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UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA AT GREENSBORO

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH EDUCATION

HEA 751 Foundations in research for public health education
COURSE SYLLABUS
CLASS MEETINGS: T 12:00—14:50

Instructor:

Vincent T Francisco, Ph.D.
Office Hours:

By appointment

Contact Info:

vincent_francisco@uncg.edu

Required texts:
· Kuhn TS. The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (third edition.) Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1996. (ISBN 0-226-45808-3 pbk.)
· Girden, E. R. (2001). Evaluating Research Articles from Start to Finish (2nd Edition). Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications. (ISBN-10: 0761922148; ISBN-13: 978-0761922148)
Optional: (This has been a resource used in the past, and you may want it for your reference.)
· Williams JM, Colomb GG. The Craft of Argument, Concise Edition. New York: Longman, 2002.  (ISBN 0321091868)
Other readings will be available through Blackboard.

Course description: 

This course is intended for first-year doctoral students in public health education. We will examine central issues in the philosophy of the social and behavioral sciences as they apply to public health research. We will read some of the classic works in the philosophy of science, as well as more recent, and more discipline-focused, writing as part of this examination. We will investigate the assumptions, models, and methodologies underlying the pursuit of research in public health and community health education. We will also investigate, through close reading, writing, and peer reviewing, the crucial question of “What makes academic writing good writing?”

Student learning outcomes:  

On completion of the course, students will be able to:

1. Discuss historical developments in the philosophy of science, and demonstrate familiarity with key terminology regarding different schools of philosophy;

2. Present arguments regarding the nature of science and the criteria that are used to distinguish “science” from “non-science;”

3. Understand the logic of causal inference and its intimate relationship with statistical inference and scientific methods;

4. Describe newer philosophical perspectives in science;

5. Discuss differences and similarities between the physical/natural sciences and the social sciences, with respect to key philosophical concerns;

6. Begin to articulate a coherent philosophical stance with respect to current research issues in public health.

7. Begin to articulate strong questions with respect to current research issues in public health; 

8. Write on the above issues, as well as speak about them, in a manner suitable for consideration for publication in academic journals.

Teaching strategies: Combination of reading assignments, intensive class discussion, academic writing, peer review, group work, student presentation/leading of discussions.

Evaluation methods and guidelines for assignment: 

Classroom participation 20%; 2 critical commentaries, 7-8 pages each, 60% ; peer review of writing 20%.

Class readings

You may find some of the readings for this course to be complex and even dense with subtle arguments and important points. If you find yourself reading a piece that is difficult, read with a dictionary in hand, and takes notes on your understanding or your questions in the margins or on a separate sheet of paper. Please do not be embarrassed to ask questions about the readings in class or to admit you did not understand a part of it; philosophers (and scientists!) can be notoriously difficult to read at times, and there are very few people who can honestly say that they understood, on the first reading, exactly what a philosopher wrote. Remember: if you do not ask questions, the most direct assumption for me to make is that you understood what you read, and that you will be able to communicate it well when it comes to your writing assignments.

Academic writing

One 7-8 page (double-spaced) review paper is due during the semester. It will go through a submission and revision process before the final version is turned in. I emphasize in this class that revising academic papers is not about editing and mechanics—e.g., correcting spelling mistakes and incomplete sentences. These editorial mistakes should be gone from every submission. A revision is about re-organizing, re-conceptualizing, and re-thinking the structure of your argument. (Think of the work re-vision—literally, to “see again”, i.e., with new eyes.) Very few writers, even the best, can sketch out a serious argument well the very first time. It is not infrequent, when writing for journals or writing grant proposals, to take a manuscript through more than 10 revisions.
Your commentaries are not solely meant to be reviews of the literature, or analyses of data, but rather statements of your academic arguments about a selected topic, with appropriate presentation of supporting arguments and addressing of important counterarguments.

Each student will also give and receive peer review comments on each of the drafts. In the peer reviews, students will be judged on their ability to offer incisive, helpful, necessary, constructive criticism to their peer. The goal here is to help your peer get his or her work published (and, of course, get a good grade on the writing assignment!)—not to make him or her feel good, temporarily, during the class period.

