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Setting the Stage
Activity and interest in the worksite health promotion
and prevention fields continue to heat up. Rising health
care costs, increasing awareness of presenteeism losses,
and aging populations are all conspiring to increase the
demand for health promotion, particularly for working
populations. However, questions about the economic re-
turn associated with these types of efforts are also a con-
tinued reality. All work organizations must justify their
resource investment decisions in health promotion and
prevention in primarily economic terms. In an earlier
edition of The Art of Health Promotion, published in
2003, a formal meta-evaluation of economic return stud-
ies of worksite health promotion programs was reported.1
This original report highlighted the meta-evaluation of 42
peer review articles that met the study inclusion criteria.

In this edition, we are updating the original report
with 16 additional peer review articles. However, the au-
thor of one of the originally reported studies in 2003 re-
quested that it be withdrawn from the analysis, as it was
not ultimately published in a peer review journal. Anoth-
er study was dropped because of its age and weak meth-
odology. Therefore, this updated meta-evaluation includes
a total of 56 peer review journal articles. The term
‘‘meta-evaluation,’’ as used in this review article, is de-
fined as . . . ‘‘the application of a systematic review pro-
cess to a set of evaluation studies with a similar purpose
and focus in order to determine their quality and summa-
rize their findings.’’2

The contents of this edition include excerpts from the
book Proof Positive: An Analysis of the Cost-Effectiveness
of Worksite Wellness (6th ed., revised and expanded in
May of 2005).3 The book applies the formal meta-evalua-
tion review process and methodology developed and re-
fined by Windsor and Orleans and Boyd and Windsor4,5

to studies of multicomponent worksite health promotion
programs, as defined by Heaney.6 The highlights of the
meta-evaluation are reprinted here with permission.

Overview of the Literature
Search Process
As observed previously, the research and evaluation liter-
ature on health promotion and wellness programs in
workplace settings is both complex and voluminous. The






























