having substantial knowledge of the practice of holistic health.  These individuals assessed the document and offered recommendations for clarity which were implemented before submitting to the participants.  Face validity was determined by the same panel of experts at LASC.
Presentation and Analysis of Data

Physical Dimension of Health
Payne et al (2009) suggests that the physical dimension of health is most important in many circumstances.   It is a state of well-being void of disease or illness. To achieve physical wellness and maintain it once it is achieved, one must maintain a well balanced diet, exercise regularly, avoid harmful behaviors and substances, and protect oneself from accidents.  
Pre Test

Nearly 46% of all respondents indicated they usually had a strong immune system and were able to fight off most infectious diseases which is comparable to the 44.1% that responded that their body usually heals quickly when injured or sick.  Only 24% declared they always felt good about their body while nearly 60% indicated they rarely or sometimes engaged in vigorous activities.  Table 2 lists each pre test variable and the responses to each in descending mean order.
Table 2:  Physical Dimension of Health – Pre test - Frequency Distribution

	Variable
	N
	M
	SD
	Rarely
	Sometimes
	Usually
	Always

	Strong immune system
	225
	2.95
	.915
	21

9.3%
	36

16%
	103

45.8%
	64

28.4%

	Body heals itself quickly
	220
	2.90
	.909
	20

9.1%
	41

18.6%
	100

44.1%
	58

26.4%

	Desirable weight
	227
	2.79
	2.184
	33

14.5%
	63

27.8%
	78

34.4%
	52

22.9%

	Listen to body/seek advise
	226
	2.74
	1.036
	30

13.3%
	67

29.6%
	62

27.4%
	66

29.2%

	Lots of energy
	222
	2.65
	.889
	18

8.1%
	85

38.3%
	77

34.7%
	41

18.5%

	Feel good about condition of body
	224
	2.61
	1.036
	39

17.4%
	64

28.2%
	67

29.9%
	54

24.1%

	7-8 hours of sleep/night
	222
	2.56
	1.048
	42

18.9%
	65

29.3%
	52

23.4%
	52

23.4%

	Warm up and cool down
	218
	2.31
	1.105
	65

29.8%
	64

29.4%
	45

20.6%
	44

20.2%

	Engage in vigorous activity
	225
	2.29
	1.086
	67

29.8%
	68

30.2%
	48

21.3%
	42

18.7%

	Exercises to strength muscles and joints
	221
	2.17
	.976
	64

29%
	80

36.2%
	52

23.5%
	25

11.3%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


(N = number of valid responses; M = mean; SD = standard deviation)
Post Test

Nearly 50% of all respondents indicated they usually had a strong immune system and were able to fight off most infectious diseases which is comparable to the 50.7% that responded that their body usually heals quickly when injured or sick.  Over 32% indicated they listened to their body and sought advice when something is deemed wrong.  However, nearly 50% of all respondents indicated that they rarely or only sometimes engage in vigorous exercise while nearly 56% indicated they felt good about the condition of their body.
Table 3:  Physical Dimension of Health – Post test - Frequency Distribution

	Variable
	N
	M
	SD
	Rarely
	Sometimes
	Usually
	Always

	Strong immune system
	134
	3.04
	.774
	4
3%
	25
18.7%
	66
49.3%
	39
29.1%

	Body heals itself quickly
	136
	2.98
	.765
	4
2.9%
	29
21.3%
	69
50.7%
	34
25%

	Lots of energy
	136
	2.88
	.802
	6
4.4%
	35
25.7%
	65
47.8%
	30
22.1%

	Listen to body/seek advise
	137
	2.82
	1.002
	16
11.7%
	35
25.5%
	44
32.1%
	42
30.7%

	Feel good about condition of body
	135
	2.76
	.893
	9
6.7%
	47
34.8%
	47
34.8%
	32
23.7%

	Desirable weight
	137
	2.69
	.936
	17

12.4%
	36

26.3%
	56

40.9%
	28

20.4%

	7-8 hours of sleep/night
	136
	2.68
	1.001
	18

13.2%
	42

30.9%
	41

30.1%
	35

25.7%

	Engage in vigorous activity
	136
	2.52
	1.082
	30

22.1%
	37

27.2%
	37

27.2%
	32

23.5%

	Warm up and cool down
	136
	2.44
	1.101
	34

25%
	39

28.7%
	32

23.5%
	31

22.8%

	Exercises to strength muscles and joints
	137
	2.36
	1.013
	30

21.9%
	52

38%
	31

22.6%
	24

17.5%


Pre Test Cumulative Frequencies
The cumulative totals for all respondents varied, with forty being the maximum score.  The totals ranged from 10 to 40 (Table 4).   Thirty three surveys were incomplete; therefore, only 85.5% (n=194) usable surveys were used in this analysis.  The mean total was 25.65 with a standard deviation of 5.657.    
Table 4: Physical Dimension of Health - Pre test – Cumulative Frequency Distribution
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Post Test Cumulative Frequencies
The cumulative totals for all respondents varied, with forty being the maximum score.  The totals ranged from 15 to 40 (Table 5).   Ten surveys were incomplete; therefore, only 92.7% (n=127) usable surveys were used in this analysis.  The mean total was 27.45 with a standard deviation of 5.801.  It is interesting to note that 2.4% of all respondents were outstanding in this dimension.
Table 5: Physical Dimension of Health - Post test – Cumulative Frequency Distribution
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Pre Test Scaled Frequencies
The cumulative totals for all respondents varied, with forty being the maximum score.  The scale ranged from below 20 (poor) to 35 – 40 (Outstanding).   Thirty three surveys were incomplete; therefore, only 85.5% (n=194) usable surveys were used in this analysis.  The mean total was 2.24 with a standard deviation of .747, corresponding to more that 60% of all respondents scoring between 20 and 30, “Your health risks are showing”.   Approximately 21% scored between 30 and 35, “Good.  There’s room for improvement” while only 7.2% maintained an outstanding score between 35 and 40 (Table 6).
Table 6:  Physical Dimension of Health – Pre Test – Scaled Frequency Ratings
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Post Test Scaled Frequencies
The cumulative totals for all respondents varied, with forty being the maximum score.  The scale ranged from below 20 (poor) to 35 – 40 (Outstanding).   Ten surveys were incomplete; therefore, only 92.7% (n=127) usable surveys were used in this analysis.  The mean total was 2.41 with a standard deviation of .790, corresponding to more that 52% of all respondents scoring between 20 and 30, “Your health risks are showing”.   Approximately 29% scored between 30 and 35, “Good.  There’s room for improvement” while only 10.2% maintained an outstanding score between 35 and 40 (Table 7)
Table 7:  Physical Dimension of Health – Post Test – Scaled Frequency Ratings [image: image4.wmf]Physical Health score Ratings

11

8.0

8.7

8.7

66

48.2

52.0

60.6

37

27.0

29.1

89.8

13

9.5

10.2

100.0

127

92.7

100.0

10

7.3

137

100.0

poor below 20

fair  20 - 30

good 30 - 35

outstanding 35 - 40

Total

Valid

System

Missing

Total

Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative

Percent


Emotional Dimension of Health

Payne et al (2009) explains that the emotional dimension of health encompasses our ability to see the world as it is, in a realistic manner.  It further entails our ability to cope with stress, remain flexible and compromise to resolve conflict (p. 16).  Emotional health refers to both our emotional and mental states, and our thoughts and feelings. It involves awareness and acceptance of a wide range of feelings in oneself and others, the ability to express emotions, to function independently and to cope with the challenges of daily stressors.

