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In theory, there is no difference
between theory and practice. In

practice there Is.
Yogi Berra




Introduction

2 SLittle evidence that these
Intervention strategies are
translated into general practice

2/ sPurpose: To examine the extent to
which school-based health
promotion studies report on issues
of external validity




Methods

2 & A targeted review:
2 sSchool-based

2 iControlled intervention studies that
promoted good nutrition, physical activity, or
smoking cessation/prevention

2 12 leading health behavior journals
¥ ¢1996 and 2000

2 & Selected based on circulation, audience
and topic




Coding Protocol
2 & RE-AIM Framework

2 & Reach
2 s Participation rate
2 & Exclusion criteria and rate
2 s Representativeness

2 & Efficacy/Effectiveness
2. s Behavioral outcome comparisons
J & Attrition rate at post-test assessment




Coding Protocol and Definitions
2 & Adoption

2 s Participation rate at the district, school and
classroom levels

\ A/

2 X Exclusion criteria

\ A/

2 & Representativeness

2 & Implementation

2 s Extent to which intervention components were
delivered to students

2 & Maintenance
2 & Individual level—inclusion of at least a 6-month
follow-up after the last intervention contact

2 & School level--Intervention continuation after
the research study was completed.
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Percent of Studies Reporting on RE-AIM Components from Schools— N=27

Component

Percent of Studies
Reporting

REACH

Participation rate

59.3%

Representativeness

7.4%

Investigator exclusion

37%

EFFECTIVENESS

Behavioral measure

100%

Attrition

74.1%

ADOPTION

Classroom level

School level

School Board/District level

Representativeness-Any level

Investigator exclusion

IMPLEMENTATION

Percent Tx delivered on time

MAINTENANCE

Individual level — 6 month post contact

Setting level — continuation after study




Figure. Means and Range of Results from School
Studies Reporting on RE-AIM Dimension

Reach Efficacy Adoption Implementation

(% participation) (% completion) (% participation) (% delivery)




Caveats

-/ iNot intended to be comprehensive

2 SRE-AIM dimensions not reported

does not prove that the
iInvestigators did not collect such
information




Discussion

> Generalizability of these
Interventions to students or schools
with varying characteristics Is

unclear

> More likely to report on individual
rather than organizational level
components of the RE-AIM




Discussion

2. \iSchool-level participation rates are
largely unknown

2> High student participation rates may
misrepresent the potential impact of a given
Intervention

30% of the school boards that they
approached declined participation due to a
lack of resources

2 iNecessary to establish a standardized
reporting system to enhance
representativeness and translation




STANDARD REPORTING ISSUES TO ENHANCE
REPRESENTATIVENESS AND TRANSLATION*

Critical

RE-AIM Issue Content Considerations

| Total number potential settings |

a N

Settings Eligible Excluded by Investigator
nand % n, %, and reasons

ADOPTION ¢

Settings and Agents who Settings and Agents L
9 dAg 9 A9 Other Characteristics
Participate who Decline
nand % of Adopters vs Non
n and % n, %, and reasons

v

Total Potential
Participants, n

v T

Individuals Eligible Excluded by Investigator
n and % n, %, and reasons

T

A 4 Individuals Not contacted/ Characteristics
Individuals Enroll Decline Other of Enrollees vs.
nand % n, %, and reasons nand % Decliners

v

Extent Tx Delivered by { Component A = XX% Extent Tx

IMPLEMENTATION Different Agents Component B = YY% Delivered as
as in Protocol etc. Intended

v —

Complete Tx Drop out of Tx Characteristics

EFFICACY (nand %) and n, %, and Reasons; of Drop-outs vs

Amount of Change and Amount of Change Completers ’
(by condition) (by condition)

v T

Present at Follow-up Lost to Follow-up Characteristics
(n and %) and Amount of n, %, and Reasons of Drop-outs vs
a) Individual Change or Relapse Amount of Change or Completers ’

Level (by condition) Relapse (by condition)

v v
Settings in which Program Characteristics
b) Setting is Continued and/or Settings in Which Program Not of Settings that

Modified after Research is Maintained 9

Over (n, %, and reasons) (n, %, and reasons) Cor[;t?l'il%;/s.

MAINTENANCE

Level

*At each step, record qualitative and quantitative information on factors affecting each RE-AIM
dimension and step in the flow chart




