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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to examine if Likert scales had been properly utilized in community nutrition research.
A total of 527 research articles published in the 32 issues of Korean Journal of Community Nutrition from the volume
5, issue 1 in 2000 to the volume 10, issue 2 in 2005 were screened and 55 articles were found to have utilized one
or more Likert scales for the studies. Therefore, 109 Likert scales used in the 55 studies were reviewed regarding the
name, statement and response items, reliability and validity check, and analysis method. The scales were mostly
referred as Likert scales (60%) or Likert-type scales (27%). Some scales were found to be referred as Likert scales
although they were Likert-type scales when judged based on the information given in the respective articles. However
some scales couldn't be judged for the rightness of the names because the information given for the scales in the
articles was not enough. About 23% of the scales consisted of items less than 6 or more than 30, and therefore found
to be inappropriate. The percentage of the scales listing all the statement items in the articles was only 25%. Most
of the scales (85%) included 5 response items, and the rest included 4 (7%), 7 (6%), or 3 (2%). The percentages of
the scales including appropriate center and end items were only 2% and 22%, respectively. Less than half of the scales
(41%) were found to have been checked for reliability and only one scale was reported to have been checked for
validity. In some scales (6%), the responses were scored improperly for analysis. The responses to the scales were
frequently found to have been analyzed by parametric statistics such as mean, ANOVA, t-test, and Pearson's
correlation, which might be a problem depending on the size and distribution of study samples. In conclusion, there
is much room for improvement in the use of Likert scales in community nutrition research. (Korean J Community
Nutrition 14(5) : 600~607, 2009)
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Table 1. Name of the scales

Name n (%)
5 point Likert scale 51 ( 46.8)
4 point Likert scale 6( 5.9
Likert scale 4( 3.7)
Likert scale 7 point Likert scale 2( 1.8
3 point Likert scale 1( 09
5 step Likert scale 1( 09
65( 59.6)
5 point Likert type scale 26 ( 23.9)
Likert-type scale Likert type scale 3( 2.8
29 ( 26.6)
5 step Likert type item 8( 7.3)
Likert-type item 7 step Likert type item 4( 3.7)
12( 11.0)
5 step Likert method 2( 1.8
Likert method 4 step Likert method 1( 09
3( 2.7)
Total 109 (100.0)
Table 2. Statement items of the scales
Criteria Classification n (%)
Mentioned in method section 70 ( 64.2)
If the number  Not mentioneg, but fotal items 31( 28.4)
of items was were shown in table
menfioned Neither mentioned in mefhod 8 73
section nor shown in table
1- 5 18( 16.5)
6-19 59 ( 54.1)
20-25 15( 13.8)
Nurmnber 2630 2( 18
of items
31-40 5( 4.9
41 ormore 2( 1.8
Not mentioned 8( 7.3
All items fully listed 27 ( 24.8)
Not listed at all 17 ( 15.6)
Total 109 (100.0)
Al B (52%)7F 578 FEHE A A5 (37%) K
tF @kt