Pre Test

Nearly 75% of all respondents indicated they always “avoided alcohol to help them forget their problems” and it was “easy to laugh about things that happen Seventy eight percent indicated they were usually or always “chronic worriers and tend to be suspicious”.  Over 20% declared they rarely or sometimes are “flexible and adapt to change positively”.  Table 8 lists each pre test variable and the responses to each in descending mean order.
Table 8:  Emotional Dimension of Health – Pre test - Frequency Distribution

	Variable
	N
	M
	SD
	Rarely
	Sometimes
	Usually
	Always

	Avoid using alcohol
	219
	3.53
	.910
	15

6.8%
	18

8.2%
	23

10.5%
	163

74.4%

	Feel good about myself
	223
	3.5
	.709
	4
1.8%
	16
7.2%
	68
30.5%
	135
60.5%

	Easy to laugh about things
	224
	3.34
	.794
	15
6.8%
	18
8.2%
	23
10.5%
	163
74.4%

	Friends think I’m emotionally stable
	221
	3.19
	.916
	15
6.8%
	30
13.6%
	73
33%
	103
46.6%

	Chronic worrier
	217
	3.16
	.983
	21
9.7%
	27
12.4%
	66
30.4%
	103
47.5%

	Express feeling without feeling silly
	217
	3.16
	.983
	6
2.7%
	45
20.4%
	79
35.7%
	91
41.2%

	Flexible and adapt to change positively
	221
	3.19
	.916
	6
2.7%
	41
18.3%
	100
44.6%
	77
34.4%

	When upset, I try to talk and work things out.
	221
	2.99
	.934
	15
6.8%
	52
23.5%
	74
33.5%
	80
36.2%

	Recognize when stressed and take steps to relax
	218
	2.99
	.921
	13
6%
	54
24.8%
	73
33.5%
	78
35.8%

	When angry, let others know in non offensive way
	217
	2.67
	.942
	28
12.9%
	59
27.2%
	86
39.6%
	44
20.3%


Post Test

Over 70% of all respondents indicated they usually or always “”avoid using alcohol to help me forget my problems”; while 22.2% declared that they rarely or sometimes avoid using alcohol to forget their problems.  Nearly 80% indicated their friends thought they were unstable.
Table 9:  Emotional Dimension of Health – Post test - Frequency Distribution

	Variable
	N
	M
	SD
	Rarely
	Sometimes
	Usually
	Always

	Avoid using alcohol
	135
	3.36
	1.062
	15
11.1%
	15
11.1%
	11
8.1%
	94
69.6%

	Feel good about myself
	136
	3.36
	.737
	2
1.5%
	15
11%
	51
37.5%
	68
50%

	Easy to laugh about things
	137
	3.24
	.753
	2
1.5%
	20
14.6%
	58
42.3%
	57
41.6%

	Chronic worrier
	134
	3.11
	.890
	9
6.7%
	19
14.2%
	54
40.3%
	52
38.8%

	Friends think I’m emotionally stable
	137
	3.09
	.873
	8
5.8%
	22
16.1%
	56
40.9%
	51
37.2%

	Flexible and adapt to change positively
	135
	3.03
	.772
	3
2.2%
	29
21.5%
	64
47.4%
	39
28.9%

	Express feeling without feeling silly
	133
	3.01
	.875
	6
4.5%
	32
24.1%
	50
37.6%
	45
33.8%

	When upset, I try to talk and work things out
	136
	2.85
	.821
	6
4.4%
	39
28.7%
	60
44.1%
	31
22.8%

	When angry, let others know in non offensive way
	133
	2.83
	.845
	9
6.8%
	33
24.8%
	62
46.6%
	29
21.8%

	Recognize when stressed and take steps to relax
	131
	2.88
	.886
	8
6.1%
	36
27.5%
	51
38.9%
	36
27.5%


Pre Test Cumulative Frequencies

The cumulative totals for all respondents varied, with forty being the maximum score.  The totals ranged from 18 to 40 (Table 10).   Thirty surveys were incomplete; therefore, only 86.8% (n=197) usable surveys were used in this analysis.  The mean total was 31.84 with a standard deviation of 4.343.  It is interesting to note that only 1% of all respondents were outstanding in this dimension.
Table 10: Emotional Dimension of Health - Pre test – Cumulative Frequency Distribution
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Post Test Cumulative Frequencies
The cumulative totals for all respondents varied, with forty being the maximum score.  The range is 21.  The totals ranged from 19 to 40 (Table 4).   Thirty surveys were incomplete; therefore, only 85.4% (n=117) usable surveys were used in this analysis.  The mean was 30.87 with a standard deviation of 4.326.   

Table 11: Emotional Dimension of Health - Post test – Cumulative Frequency Distribution
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Pre Test Scaled Frequencies
The cumulative totals for all respondents varied, with forty being the maximum score.  The scale ranged from below 20 (poor) to 35 – 40 (Outstanding).   Thirty surveys were incomplete; therefore, only 86.8% (n=197) usable surveys were used in this analysis.  The mean total was 3.03 with a standard deviation of .785, corresponds to 40.1% of all respondents scoring between 30 and 35, “Good.  There’s room for improvement.”   Nearly 32% scored between 35 and 40, “Outstanding” while nearly 30% maintained a score between 20 and 30, “Fair.  Your health risks are showing.” (Table 12)
Table 12:  Emotional Dimension of Health – Pre Test – Scaled Frequency Ratings
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Post Test Scaled Frequencies
The cumulative totals for all respondents varied, with forty being the maximum score.  The scale ranged from below 20 (poor) to 35 – 40 (Outstanding).   Nineteen surveys were incomplete; therefore, only 86.1% (n=118) usable surveys were used in this analysis.  The mean was 2.81 with a standard deviation of .762, corresponds to 37.3% of all respondents scoring between 20 and 30, “Fair.  Your health risks are showing.”   Nearly 21% scored between 35 and 40, “Outstanding” while nearly over 41% obtained a score between 30 and 35, “Good.  There’s room for improvement.” (Table 13)

Table 13:  Emotional Dimension of Health – Post Test – Scaled Frequency Ratings
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Social Dimension of Health

Payne et al (2009) describes the Social Dimension of Health as the ability to interact effectively with other people and the social environment, to develop satisfying interpersonal relationships, and to fulfill social roles. It involves active participation in the community and making positive contributions to society. Additionally social implies living in harmony with fellow human beings, developing positive independent relationships with others, and practicing healthy sexual behaviors.
Pre Test

Over 90% of all respondents indicated them usually or always “Try to be a better person and work on behaviors to improve social interactions”, while over 30% responded that they rarely or sometimes “Participate in a variety of social activities”.  Nearly 90% indicated they were usually or always “Open and accessible to a loving relationship”.  However, only 82% responded that they usually or always “Have someone I can talk to about my feelings”.  Table 14 lists each pre test variable and the responses to each in ascending mean order.

