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Highlights

About half of elementary school teachers (52 percent) have had formal
training to teach about nutrition (figure 2).

With afew exceptions, teachers generally reported high availability of
resources in support of nutrition education, including healthy cafeteria
meals (82 percent), reference materials (74 percent), support for use of
instructional time (70 percent), and awritten policy or guidelines

(57 percent) (table 3). Fewer teachers reported availability of high-
quality inservice training in nutrition education (27 percent) and a
coordinated school nutrition policy (37 percent). By region, teachers
from the Southeast reported greater availability of both these resources
than teachers from other regions.

Despite research indicating the importance of the resources noted above,
teachers do not view access to these resources as the only thing needed
to improve nutrition education (table 4). About 30 percent of teachers
indicated that healthy school cafeteria meals, support for use of
instructional time, and reference materials at school would improve
nutrition education to a great extent. About one-fifth indicated that high-
quality inservice training would improve it to agreat extent.

Eighty-eight percent of elementary school teachers reported that they
taught lessons about nutrition to their students in the 1996-97 school
year (table 5). More kindergarten through second-grade teachers

(92 percent) taught nutrition than did third- through fifth-grade teachers
(83 percent).

Approximately one-third of teachers (35 percent) who taught nutrition
taught it as a separate subject, and about the same proportion integrated
nutrition lessons to a great extent into health and physical education (39
percent) and science (33 percent) (tables 6 and 7). Fewer of these
teachers integrated nutrition lessons to a great extent into reading and
language arts (14 percent), history and social studies, and mathematics
(4 and 5 percent, respectively).

The mean number of hours spent in a school year on nutrition education
by elementary school teachers who taught nutrition was 13, below the
minimum of 50 hours thought to be necessary for impact on behavior
(table 5).

Teachers reported they employed active learning strategies and did not
rely exclusively on traditional lecturing methods for nutrition education.
Active learning strategies, such as active discussion (57 percent), hands-
on learning (29 percent), and collaborative work (27 percent), were used
to agreat extent by the most teachers (table 8). Teachers of gradesK-2,
teachers with higher levels of support for nutrition education from their
schools, and teachers with college training in nutrition education were
all more likely to use some active learning strategies to a moderate or
great extent in their nutrition instruction (table 9).



While about half (48 percent) of elementary school teachers who teach
nutrition reported no barriers to cooperation with their school meals
program staff in providing nutrition education (table 12), those who did
report barriers tended to focus on the following: lack of instructional
time and time on the part of the meals program staff, being unsure of
what activities are possible, and difficulty of schedule coordination
between teachers and meals program staff.

Teachers with higher levels of support from their schools, and teachers
with college training in nutrition education utilized family involvement
strategies for nutrition education more often than teachers with lower
levels of support and those with no training, respectively (table 14). For
example, teachers with high levels of support were more likely to
include parentsin nutrition homework assignments (85 percent)
compared to teaches with low levels of support (66 percent); and
teachers with college coursework in nutrition education were more likely
to include parents in nutrition homework assignments (22 percent)
compared to teaches with no training (48 percent).

When teachers who taught nutrition were asked whether the instructional
materials they used were of high quality, about one in four said they
were up to date to a great extent (24 percent), 41 percent said that they
were age appropriate to a great extent, and 23 percent said that they were
appealing to students to a great extent (table 15). About onein five
reported having enough materials for all their studentsto a great extent
(21 percent), and about the same proportion (19 percent) reported that
they did not have enough materials for all students.
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| ntroduction

The impact of diet on health has been described and documented in
numerous studies and reports. Dietary recommendations and long-term
health objectives, including the Dietary Guidelines for Americans' and the

Y ear 2000 Health Objectives for the Nati on,? call for Americans to reduce
intake of total fat, saturated fat, and cholesterol; increase intake of fruits,
vegetables, grain products, and foods rich in calcium; and moderate intake of
sugars, salt, and alcohal.

Many Americans consume excess calories for their level of activity, and
have diets inconsistent with the Dietary Guidelines for Americans—too high
in fat, sodium, and sugar, with not enough grains, fruits, and vegetables.
These unhealthy eating patterns may contribute to illness and premature
death in the long term.® Because eating habits developed in childhood have
the potential to last alifetime, it isimportant for children to learn the
benefits of good nutrition. Healthy People 2000 states as a national health
objective that by the year 2000, at least 75 percent of the nation’s schools
will provide nutrition education from preschool through 12th grade.