Writing Assignment (1) Due dates:

· Sept 7 – Topic statement due (3 to 4 sentences which will form the main point of your argument)

· Sept 14 — Revised topic statement, and outline of first writing assignment (this means a real outline using appropriate Roman and Arabic numerals and letters)
· Sept 21 — Peer reviews of the topic statement and outline
· Sept 28 — Revised topic statement and outline (with references), reference list
· Oct 19 — First draft completed
· Oct 26 — Peer reviews of the first draft

· November 16 — Second draft completed
· Nov 23 — Peer reviews of the second draft
· Dec 10 — final versions of the paper

Reviews of Journal Articles (3) Due dates:
· Oct 5 - review of journal article

· Nov 11 – review of journal article
· Nov 30 — review of journal article
Academic honor code:

Students in this course are health professionals/researchers in training. They will be treated as such and held to professional standards in terms of conduct.

These professional standards are similar to the University guidelines regarding academic integrity. The central tenets of this code are honesty, trust, fairness, respect and responsibility. Only one of these, honesty, usually receives frequent attention in the classroom setting, because of its impact on exams. Because of the structure of this particular class, however, more equal attention will be given to all the tenets. Students are encouraged to speak with me if they have a concern regarding any area of academic integrity.

Students are responsible for familiarizing themselves with UNCG’s policy on issues such as cheating, plagiarism, misuse of academic resources, falsification and facilitation of dishonest conduct. Any violation of the Honor Policy may result in failure of the course.

Attendance policy: Students are expected to attend all classes, arrive and leave on time, to act respectfully of all others in the class, and to offer criticism and comments to classmates in a constructive manner.

Additional requirements: Students are expected to come to class prepared and ready to participate in and lead discussion of the readings.

The weekly topic and reading outline follows:

Week 1 August 24: Introduction to philosophy of science; introduction to discussion of “good writing”

Readings: 

· Buchanan DR. A new ethic for health promotion: reflections on a philosophy of health education for the 21st century. Health Education and Behavior 2006; 33: 290-304.
· Allegrante JP. In search of a new ethic for health promotion. Health Education and Behavior 2006; 305-307. 
· Buchanan DR. Further reflections on a new ethic for health promotion. Health Education and Behavior 2006; 33: 308.

Week 2 August 31: Continuation of introduction

Readings: 
· Chapter 1, The logic of experimental design, pp. 3-33, in: Maxwell SE, Delaney HD. Designing Experiments and Analyzing Data: A Model Comparison Perspective (second edition). Mahwah NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc., 2004. (ISBN 0-8058-3718-3)

· Slack, M. K. & Drangless, J. R. (2001). Establishing the internal and external validity of experimental studies. American Journal of Health Systems Pharmacy, 58, 2173-2181.

· Morris, D. R. (2005). Causal Inference in the Social Sciences: Variance Theory, Process Theory, and System Dynamics. Paper presented at the 2005 International Systems Dynamics Conference, Boston MA.
· Girden book, chapters: 1, 2
Week 3 September 7: The problem of induction, the criterion of falsifiability in hypothesis testing, introduction to idea of “paradigm”

Readings: 
· Preface and Chapter 1, A survey of some fundamental problems, pp. 13-48, in: Popper K. The Logic of Scientific Discovery. London: Hutchinson & Co., 1959.
· Theories of Causation and List of Threats to Validity (adapted from Cook, TD, Campbell, DT, & Peracchio, L. (1990). Chapter 9: Quasi-experimentation. In M. D. Dunnette & L. M. Hough, eds., Handbook of Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 2nd Edition. Palo Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologists Press, Inc.)

· Validity Tables. Adapted from: Campbell, D. T., Stanley, J. C. & Gage, N. L. (1963). Experimental and quasi-experimental designs for research. Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co.

· Table 1, (Page 208). Examples of the Use of Design Elements to Answer Specific Types of Clinical Questions. Adapted from: Hayes, SC. (1981). Single case experimental design and empirical clinical practice. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 49(2), 193-211.
Week 4 September 14: Kuhn on scientific revolutions

Readings:

· Girden book, chapters: 3, 4
· Chapter 1, 2, 5, 6 (Introduction: A role for history; The route to normal science; The priority of paradigms; Anomaly and the emergence of scientific discoveries) in: Kuhn TS. The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (third edition.) Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1996. (ISBN 0-226-45808-3 pbk.)