Table 14:  Social Dimension of Health – Pre test - Frequency Distribution

	Variable
	N
	M
	SD
	Rarely
	Sometimes
	Usually
	Always

	Participate in variety of social activities
	222
	3.00
	.977
	19
8.6%
	49
22.1%
	68
30.6%
	86
38.7%

	Consider how what I say might be conceived
	221
	3.10
	.849
	11
5%
	36
16.3%
	93
42.1%
	81
36.7%

	Get along well with family members
	220
	3.26
	.813
	8
3.6%
	27
12.3%
	84
38.2%
	101
45.9%

	Feel good about first impressions I make
	222
	3.27
	.756
	3
1.4%
	32
14.4%
	88
39.6%
	99
44.6%

	Consider the feelings of others
	221
	3.35
	.815
	5
2.3%
	33
14.9%
	63
28.5%
	120
54.3%

	Have someone to talk about feelings
	218
	3.36
	.815
	14
6.4%
	25

11.5%
	48
22%
	131
60.1%

	Try to be better person and work on behaviors to improve social interactions
	219
	3.41
	.666
	1
.5%
	19
8.7%
	89
40.6%
	110
50.2%

	Am open, honest and easy going
	221
	3.45
	.722
	2
.9%
	24
10.9%
	68
30.8%
	127
57.5%

	Am a good listener
	220
	3.50
	.672
	1
.5%
	19
8.6%
	68
30.9%
	132
60%

	Open and accessible to a loving relationship
	220
	3.53
	.711
	3
1.4%
	19
8.6%
	57
25.9%
	141

64.1%


Post Test
Over 85% of all respondents indicated they usually or always “Try to be a better person and work on behaviors to improve social interactions”, while nearly 30% responded that they rarely or sometimes “Participate in a variety of social activities”.  Nearly 88% indicated they were usually or always “Open and accessible to a loving relationship”.  However, only 81% responded that they usually or always “Have someone I can talk to about my feelings”.  Table 15 lists each post test variable and the responses to each in ascending mean order.

Table 15:  Social Dimension of Health – Post test - Frequency Distribution

	Variable
	N
	M
	SD
	Rarely
	Sometimes
	Usually
	Always

	Participate in variety of social activities
	135
	2.96
	.836
	5

3.7%
	35
25.9%
	56
41.5%
	39
28.9%

	Consider how what I say might be conceived
	136
	3.18
	.788
	4
2.9%
	20
14.7%
	60
44.1%
	52
38.2%

	Try to be better person and work on behaviors to improve social interactions
	136
	3.26
	.798
	4
2.9%
	18
13.2%
	53

39%
	61
44.9%

	Get along well with family members
	137
	3.26
	.849
	8
5.8%
	12
8.8%
	54
39.4%
	63
46%

	Have someone to talk about feelings
	136
	3.27
	.946
	11
8.1%
	14
10.3%
	38
27.9%
	73
53.7%

	Feel good about first impressions I make
	137
	3.28
	.725
	1
.7%
	13

9.5%
	58
42.3%
	59
43.1%

	Open and accessible to a loving relationship
	136
	3.38
	.770
	3

2.2%
	15
11%
	45
33.1%
	73
53.7%

	Consider the feelings of others
	136
	3.40
	.734
	2
1.5%
	14
10.3%
	47
34.6%
	73
53.7%

	Am a good listener
	137
	3.42
	.614
	1
.7%
	6
4.4%
	65
47.4%
	65
47.5%

	Am open, honest and easy going
	137
	3.43
	.694
	1
.7%
	13
9.5%
	49
35.8%
	74
54%


Pre Test Cumulative Frequencies

The cumulative totals for all respondents varied, with forty being the maximum score.  The totals ranged from 19 to 40 (Table 10) with a range of 21.   Nineteen surveys were incomplete; therefore, only 91.6% (n=208) usable surveys were used in this analysis.  The mean was 33.31 with a standard deviation of 4.627.  
Table 16: Social Dimension of Health - Pre test – Cumulative Frequency Distribution
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Post Test Cumulative Frequencies

The cumulative totals for all respondents varied, with forty being the maximum score.  The totals ranged from 20 to 40 (Table 10) with a range of 20.   Seven surveys were incomplete; therefore, only 94.4% (n=130) usable surveys were used in this analysis.  The mean was 32.85 with a standard deviation of 4.589.  

Table 16: Social Dimension of Health - Post test – Cumulative Frequency Distribution
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Pre Test Scaled Frequencies
The cumulative totals for all respondents varied, with forty being the maximum score.  The scale ranged from below 20 (poor) to 35 – 40 (Outstanding).   Nineteen surveys were incomplete; therefore, only 91.6% (n=208) usable surveys were used in this analysis.  The mean was 3.24 with a standard deviation of .797, corresponding to 31.3% of all respondents scoring between 30 and 35, “Good.  There’s room for improvement.”   Over 46% scored between 35 and 40, “Outstanding” while nearly 22.6% obtained a score between 20 and 30, “Fair.  Your health risks are showing.” (Table 17)

Table 17:  Social Dimension of Health – Pre Test – Scaled Frequency Ratings
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Post Test Scaled Frequencies
The cumulative totals for all respondents varied, with forty being the maximum score.  The scale ranged from below 20 (poor) to 35 – 40 (Outstanding).   Seven surveys were incomplete; therefore, only 94.9% (n=130) usable surveys were used in this analysis.  The mean was 3.18 with a standard deviation of .782, corresponding to 36.3% of all respondents scoring between 30 and 35, “Good.  There’s room for improvement.”   Nearly 41% scored between 35 and 40, “Outstanding” while nearly 23.1% obtained a score between 20 and 30, “Fair.  Your health risks are showing.” (Table 18)

Table 18:  Social Dimension of Health – Post Test – Scaled Frequency Ratings
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Intellectual Dimension of Health


Payne et al (2009) defines the Intellectual Dimension of Health as the “ability to analyze, synthesize, hypothesize, and act upon information (p.17).  It refers to your ability to think, process and learn from life experiences, being open to new ideas, and the ability of one to question and evaluate information.  Simply, it is your ability to filter information, transport it to your own work and apply it to new knowledge (Harris Watkins, 2005).
Pre Test
Nearly 82% of all respondents indicated they usually or always “tend to act impulsively”; and “lose control over my emotions and act without thinking”.  In comparison, 90% indicated that they usually or always “learn from their mistakes and act differently the next time the same situation arises”.  Over 45% of all respondents indicated they rarely or sometimes “try to learn about products before making purchases”.  Table 19 lists each pre test variable and the responses to each in descending mean order.
Table 19:  Intellectual Dimension of Health – Pre Test – Frequency Distribution
	Variable
	N
	M
	SD
	Rarely
	Sometimes
	Usually
	Always