Thus far, there has been little national -level information available about the
quantity and quality of nutrition education in schools. 1n 1996, the National
Center for Education Statistics (NCES) published results from the Fast
Response Survey System (FRSS) study Nutrition Education in U.S. Public
Schools, K-12.* That study provided information from a nationally
representative sample of public schools about the placement of nutrition
education in the curriculum, the content of nutrition instruction, the
coordination of nutrition education within the school, and the need for
resources for nutrition education. Still, there was a need for data to address
guestions concerning the amount of nutrition instruction in classrooms and
the potential effectiveness of that instruction.

This report presents findings from the survey Nutrition Educationin U.S,
Public Schools, Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5, requested by the Food and
Nutrition Service of the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). It was
designed as afollowup to the 1996 school study to obtain data on nutrition
education in elementary school classroomsto inform current and future
USDA initiatives, including the School Meals Initiative for Healthy
Children.® Thisinitiative, begun in 1995, adds requirements for schools to
serve meal s that meet federal dietary guidelines and encourages schools to

1 U.S. Department of Agriculture and U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. Dietary
Guidelines for Americans. Home and Garden Bulletin No. 232. Fourth Edition, 1995.

2U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. Public Health Service. Healthy People 2000:
National Health Promotion and Disease Prevention Objectives. (PHS) 91-50212, 1991.

3 Ibid, p. 112.

4 U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. Nutrition Education in U.S.
Public Elementary and Secondary Schools, NCES 96-852, by Carin Celebuski and Elizabeth Farris,
Judi Carpenter, project officer. 1996.

5 Part of the implementation of the National School Lunch Program. 7CFR Parts 210 and 220.



teach children about nutrition so they are motivated to make healthy food
choices. A pilot program for schools, called Team Nutrition, amsto
improve nutrition education in classrooms. The self-administered mail
survey requested information about the following issues:

Resources and policies for nutrition education,
Nutrition education in the classroom,

Working with the school meals program staff,
Working with parents,

Instructional materias for nutrition education, and

Training in nutrition education.

The goal of this study was to provide a national picture of the quantity and
quality of nutrition education in public elementary school classrooms.

Previous research in nutrition education was used to inform our analysis. In
reviews of research about nutrition education published in a special issue of
the Journal of Nutrition Education,® several of the major researchersin this
field describe both characteristics of high-quality nutrition education (i.e.,
effective at changing knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors) for school-aged
children and the effects of training in nutrition education on teachers.
According to the authors, the following elements appear to contribute to the
effectiveness of nutrition education:

Instruction with a behavioral focus, or a focus on changing specific
behaviors rather than on learning general facts about nutrition;’

Employment of active learning strategies instead of relying exclusively
on information dissemination and didactic teaching methods, 8

Devotion of adequate time and intensity to nutrition education (it
appears to take 50 hours per year to impact attitudes and behavior);®

A family involvement component; ™

A meals program and food-related policies that reinforce classroom
nutrition education;™ and

6 Journal of Nutrition Education. (Special Issue) “ The Effectiveness of Nutrition Education and
Implications for Nutrition Education Policy, Programs, and Research: A Review of Research.” 27(6)
(November-December 1995).

" Ledlie A. Lytle, “Nutrition Education for School-aged Children.” Journal of Nutrition Education, 27(6)
(November-December 1995):306.

8 Ibid., 306.
% Ibid, 307.
10 pid, 307.

1 |bid, 308.



Teachers with adequate training in nutrition education® (training
appears to have a positive effect on the quality of nutrition education,
but less so on the quantity™).

The FRSS elementary teacher survey of nutrition education was conducted
in the spring of 1997 by Westat, aresearch firm in Rockville, Maryland.
The questionnaires were sent to a nationally representative sample of 1,409
kindergarten through fifth-grade teachers at U.S. public schools (see
appendix A for adescription of the survey methodology). Elementary
teachers of grades kindergarten through fifth were selected as respondents
because they are more likely to teach the same group of students for the
whole school day (self-contained classes), making it possible to measure the
amount and type of nutrition instruction occurring in elementary classrooms
nationwide. These elementary school teachers averaged 14 years tenure and
were distributed fairly evenly in grades kindergarten through fifth (table 1).