Week 5 September 21: Intro to Applied Research in Social Sciences; peer reviewing

Readings:

· Hedrick, T. E., Bickman, L., & Rog, D. J. (1993). The nature of applied research. Applied research design: A practical approach, pp. 1-14. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

· Spoth, R. L., & Greenberg, M. T. (2005). Toward a Comprehensive Strategy for Effective Practitioner–Scientist Partnerships and Larger-Scale Community Health and Well-Being. American Journal of Community Psychology, 35(3/4), 107-126.
· Tebes, J. K. (2005). Community Science, Philosophy of Science, and the Practice of Research. American Journal of Community Psychology, 35(3/4), 213-230.

· Girden book, chapters: 5, 6
Week 6 September 28: Social science revolutions 

Readings: 

· Chapter 1, The argument, pp. 1-10, Chapter 6, The quantum of sickness, pp. 47-55, Chapter 7, The granary of science, pp. 55-63, in: Hacking I. The Taming of Chance. New York: The Cambridge University Press, 1990. (ISBN 0-521-38884-8 pbk.)

Week 7 October 5: Generalization in the social sciences

Readings:

· Baer, D.M. (1982). The role of current pragmatics in the future analysis of generalization technology. In R.B. Stuart (Ed.), Adherence, compliance, and generalization in behavioral medicine, (pp. 192-212).  New York: Brunner/Mazel, Inc.
· Chapter 8, The character of generalizations in social science and their lack of predictive power, pp. 88-108, in: MacIntyre A. After Virtue. Notre Dame, Indiana: Notre Dame Press, 1981. (ISBN 0-268-00611-3 pbk.)

· Girden book, chapters: 7, 8
October 8 (6pm) to 13 (8am): Fall break

Week 8 October 19: Readings in Phil of Science; Health Education; Community Health
Readings:

· Chapter 1 (Introduction: after the science question in feminism) pp. 1-18, in: Harding S. Whose Science? Whose Knowledge? Ithaca NY: Cornell University Press, 1991. (ISBN 0-8014-9746-9 pbk.)

Week 9 October 26: More readings in science, etc.
Readings:

· Chapter 6, “Strong objectivity” and socially situated knowledge, pp. 138-163, in: Harding S. Whose Science? Whose Knowledge? Ithaca NY: Cornell University Press, 1991. (ISBN 0-8014-9746-9 pbk.)
· Chapters 1, 7 (Introduction: The romantic solution; Motherhood as pathology), pp. 1-32; 211-268, in: Ehrenreich B, English D. For Her Own Good: 150 Years of the Experts’ Advice to Women. New York: Doubleday, 1978. (ISBN 0-385-12651-4)

Week 10 November 2: Causality questions in public health

Readings:

· Girden book, chapters: 10, 12

· Robyn McDermott; Onyebuchi A Arah; Paul Pharoah; Hari Kusnanto; et al. (May 8, 2004). The Lancet; (363)9420, 1551-1553.
· Smith, G. C. S., & Pell, J. (2005). Parachute use to prevent death and major trauma related to gravitational challenge: systematic review of randomised controlled trials. British Medical Journal, 327, 1459-1461.
· Hamlin C. Could you starve to death in England in 1839? American Journal of Public Health 1995; 85: 856-866.

· Rose G. Sick individuals and sick populations. International Journal of Epidemiology 1985; 14: 32-38.
· Hayes, S. (1981). Single case experimental design and empirical clinical practice. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 49(2), 193-211.
Week 11 November 9: APHA
Week 12 November 16: Causality and probability—some technical concerns

Readings:

· Chapter 2, Causation and Causal Inference, pp. 7-28; Chapter 9, Accuracy Considerations in Study Design, pp. 135-146, in Rothman KJ, Greenland S, editors. Modern Epidemiology (Second Edition). Philadelphia PA: Lippincott-Raven, 1998.
· Maldonado G and Greenland S. Estimating causal effects. International Journal of Epidemiology 2002; 31: 422-429. 

Week 13 November 23—political ideology and disease prevention; writing 

Readings:

· Chapter 3, A multicausal solution, pp. 58-82, in: Tesh SN. Hidden Arguments. New Brunswick NJ: Rutgers University Press, 1988. (ISBN 0-8135-1269-7)
Week 14 November 30: Philosophical directions

· Burris S. The invisibility of public health: population-level measures in a politics of market individualism. American Journal of Public Health 1997; 87: 1607-1610.