Table 3. Response items of the scales

Table 4. Reliability and validity check of the scales

Criteria Classification n (%) Ciriteria Classification n (%)
3 2( 1.8 Pre-developed scale
with modification 45 (41.3)
Numboer 4 8 73 N | 29( 26.6)
. ew scale .
of ftems 5 93(853)  Types of scales
Pre-developed scale
/ o( 89 without modification SC 49
Alliterns isted 54( 49.5 Not mentioned 27 ( 24.8)
If tterms were Part of the items : ;
Mentioned with concrete data 43 ( 39.4
listed (end iterns and/or center itemns) listed 43(39.4) ( )
! Reliability check Mentioned without concrete data 2( 1.8)
Not listed at all 12( 11.0)
— ) Not mentioned 64 ( 58.7)
Positive items first 57 ( 52.3)
) o ) Mentioned without concrete data 1( 09
Order of tems  Negative itemns first 40( 36.7) Validity check
Not mentioned 108 ( 99.1)
Not known 12( 11.0)
X Total 109 (100.0)
Appropriate (e.g. neutral) 2( 1.8
Inappropriate 48( 44.0)
(e.g. moderate, common, don't know) ' P =t=1 o] sfutst =9 EFElE A
Appropriateness . o= Hi ] 7H oT(27% Uq, 7_‘51"_ =
of centeritems Unable to judge because center 51( 46.8) = FAQo] Y E A (5%) s A% AT :/_311/}
fterns were not listed ' .
o]gh =8 ik of - Fofl Tk R} A A E o] 3
Center items don't exist due to even
. oko Ao ok 5103 AZg] A o
numiber of response items 80 73 X] - %]TE 1/ 40“ °} 1:} ﬂ } S Z\j
ol == oo
Appropriate 24( 220 RHol= A% 41%01910H, tlF-72] -, Cronbach
(e.g. very/very, strongly/strongly) ' ATE Eal AT A5 AaE AAE oL o83 - i]
Appropriateness  Inappropriate 73( 670) Aol A& AASHA] L AFEE A5 s 7
of end items (e.g. most/not at all, always/not at all) S oot} Bl R E 728 2107 By AL o a
Unable to judge because end 71 Bk fes)
terns were not listed 120110 i el A (Table 4).
Total 109 (100.0)
5. SE B4 ¥y
Sl tigh Aol W gl o] =l A Ak A9 F
5 &5 T Tl ddshs BolE AXsHA ok A ol st HE A¥E Table 590 A4Sk oF
o7} 17000} 59005, 95 9] o) Arolold] T 77%e) AEeI S el BAglo] 4 w35
Sto] A e A9t 7RIk & 209) ARE <l SRe] ZhE w91 18, 7R 959 St 7}
AL B= A 7hs HeollA Tl dfdehs Sol® A 2 A5E Fofekal IS, 140 obd 04 H A4
‘wEOITh, 1A Ik, % ety 5o RARE F  F Rolshs W S H A (129%) % 0 1
5& ARt ATk F7 G5 Ade) EPS Qe R el STl 038 Hold F ol 1EoR dlof H¢-
°2 s F ARelNE neutral, Z AR MR STHEe] i8] thE A 0T g3t o) 5E Holg A
othe £ FEow ey Yolth S EA ¢ 6BE LY AT
Sboll AR FAlol7L AR oR WREs Ant ok B AT BAE Hrw 248 At T2 v 5
22%°0 =3stlom, vhAl= TP, ds), @ 3 2 MY Z0R Ut SAB A= FE e R
22 SHER xS A7 o3 RES HgIE o w Ve HS (93%), ‘IE FAAZ A (50%), =37

| (7%) 501 Ol 2 7oz vehdth

A (19%) =
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Table 5. Analysis method used for the responses to the scales

Criteria Classification n %)
1 point assigned fo the negative end item and the highest point assigned to the positive end item 84 (77.1)
Methods for . 0 point assigned 1o the negative end item and the highest point assigned o the positive end item 13(11.9)
assigning points
to regspo?]sF;s 0 point assigned fo the center item and both - and + points assigned to the rest items 7( 6.4)
Not mentioned 5( 4.6
Mean 101 (92.7)
ANOVA 54 (49.5)
) o -test, independent or paired 52(47.7)
Parametric statistics ) o
Pearson's corelation coefficient 44 (38.8)
Statistics used Multiple regression analysis 21(19.3)
for analysis” Factor analysis 5( 4.6)
Frequency 11 (10.1)
) . Chi-square test 8( 7.3
Non-parametric statistics ) .
Wilcoxon signed rank test 7(6.4)
Spearman's correlation coefficient 1(0.9)

1) the total number and percentage don't equal to 109 and 100%, respectively, due to multiple use of statistics in analysis of responses.
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st & J3S F2|5h (Lissitz & Green 1975; Jenkins
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b = o)A Qv HEE 7R SHAP sk A
g3t 7k 0 7 )18k A s UAIE S8 27
2] ool = oA %E Itk (Dumas 1999) . HhH F7Hs-
A A T S s SEAelA AAA o= A =
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2ATHCox 1980).
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dl (Sung 2005), o] wj ¥&ke] 1 f‘fo "!E:]o]-t'ﬂ/ﬂ SRS

a]-/ﬂ o= x%z[:g l'?‘oi (Z :_xﬂ 4

I, 4 o] sl HH% ww 4 L% A
el relslok shAlc.

S HES) £ ol Wil a3 93
2 WAShe 714870 W A o] Heb ] o
PAE Hrh ADHEQA SR EIA o

K

Aol A%H 3L Ik, PAE Az 7t g

ol 1%’1,4577}7(] 11]74‘5 ;‘th ﬂ-}ro}‘ﬂ EX]E (logit)
A2 HIAA A5 E Y57 % 3 (Kim & Kim
2007).

YAE HEE MIHEE T A5, S A5 5
A AR R = Zo}g)}o]
sk, AA Aol ilqoi”&«] Mt s, 774
FA= W3 EY U Test, Wilcoxen, Friedman's 2—
way ANOVA &3} -2 BG4 W& ARg-sh= Zlo] B
3t (Becker 1999). Z1efu} 718 Abs] 8t Aol A=
YAE HLE SRR 1o A5y A5l 483
T AE AR o A, t 17, ANOVA, 3]
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