	Follow directions to keep safe
	205
	3.48
	.654
	2
1%
	12
5.9%
	77
37.6%
	114
55.6%

	Learn from mistakes and act differently next time
	206
	3.47
	.730
	4
1.9%
	17
8.3%
	63
30.6%
	122
59.2%

	Consider alternatives before making decisions
	207
	3.29
	.706
	1
.5%
	27
13%
	90
43.5%
	89
43%

	Friends and family trust my judgment
	189
	3.25
	.741
	3
1.6%
	25
13.2%
	83
43.9%
	78
41.3%

	Lose control over emotions and act without thinking
	207
	3.17
	.924
	17
8.2%
	22
10.5%
	76
36.7%
	92
44.4%

	Ready to respond to life’s challenges using sound judgment
	205
	3.14
	.813
	5
2.4%
	40
19.5%
	81
39.5%
	79
38.5%

	Tend to act impulsively
	202
	3.08
	.833
	11
5.4%
	29
14.4%
	94
46.5%
	68
33.7%

	Think about things I tell myself then examine evidence of feelings
	203
	3.03
	.875
	10
4.9%
	44
21.7%
	78
38.4%
	71
35%

	Manage time well
	205
	2.74
	.895
	18
8.8%
	61
29.8%
	82
40%
	44
21.5%

	Try to learn all I can about products before making purchases
	203
	2.58
	1.023
	37
18.2%
	56
27.6%
	66
32.5%
	44
21.7%


Post Test

Nearly 78% of all respondents indicated they usually or always “tend to act impulsively”; while nearly 85% declared that they “lose control over my emotions and act without thinking”.  In comparison, nearly 90% indicated that they usually or always “learn from their mistakes and act differently the next time the same situation arises”.  Over 56% of all respondents indicated they rarely or sometimes “try to learn about products before making purchases”.  Table 20 lists each pre test variable and the responses to each in descending mean order.
Table 20:  Intellectual Dimension of Health – Post Test – Frequency Distribution

	Variable
	N
	M
	SD
	Rarely
	Sometimes
	Usually
	Always

	Follow directions to keep safe
	123
	3.43
	.666
	0

0%
	12

9.8%
	46

37.4%
	65

52.8%

	Learn from mistakes and act differently next time
	123
	3.41
	.700
	1
.8%
	12
9.8%
	45
36.6%
	65
52.8%

	Lose control over emotions and act without thinking
	120
	3.27
	.807
	4
3.3%
	15
12.5%
	46
38.3%
	55
45.8%

	Friends and family trust my judgment
	118
	3.24
	.770
	2
1.7%
	18
15.3%
	48
40.7%
	50
42.4%

	Consider alternatives before making decisions
	123
	3.19
	.761
	2
1.6%
	20
16.3%
	54
43.9%
	47
38.2%

	Tend to act impulsively
	123
	3.04
	.927
	11
8.9%
	17
13.8%
	51
41.5%
	44
35.8%

	Ready to respond to life’s challenges using sound judgment
	121
	3.03
	.836
	6
5%
	22

18.2%
	55
45.5%
	38
31.4%

	Think about things I tell myself then examine evidence of feelings
	119
	3.02
	.920
	8
6.7%
	25
21%
	43
36.1%
	43
36.1%

	Manage time well
	121
	2.74
	.832
	7

5.8%
	40
33.1%
	51
42.1%
	23
19%

	Try to learn all I can about products before making purchases
	120
	2.38
	.996
	26
21.7%
	42
35%
	33
27.5%
	19
15.8%


Pre Test Cumulative Frequencies

The cumulative totals for all respondents varied, with forty being the maximum score.  The totals ranged from 19 to 40 (Table 21) with a range of 21.   Fifty seven surveys were missing data; therefore, only 74.9% (n=170) usable surveys were used in this analysis.  The mean was 31.47; mode was 30.00 with a standard deviation of 4.334.  
Table 21: Intellectual Dimension of Health - Pre test – Cumulative Frequency Distribution
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Pre Test Scaled Frequencies
The cumulative totals for all respondents varied, with forty being the maximum score.  The scale ranged from below 20 (poor) to 35 – 40 (Outstanding).   Fifty seven surveys were missing data; therefore, only 74.9% (n=170) usable surveys were used in this analysis.  The mean was 2.97 with a standard deviation of .741, corresponding to 29% of all respondents scoring between 20 and 30, “Fair.  Your health risks are showing.”   Over 45%% scored between 30 and 35, “Good.  There’s room for improvement” while nearly 26% obtained a score between 35 and 40, “Outstanding” (Table 23)

Table 23:  Intellectual Dimension of Health – Pre Test – Scaled Frequency Ratings
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Pre Test Scaled Frequencies
The cumulative totals for all respondents varied, with forty being the maximum score.  The scale ranged from below 20 (poor) to 35 – 40 (Outstanding).   Twenty six surveys were missing data; therefore, only 81% (n=111) usable surveys were used in this analysis.  The mean was 2.77 with a standard deviation of .722, corresponding to approximately 37% of all respondents scoring between 20 and 30, “Fair.  Your health risks are showing.”   Over 45% scored between 30 and 35, “Good.  There’s room for improvement” while approximately 16% obtained a score between 35 and 40, “Outstanding” (Table 24)

Table 24:  Intellectual Dimension of Health – Post Test – Scaled Frequency Ratings
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Spiritual Dimension of Health

Payne et al defines the Spiritual Dimension of Health as an “expanded perception of the universe” (p. 17).  Ross (1995) explains that the spiritual dimension is described and is interpreted as the need for: meaning, purpose and fulfillment in life; hope/will to live; belief and faith.  Simply, it is believing in something, real or imagined, that grants abundant significance to life.

Pre Test

Over 80% of the respondents indicated they always “believe life is precious” while only 51.2% responded they always “experience life to the fullest”.  Nearly 86% indicated they usually or always “have faith in a greater power”.  In contrast, nearly 15% declared they rarely or sometimes “had faith in a greater power”.  Ninety percent revealed they were usually or always “content with who I am” while only 47.1% of the respondents indicated they always “feel that I have a positive affect on others”.
Table 25:  Spiritual Dimension of Health – Pre Test – Frequency Distribution

	Variable
	N
	M
	SD
	Rarely
	Sometimes
	Usually
	Always

	Believe life is precious
	208
	3.73
	.625
	3
1.4%
	11

5.3%
	25
12%
	169
81.3%

	Have faith in greater power
	202
	3.50
	.830
	7
3.5%
	23
11.4%
	34
16.8%
	138
68.3%

	Content with who I am
	207
	3.50
	.769
	7
3.4%
	14
6.8%
	55
26.6%
	131
63.3%

	Take time to think about what’s important in life
	206
	3.48
	.710
	3
1.5%
	17
8.3%
	64
31.1%
	122
59.2%

