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Readability of Health Messages and Its Communicative Effect
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<Abstract>

Objectives: Developing efficient health messages is important for improving health behaviors at a societal level. This study attempts to
test a few variables that could constitute the elements for measuring readability of health message. The number of subject-verb relationships
in a sentence, placement of jargon, i.e., explication before or after each jargon, and the number of less familiar Chinese characters were
manipulated to hypothetically differentiate readability. Methods: In a 2 x 2 mixed factorial experiment, 152 college students read two
health messages regarding side effect of health functional food and energy drink. The participants' perceived readability was asked, and
eight questions were developed to measure the participants' recognition of the health information. Results: Those who read messages
manipulated to have high readability rated the message significantly higher than those who read messages with low readability. Also,
the former answered the questions more correctly than the latter, implying the association between readability and knowledge acquisition
regarding health. Conclusions: Readability is suggested as a factor determining the effect of health messages in affecting the public's health
risk perception and relevant behaviors. Further studies to sophisticate the measurement itself and to examine the effect of actual public
messages with different readabilities are suggested.
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[Figure 1] Flow chart of the study design
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<Table 1> Readability and perceived readability of the
message on health functional food

Domain Readability Mean SD T-value
Number of verbs in a High 3.91 0.95
sentence -2.06*
Low 427 1.18
Placement of jargon & High 451 1.15
modifying phrase -2.68%*
Low 5.01 1.18
General readability High 3.99 1.12
-2.23*
Low 441 1.23

* p<.05, ** p<.01

<Table 2> Readability and perceived readability of the
message on energy drink

Domain Readability = Mean SD T-value
Number of verbs in a High 3.01 0.82
sentence -2.86%*
Low 3.50 1.22
Placement of jargon &  Hijgh 3.33 0.90
modifying phrase 4. 35%%
Low 4.18 1.44
General readability High 3.06 0.80
22.73%*
Low 3.49 1.07

* p<.05, ** p<.01
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<Table 3> Readability and knowledge acquisition

Topic Readability Mean SD T-value

Health functional food High 2.99 1.44
2.27*

Low 245 1.46

High 420 1.35
Energy drink 1.78

Low 3.79 1.47

* p<.05, ** p<0l1
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<Table 4> Analysis of covariance of knowledge acquisition
from the message of energy drink explained by
readability and interest in energy drink.

Source Readability Mean SD T-value
Intercept 381.65 1 381.65 197.76**
Readability 7.67 1 7.67  3.95%
Interest 9.67 1 9.67  4.98*
Error 289.00 149 1.94

* p<.05, ** p<.01
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B3 do|(M=3.52, 3.70, p=29), A& &o] 279 9
(M=4.29, 4.24, p=80), S YuHA o= AA(M=3.61, 3.77,
p=236) Holl A Frojwgk Apol7} BAHA] 3o Al 17
FE F5 HAME fFoHF 2ol S HolA| GFoKM=3.05,
345, p=.09) 2} F7pA7E B AF 2o B AFolA
S1e AF Aol HYE JEFs vAA okt

V. =9

AABZA7]) T2 19861 2EFo}& % (Ottawa Charter)< &
8 A7l g ANUHOR, A HOR, ARHOE A
A9 e G9T 5 e AU ORA FRHEA 2]
o A7 e AAH o Fgsels NS vt 5
Aol Ae] AA 2A0E “H, AR ALY, A%,
XA, HEAH A, A 7}-‘5?& AF - o] &(peace,
adequate economic resources, food and shelter, and a stable

eco-system and sustainable resource use)”S A A|SF T},
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A9l Ao A% $4 53 J&@—s}oq ENEEER
= “Aollol] X LGYZAA ALY BE FA L F
CCHIECISREEEEEUE FERE AU B
£35h= 93 (Hong, Ju, Jun, Yoon, & You, 2012)°.2 A2 ¥
o AAIRAZ ] SR A% Ad A 1 AA 21e 4
ol Frh o ol Aol YR | ofa] %
&8 R0 8 AnolR FUHA e A,
O 990w g9 o itk oA A%
b7 olol whe} A7 B Aust $H< %7}
oJele] S Folehs He A% AR 2%

of gAfol A LollA § T3 3L 9
ol g},

o M & W FE I ¥ H=(Cha,
2006; Leshner & Cheng, 2009)1} <4/3 5 Zg Y (Kim &
Yu, 2012; Rothman et al., 2006; Rothman & Salovey, 1997)]
3 AT JEol & 137 mAA Bl ik A& AT
A qo‘j;ﬁ‘ o] 7t E = Aslel 9= Aot B 3
dre & AW Meole &, Fatojo] WE, HE§o
eagel Hxl WA 5ol A% 99 WAA F8A50l
Ag WAAE 4AY odTa =e ARt g
See BTG B oMY A4H Fol4o] Ao|E
Hol= HAAEL AAR o] WA =Ed AHEY
A% $5 ARAE Aol Wrke 49 Selsidr,

B AT A ool AZE WAA Ao}

274 270 A9 442 53 ¥H, Ao H4y

A7 B4 AR Y dgs G AFASA &
F YT TrolEgkl e EUE AlEete AoE Hel

9 @ Y3y ZRAER EUE Ao of
d olgrol EHOH E}‘ﬂ oA Y=
AEA 715 S ARk o, 919 ggase] Wi 7f
e WA 44 SdEel askE AEe o
o WAA el S&dte WAUEY 75 1 F8A
& $elst7) etk 9 oJElolq )5 ARAT} A B

N
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-
m =
do ko o X 2 01=°

o mo Mo ol ox
o ox Mt & XN
o2 @l e ofn
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£opor

-

oA AAZ o5y, T AZE ARE AFHor
H71e & Qe 7% vpde] 7123 ARE AT Ao

71%%4.

£ AANAE F T Bt 71 ES
Adelze e, 4, oz e

EI|

e, GJSFEGIY 8, RAAE 5 A A3
A7 9@ a9l W =xuote] )3t A9} A9 5SS
o= A2 HT(Ju & You, 20112 Aot} A, A,
879 tokdt A7 98 2913 =7 Hhoke g2 8l
Wt A5 uE AdE dggeuke) G4 SHL
Fag oha7iA Wrhe §7h B9 Z1Ee] AAH el
AU B o, B AT At Folsh APL 7
2 HQ E} TAHoR B AT AR &
A ol = B 29 71
% fﬂ“ﬁi ot o)A B A4
570] 39%E 7 B <9
L@7%)°l 1 E}%% A3 712 A7H(Kim,
Zgoltt. 1 folA A

L rl°
o

T7t 2 AR S AV RE Ao 3

AETol| A &8 S AR A A
& o] 27 ®d(Limited Capacity Model)®l
719kstal, 71& wssh Aot A7) wAIA] ANAE &
3 A3 Al 7HA] =l R1s wAIA] 22t A ga) A
AE & o4 Q19 AAE dojullnt. 28y & AT
o] A= AY7EA Y AP AQ Ao E - EH Fo
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2 A g} 8l Aus) Aje] HeA de e Aos B

EG 2 ATAE A4 $5 $22 AR o
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