	Engage in acts of good without expecting anything in return
	203
	3.34
	.813
	7
3.4%
	23
11.3%
	67
33%
	106
52.2%

	Feel that I have a positive affect on others
	208
	3.35
	.700
	2
1%
	21

10.1%
	87
41.8%
	98
47.1%

	Try to help those who are suffering through difficulty
	208
	3.33
	.754
	4
1.9%
	24
11.5%
	80
38.5%
	100
48.1%

	Work for peace in my relationships and in the world
	206
	3.32
	.780
	5
2.4%
	25
12.1%
	75
36.4%
	101
49%

	Experience life to the fullest
	207
	3.30
	.836
	7
3.4%
	29
14%
	65
31.4%
	106
51.2%

	Take time to enjoy nature
	206
	3.04
	.910
	11
5.3%
	48
23.3%
	69
33.5%
	78
37.9%


Post Test

Nearly 75% of all respondents indicated they always “believe life is precious” while only 59% responded they always “experience life to the fullest”.  Nearly 89% indicated they usually or always “have faith in a greater power”.  In contrast, nearly 12% declared they rarely or sometimes “had faith in a greater power”.  Over ninety percent revealed they were usually or always “content with who I am” while only 50.8% of all respondents indicated they always “feel that I have a positive affect on others”.
Table 26:  Spiritual Dimension of Health – Post Test – Frequency Distribution

	Variable
	N
	M
	SD
	Rarely
	Sometimes
	Usually
	Always

	Believe life is precious
	122
	3.66
	.665
	2
1.6%
	7
5.7%
	22

18%
	91
74.6%

	Content with who I am
	122
	3.55
	.657
	0

0%
	11

9%
	33

27%
	78

63.9%

	Have faith in greater power
	122
	3.49
	.785
	4
3.3%
	10
8.2%
	30
24.6%
	78
63.9%

	Take time to think about what’s important in life
	120
	3.48
	.745
	3
2.5%
	9
7.5%
	35
25.5%
	73
60.8%

	Experience life to the fullest
	122
	3.45
	.762
	3
2.5%
	11
9%
	36
29.5%
	72
59%

	Feel that I have a positive affect on others
	122
	3.39
	.699
	1
.8%
	12

9.8%
	47
38.5%
	62
50.8%

	Engage in acts of good without expecting anything in return
	121
	3.36
	.717
	1
.8%
	14
11.6%
	47
38.8%
	59
48.8%

	Try to help those who are suffering through difficulty
	121
	3.40
	.689
	0

0%
	14

11.6%
	45

37.2%
	62

51.2%

	Work for peace in my relationships and in the world
	122
	3.25
	.819
	3
2.5%
	20
16.4%
	42
34.4%
	57
46.7%

	Take time to enjoy nature
	122
	3.11
	.864
	6
4.9%
	21

17.2%
	48
39.3%
	47
38.5%


Pre Test Cumulative Frequencies

The cumulative totals for all respondents varied, with forty being the maximum score.  The totals ranged from 12 to 40 (Table 27) with a range of 28.   Thirty four surveys were missing data; therefore, only 85% (n=183) usable surveys were used in this analysis.  The mean was 34.21; mode was 37.00 with a standard deviation of 4.643.  
Table 27: Spiritual Dimension of Health - Pre test – Cumulative Frequency Distribution
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Post Test Cumulative Frequencies

The cumulative totals for all respondents varied, with forty being the maximum score.  The totals ranged from 20 to 40 (Table 28) with a range of 20.   Nineteen surveys were missing data; therefore, only 86.1% (n=118) usable surveys were used in this analysis.  The mean was 34.30; mode was 40 with a standard deviation of 4.836.  
Table 28: Spiritual Dimension of Health - Pre test – Cumulative Frequency Distribution
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Pre Test Scaled Frequencies
The cumulative totals for all respondents varied, with forty being the maximum score.  The scale ranged from below 20 (poor) to 35 – 40 (Outstanding).   Thirty four surveys were missing data; therefore, only 85% (n=193) usable surveys were used in this analysis.  The mean was 3.37 with a standard deviation of .760, corresponding to approximately 16% of all respondents scoring between 30 and 35,  “Good.  There’s room for improvement”.  Over 53% scored between 35 and 40, “Outstanding”, while less than 1% of all respondents obtained a score below 20, “Poor.  You may be taking serious and unnecessary risks with your health” (Table 29).

Table 29:  Spiritual Dimension of Health – Pre Test – Scaled Frequency Ratings
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Post Test Scaled Frequencies
The cumulative totals for all respondents varied, with forty being the maximum score.  The scale ranged from below 20 (poor) to 35 – 40 (Outstanding).   Nineteen surveys were missing data; therefore, only 86.1% (n=118) usable surveys were used in this analysis.  The mean was 3.36 with a standard deviation of .759, corresponding to approximately 30% of all respondents scoring between 30 and 35,  “Good.  There’s room for improvement”.  Over 53% scored between 35 and 40, “Outstanding”, while nearly 17% of all respondents obtained a score between 20 and 30 ”Fair.  Your health risks are showing” (Table 29).

Table 30:  Spiritual Dimension of Health – Post Test – Scaled Frequency Ratings
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Environmental Dimension of Health
Payne, et al (2009) defines the Environmental Dimension of Health as more than a concern for land, air, and water, but an extension of all “that is material and metaphysical surrounding each individual” (p. 19).  It encompasses the entire universe and its impact on your well-being.
Pre Test


Only 7.7% of all respondents indicated that usually or always “write elected officials about environmental concerns” while nearly 40% indicated they always “try not to leave water running”.  It is interesting to note that nearly 75% of all respondents rarely or sometimes “consider the amount of packaging covering a product when buying groceries” and less than 30% of participants usually or always “try to buy products that are recyclable”.
Table 31:  Environmental Dimension of Health – Pre Test – Frequency Distribution
	Variable
	N
	M
	SD
	Rarely
	Sometimes
	Usually
	Always

	Use both sides of the paper when taking notes
	216
	3.20
	1.022
	23
10.6%
	26
12%
	52
24.1%
	115
53.2%

	Try not to leave water running
	218
	3.01
	.991
	21
9.6%
	42
19.3%
	68
31.2%
	87
39.9%

	Reuse plastic bags, paper bags, tin foil
	215
	2.61
	1.125
	51
23.7%
	40
18.6%
	65
30.2%
	59
27.4%

	Recycle my garbage
	214
	2.58
	1.138
	48
24.4%
	57
26.6%
	45
21%
	64
29.9%

	Try to protect natural resources
	221
	2.54
	.902
	27
12.2%
	82
37.1%
	77
34.8%
	35
15.8%

	Vote for pro-environmental concerns
	213
	2.23
	1.160
	85
39.9%
	34
16%
	55
25.8%
	39
18.3%

	Try to buy products that are recyclable
	213
	2.02
	1.046
	86
40.4%
	65
30.5%
	34
16%
	28
13.1%

	Consider amount of packaging covering a product when buying groceries
	216
	1.85
	1.033
	111
51.4%
	48
22.2%
	35
16.2%
	22
10.2%

	Report people who intentionally hurt the environment
	216
	1.44
	.781
	153
70.8%
	40
18.5%
	15
6.9%
	8
3.7%

	Write elected officials about environmental concerns
	217
	1.28
	.672
	180
82.9%
	18
8.3%
	15
6.9%
	4
1.8%


Post Test


Only 17% of all respondents indicated that usually or always “write elected officials about environmental concerns” while nearly 42% indicated they always “try not to leave water running”.  It is interesting to note that only 66% of all respondents rarely or sometimes “consider the amount of packaging covering a product when buying groceries” and less than 20% of participants always “try to buy products that are recyclable”.
Table 32:  Environmental Dimension of Health – Post Test – Frequency Distribution
	Variable
	N
	M
	SD
	Rarely
	Sometimes
	Usually
	Always

	Use both sides of the paper when taking notes
	135
	3.21
	.980
	8
5.9%
	28
20.7%
	27
20%
	71
52.6%

	Try not to leave water running
	136
	3.01
	1.025
	15
11%
	25
18.4%
	39
28.7%
	57
41.9%

	Try to protect natural resources
	136
	2.67
	.844
	14
10.3%
	36
26.5%
	67
48.9%
	19
14%

	Reuse plastic bags, paper bags, tin foil
	135
	2.67
	1.151
	32
23.7%
	22
16.3%
	39
28.9%
	42
31.1%

	Recycle my garbage
	135
	2.64
	1.061
	25
18.5%
	33
24.4%
	42
31.1%
	35
25.9%

	Try to buy products that are recyclable
	135
	2.40
	1.087
	37
27.4%
	33
24.4%
	39
28.9%
	26
19.3%

	Consider amount of packaging covering a product when buying groceries
	133
	2.08
	1.112
	56
42.1%
	32
24.1%
	24
18%
	21
15.8%

	Vote for pro-environmental concerns
	134
	2.13
	1.156
	57
42.5%
	26
19.4%
	27
20.1%
	24
17.9%

	Report people who intentionally hurt the environment
	132
	1.61
	.897
	81
61.4%
	30
22.75
	13
9.8%
	8
6.1%

	Write elected officials about environmental concerns
	135
	1.58
	.958
	91
67.4%
	21
15.6%
	12
8.9%
	11
8.1%


Pre Test Cumulative Frequencies

The cumulative totals for all respondents varied, with forty being the maximum score.  The totals ranged from 10 to 40 (Table 33) with a range of 30.   Thirty seven surveys were missing data; therefore, only 83.3% (n=189) usable surveys were used in this analysis.  The mean was 22.63, with a standard deviation of 6.338.  
Table 33:  Environmental Dimension of Health - Pre test – Cumulative Frequency Distribution
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Post Test Cumulative Frequencies
The cumulative totals for all respondents varied, with forty being the maximum score.  The totals ranged from 11 to 40 (Table 34) with a range of 29.   Thirteen surveys were missing data; therefore, only 90.5% (n=124) usable surveys were used in this analysis.  The mean was 22.93, with a standard deviation of 6.911.  

Table 34:  Environmental Dimension of Health – Post Test – Cumulative Frequencies
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Pre Test Scaled Frequencies
The cumulative totals for all respondents varied, with forty being the maximum score.  The scale ranged from below 20 (poor) to 35 – 40 (Outstanding).   Thirty seven surveys were missing data; therefore, only 83.7% (n=190) usable surveys were used in this analysis.  The mean was 1.87 with a standard deviation of .789, corresponding to approximately 83% of all respondents scoring between below 20 and 30,  “Poor.  You may be taking serious and unnecessary risks with your health; Fair.  Your health risks are showing ”.  Only 3.5% scored between 35 and 40, “Outstanding”, while less than 1% of all respondents obtained a score below 20 (Table 35).

Table 35:  Environmental Dimension of Health – Pre Test – Scaled Frequency Ratings
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Pro Test Scaled Frequencies
The cumulative totals for all respondents varied, with forty being the maximum score.  The scale ranged from below 20 (poor) to 35 – 40 (Outstanding).   Thirteen surveys were missing data; therefore, only 90.5% (n=124) usable surveys were used in this analysis.  The mean was 2.0 with a standard deviation of .874, corresponding to approximately 51% of all respondents scoring between below 20 and 30, “Fair.  Your health risks are showing”.  Nearly 9% of all respondents scored between 35 and 40, “Outstanding”, while 29% of all respondents obtained a score below 20, “Poor.  You may be taking serious and unnecessary risks with your health” (Table 36).

Table 36:  Environmental Dimension of Health – Post Test – Scaled Frequency Ratings
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Cumulative Dimensions:  Physical, Spiritual, Emotional, Social, 

Intellectual, and Environmental

Pre Test


The cumulative totals for all respondents varied, with 240 being the maximum score.  The scale ranged from below 120 (poor) to 210 – 240 (Outstanding).   Nearly half of all respondents scored “Fair.  You are taking serious and unnecessary risks with your health while over 45% scored “Good.  There’s room for improvement” (Table 37).  Only 7.3% participants scored in the “Outstanding” range of the cumulative dimensions.
Table 37: Six Dimensions of Health – Pre Test – Scaled Cumulative Score
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Post Test

The cumulative totals for all respondents varied, with 240 being the maximum score.  The scale ranged from below 120 (poor) to 210 – 240 (Outstanding).   Over 55% of all respondents scored “Good.  There’s room for improvement” while over 40% scored “Fair.  You are taking serious and unnecessary risks with your health” (Table 38).  Only 3.7% of all participants scored in the “Outstanding” range of the cumulative dimensions.

Table 38: Six Dimensions of Health – Post Test – Scaled Cumulative Score
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Variances of Pre Test and Post Test

This study investigated student’s perception about their health within the six dimensions of wellness and determined if enrollment in the traditional Health 11 class at Los Angeles Southwest College had an impact on those perceptions.  Therefore, analysis of group differences is of interest.  T-tests were run to determine if there was a significant difference between the pre test and post test groups on all independent group variables.  T values were based on an independent groups test using a two-tailed probability which was based upon Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances.  (In tables, t values based upon “equal variances not assumed” are indicated in parentheses.)
Physical Dimension of Health

All Variables
Table 39 indicates two significant differences by test type regarding the physical dimension of health.  The t-test revealed that respondents’ perception about their health significantly changed after completing the Health 11 class.  They were more likely to “engage in vigorous exercise at least 30 minutes per day, 3-4 times per week” and “have lots of energy and can get through the day without being overly tired.”  
Table 39:  T-test:  Physical Dimension of Health – All Variables
	
	Pre Test
	Post Test
	
	

	Variable
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	t
	Sig t

	Lots in energy and can get through the day without being overly tired
	2.65
	.889
	2.88
	.802
	(-2.486)
	<.01

	Engage in vigorous exercise
	2.29
	1.086
	2.52
	1.082
	-1.980
	<.05


M = mean; SD = standard deviation

Cumulative Frequencies


Table 40 indicates that respondents were more likely, on average, to gain a better perception of their physical health after the Health 11 class.
Table 40:  T - test:  Physical Dimension of Health – Cumulative Frequencies
	
	Pre Test
	Post Test
	
	

	Variable
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	t
	Sig t

	Physical Health Frequencies
	25.83
	5.657
	27.45
	5.801
	-2.482
	.01



Scaled Frequencies
Respondents by test type were homogeneous in regards to the physical dimension of health.  The t-test failed to reveal a significantly reliable difference between the scaled scores of the pre and post test.  Table 41 reports the descriptive statistics.

Table 41:   T – test:  Physical Dimension of Health – Scaled Frequency Ratings
	
	Pre Test
	Post Test
	
	

	Variable
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	t
	Sig t

	Physical Health Scaled Scores
	2.24
	.747
	2.41
	.790
	-1.916
	.056


Emotional Dimension of Health


All Variables
Table 42 indicates respondents by test type were homogeneous in regards to the emotional dimension of health.  The t-test failed to reveal a significantly reliable difference between the variable frequencies of the pre- and post test.  Table 42 reports selected descriptive statistics.
Table 42:  T – test:  Emotional Dimension of Health -  All Variables
	
	Pre Test
	Post Test
	
	

	Variable
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	t
	Sig t

	Avoid using alcohol to help forget problems
	3.53
	.910
	3.36
	1.062
	(1.472)
	.142

	When angry, I let others know in non-offensive ways
	2.67
	.942
	2.83
	.845
	(-1.663)
	.097


Cumulative Frequencies

Respondents by test type were homogeneous in regards to the emotional dimension of health cumulative frequencies.  The t-test failed to reveal a significantly reliable difference between the combined frequency variable of the pre and post test.  Table 43 presents the descriptive statistics.
Table 43:  T - test:  Physical Dimension of Health – Cumulative Frequencies

	
	Pre Test
	Post Test
	
	

	Variable
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	t
	Sig t

	Emotional Health Frequency Scores
	31.84
	4.343
	30.87
	4.326
	1.918
	.056


Scaled Frequencies
Respondents by test type were heterogeneous in regards to the emotional dimension of health scaled response.  The t-test revealed a significant difference between the scaled scores of the pre- and post test.  The post test mean diverged negatively from the pre test mean.
Table 44:   T – test:  Emotional Dimension of Health – Scaled Frequency Ratings
	
	Pre Test
	Post Test
	
	

	Variable
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	t
	Sig t

	Emotional Health Scaled Scores
	3.03
	.785
	2.81
	.762
	2.343
	<.05


Social Dimension of Health

All Variables
Table 45 indicates respondents by test type were homogeneous in regards to the social dimension of health.  The t-test revealed no significantly reliable difference between the variable frequencies of the pre- and post test.  Table 45 illustrates this lack of difference.

Table 45:  T – test:  Social Dimension of Health – All Variables
	
	Pre Test
	Post Test
	
	

	Variable
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	t
	Sig t

	I feel good about first impressions I make
	3.27
	.756
	3.28
	.725
	-.032
	.974

	I participate in a variety of social activities
	3.00
	.977
	2.96
	.836
	.410
	.682


Cumulative Frequencies

Respondents by test type were homogeneous in regards to the social dimension of health cumulative frequencies.  There were no significantly reliable differences between the combined frequency variable of the pre and post test.  Table 46 illustrates this lack of difference.
Table 46:  T - test:  Social Dimension of Health – Cumulative Frequencies

	
	Pre Test
	Post Test
	
	

	Variable
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	t
	Sig t

	Social Health Cumulative Frequencies
	33.31
	4.627
	32.85
	4.589
	.880
	.379


Scaled Frequencies
Respondents by test type were homogeneous in regards to the physical dimension of health.  The t-test failed to reveal a significantly reliable difference between the scaled scores of the pre and post test.  Table 47 reports the descriptive statistics.

Table 47:   T – test:  Social Dimension of Health – Scaled Frequency Ratings
	
	Pre Test
	Post Test
	
	

	Variable
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	t
	Sig t

	Social Health Scaled Scores
	3.24
	.797
	3.18
	.782
	.663
	.508


 Intellectual Dimension of Health


All Variables
Table 48 indicates respondents by test type were homogeneous in regards to the intellectual dimension of health.  The t-test revealed no significantly reliable difference between the variable frequencies of the pre- and post test.  Table 48 illustrates this lack of difference.

Table 48:   T – test:  Intellectual Dimension of Health – All Variables
	
	Pre Test
	Post Test
	
	

	Variable
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	t
	Sig t

	Friends and family trust my judgment
	3.25
	.741
	3.24
	.770
	.129
	.897

	Ten to act impulsively
	3.08
	.833
	3.04
	.927
	.437
	.662


Cumulative Frequencies

Respondents by test type were homogeneous in regards to the intellectual dimension of health cumulative frequencies.  There were no significantly reliable differences between the combined frequency variables of the pre and post test.  Table 49 illustrates this lack of difference.
Table 49:   T – test:  Intellectual Dimension of Health – Frequency Distribution
	
	Pre Test
	Post Test
	
	

	Variable
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	t
	Sig t

	Intellectual Health Cumulative Frequencies
	33.47
	4.334
	30.63
	4.478
	1.567
	.118


Scaled Frequencies
Respondents by test type were heterogeneous in regards to the intellectual dimension of health scaled response.  The t-test revealed a significant difference between the scaled scores of the pre- and post test.  The post test mean diverged negatively from the pre test mean.  Table 50 illustrates this difference.

Table 50:   T – test:  Social Dimension of Health – Scaled Frequency Ratings
	
	Pre Test
	Post Test
	
	

	Variable
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	t
	Sig t

	Intellectual Health Scaled Scores
	2.97
	.741
	2.77
	.722
	2.187
	<.05



Spiritual Dimension of Health


All Variables
Table 51 indicates respondents by test type were homogeneous on the spiritual dimension of health.  The t-test revealed no significantly reliable difference between the variable frequencies of the pre- and post test.  Table 51 illustrates this lack of difference.

Table 51:   T – test:  Spiritual Dimension of Health – All Variables
	
	Pre Test
	Post Test
	
	

	Variable
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	t
	Sig t

	Believe life is precious
	2.97
	.741
	2.77
	.722
	1.028
	.305

	Content with who I am
	3.50
	.769
	3.55
	.657
	-.620
	.536


Cumulative Frequencies

Respondents by test type were homogeneous in regards to the spiritual dimension of health cumulative frequencies.  There were no significantly reliable differences between the combined frequency variables of the pre and post test.  Table 49 illustrates this lack of difference.
Table 52:   T – test:  Spiritual Dimension of Health – Frequency Distribution
	
	Pre Test
	Post Test
	
	

	Variable
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	t
	Sig t

	Spiritual Health Cumulative Frequencies
	34.21
	4.643
	34.30
	4.836
	-.162
	.871


Scaled Frequencies
Respondents by test type were homogeneous in regards to the spiritual dimension of health scaled response.  The t-test revealed no significant difference between the scaled scores of the pre- and post test. Table 53 illustrates this lack of difference.

Table 53:   T – test:  Spiritual Dimension of Health – Scaled Frequency Ratings
	
	Pre Test
	Post Test
	
	

	Variable
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	t
	Sig t

	Spiritual Health Scaled Scores
	3.37
	.760
	3.36
	.759
	.039
	.969


Environmental Dimension of Health


All Variables
Table 54 indicates two significant differences by test type regarding the environmental dimension of health.  The t-test revealed that respondents’ perception about their health significantly changed after completing the Health 11 class.  They were more likely to “try to buy products that are recyclable”, and “write elected officials about environmental concerns.”  
Table 54:  T – test:  Environmental Dimension of Health – All Variables
	
	Pre Test
	Post Test
	
	

	Variable
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	t
	Sig t

	I try to buy products that are recyclable
	2.02
	1.046
	2.40
	1.087
	(-3.234)
	<.01

	I write elected officials about environmental concerns
	1.28
	.672
	1.58
	.958
	(-3.198)
	<.05


Cumulative Frequencies

Respondents by test type were homogeneous in regards to the environmental dimension of health cumulative frequencies.  There were no significantly reliable differences between the combined frequency variables of the pre and post test.  Table 55 illustrates this lack of difference.
Table 55:   T – test:  Environmental Dimension of Health – Frequency Distribution
	
	Pre Test
	Post Test
	
	

	Variable
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	t
	Sig t

	Environmental Health Cumulative Frequencies
	22.63
	6.338
	23.93
	6.911
	-1.709
	.088


Scaled Frequencies
Respondents by test type were homogeneous in regards to the environmental dimension of health scaled response.  The t-test revealed no significant difference between the scaled scores of the pre- and post test. Table 56 illustrates this lack of difference.

Table 56:   T – test:  Spiritual Dimension of Health – Scaled Frequency Ratings
	
	Pre Test
	Post Test
	
	

	Variable
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	t
	Sig t

	Environmental Health Scaled Scores
	1.87
	.789
	2.00
	.874
	-1.384
	.167


Six Dimensions of Health

Cumulative Frequencies

Respondents by test type were homogeneous in regards to the cumulative six dimensions of health frequencies.  There were no significantly reliable differences between the combined frequency variables of the pre and post test.  Table 57 illustrates this lack of difference.
Table 57:   T – test:  Six Dimensions of Health – Frequency Distribution
	
	Pre Test
	Post Test
	
	

	Variable
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	t
	Sig t

	Six Dimensions of Health Cumulative Frequencies
	179.84
	20.650
	180.58
	21.368
	-2.42
	.809


Scaled Frequency Ratings

Respondents by test type were homogeneous in regards to the six dimensions of health scaled frequency ratings.  There were no significantly reliable differences between the combined scaled frequency ratings of the pre and post test.  Table 58 illustrates this lack of difference.
Table 58:   T – test:  Six Dimension of Health – Scaled Frequency Ratings 
	
	Pre Test
	Post Test
	
	

	Variable
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	t
	Sig t

	Environmental Health Cumulative Frequencies
	2.60
	.624
	2.63
	.558
	-.339
	.735


Discussions and Recommendations

Physical Dimension of Health

Pre-test respondents differed slightly from post-test respondents on two variables.  Post-test respondents were more likely to engage in vigorous physical activities for 30 minutes, 3 – 4  times per week (M=2.52) as compared to pre-test respondents (M=2.29).  Post-test respondents were also more likely to have lots of energy and can get through the day without being overly tired” (M=2.88) than pre-test respondents (M=2.65).  This suggests that respondents were more aware of the attributes of the physical dimension of health and elected to put theory into practice.  The cumulative frequencies showed that students gained a better perception of their physical health after completing the Health 11 class.  Post-test respondents (M=27.45) outdistanced pre-test participants by 1.62 (M=25.83). Even-so, the scaled frequencies revealed participants were homogenous, revealing no significantly reliable difference between the pre- and post-test.

Emotional Dimension of Health

Respondents by test type were homogeneous in regards to the emotional dimension of health cumulative frequencies and individual variables.  There were no significant differences.  It is interesting to note that there was a negative difference between the pre/post-test scaled frequencies {pre-test mean (3.03); post test mean (2.81); difference -.22}.  The post test mean diverged negatively from the pre test mean.  This suggests that perceptions changed negatively after the completion of Health 11. 

Social Dimension of Health

Respondents by test type were homogeneous in regards to the social dimension of health cumulative frequencies,  individual variables, and scaled frequencies.  There were no significant differences between the pre- and post-test.

Intellectual Dimension of Health

Respondents by test type were homogeneous in regards to the intellectual dimension of health cumulative frequencies and individual variables.  There were no significant differences.  However, the scaled frequencies revealed a significant different. The post-test mean (M=2.77) diverged negatively from the pre-test mean (M=2.97) revealing a difference of -.20.  Overall, this suggests that participants’ perceptions may result in negative changes.

Spiritual Dimension of Health

Respondents by test type were homogeneous in regards to the spiritual dimension of health cumulative frequencies,  individual variables, and scaled frequencies.  There were no significant differences between the pre- and post-test.  Respondents were consistent in their spiritual health perceptions.

Environmental Dimension of Health

After completion of the Health 11 class, respondents were more like to purchase recyclable products (range =.38) and contact government officials regarding environmental concerns (range=.30).  This suggests respondents were more concerned about improving the environment after the completion of the Health 11 class.  However, respondents by test type were homogeneous in regards to the environmental dimension of health cumulative and scaled frequencies.

Six Dimensions of Health

Respondents were consistent in all six dimensions of health; there were no significant differences by test type.  This suggests that all respondents have the same general concept and viewed perception of the six dimensions of health. Overall, respondents were consistent in their view of their physical, emotional, spiritual, intellectual, social, and environmental health.  Overall, completion of the Health 11 did not have any impact on respondents’ perception of their health.
Implications for Practice and Research

Practice


The implication of this study for practice is high faculty expectations for student success in Health 11. Students rise to the call of excellence, so the expectation of excellence must be conveyed to all students.  Notwithstanding, faculty must assess the needs of their students then create ways to fill those needs in order to guarantee success.


Another implication of this study is the collaborative efforts of faculty and students through research and presentations.  Faculty student interaction for scholarly productivity is essential; faculty must reach outside the realm of classroom walls and motivate students to become more concerned about their holistic health.  Presenting at conferences with students, class presentation using technology with students will require faculty members to spend quality time with students; thus, increasing their potential for success.  Students will learn about health concepts without the boundary of walls.
Future Research

One implication for future research is the comparative study of traditional and nontraditional classes; this study focused on traditional instruction.  Expansion of this study to include “high school to college”, off-site and online classes would provide a comparative analysis of what needs to change and/or what works to increase students’ perception of their holistic health.  This expanded sample will allow researchers to obtain a wider cross-section of participants and their perceptions of their holistic health. 
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