Table 1.—Mean yearsteaching and grades taught by public elementary
school teachers, K-5, who taught self-contained classes. 1997

Characteristic | Mean number or percent

Mean number of years teaching at the elementary school

[EVEL . 14
Grade or grades taught

KiNdergarten ........coveverenineeeseeee e 15%

Grade L ...ttt 22

Grade 2 ...ttt 19

Grade 3 ... 20

Grade 4 ...ttt 17

Grade b . 15

NOTE: Teachers could report teaching more than one grade, so percents do not sum to 100.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response
Survey System, “Nutrition Education in U.S. Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5,” FRSS
60, 1997.

Survey findings are presented for all schools, and frequently by the
following characteristics:

Theinstructional level of the teacher (kindergarten-second, third-fifth
grades),

The school enrollment size (less than 300, 300-499, 500 or more
students),

The geographic region of the school (Northeast, Southeast, Central,
West),

12| ytle, “Nutrition Education for School-Aged Children,” 310.

13 Christine M. Olson, “Inservice Preparation in Nutrition Education for Professionals and
Paraprofessionals.” Journal of Nutrition Education, 27(6) (November-December 1995):349.



The level of support for nutrition education at the school (0-3 resources,
4-6 resources), and

The type of nutrition education training the teacher has received (none,
research on own, inservice, college coursework).

The classification variables “level of support for nutrition education at the
school” and “type of nutrition education training the teacher has received”
were constructed from information reported by teachers on their
guestionnaires. The level of support variable was constructed from
responses to six questions asking about the availability of specific resources
and policiesin support of nutrition education at the school. Teachers
reporting zero to three resources available to them were categorized as being
in low-support schools; those reporting four to six resources were in high-
support schools.** The training variable was constructed from responses to
four questions asking about participation in various types of training.
Teachers could report participation in more than one type of training when
responding to the question. Responses were recoded to the most formal type
of training. From most to least formal, the categories used are college
coursework, inservice/professional development training, research and
reading on own, and none of these types.

Data have been weighted to national estimates of public elementary school
teachers. All comparative statements made in this report have been tested
for statistical significance through chi-sgquare tests or t-tests adjusted for
multiple comparisons using Bonferroni adjustments and are significant at the
0.05 level or better. However, not all statistically significant comparisons
have been presented.

14 These categories were determined from examining the distribution of total resources available.
Approximately half of teachers reported 0-3 resources and approximately half reported 4-6 resources.



Traini ng to T o provide information on the level of training to teach nutrition, teachers

T each were asked to report the preparation they had had for teaching nutrition.
o Teachers could report training from any or all of four training methods
Nutrition (figure 1 and table 2).

Thirty-seven percent reported training as an undergraduate or graduate
student (averaging 1.8 courses per teacher);

Twenty-six percent reported participating in workshops, inservice, or
summeyr ingtitutes (averaging 7.2 hours per teacher);

Fourteen percent reported some other professional development training
(averaging 2.5 courses per teacher); and

About 84 percent reported doing research and reading on their own.

Figure 1.—Sour ce of training to teach nutrition reported by public
elementary school teachers, K-5: 1997

Per cent
100
80 -
60
37
40
20 _ .
. - -_
Trainingas Workshops, Some other Research
anunder-  inservice, or professional and tral ning
graduate or summer  development  reading on source
graduate ingtitute training own
Sour ce*

*Teachers could select more than one source, so percents do not sum to 100.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response
Survey System, “Nutrition Education in U.S. Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5,” FRSS
60, 1997.




Table 2—Mean number of hoursor coursestaken by public elementary
school teachers, K-5, to prepar ethem to teach nutrition,
by type of training: 1997

Type of training | Mean number*
Training as an undergraduate or graduate student .............cccceevrveneee. 1.8 courses
Workshops, inservice, or SUMmer inStitutes .........ccoevveeerereeeeeereenenes 7.2 hours
Some other professional development training............ccccoeeeveveeenee.. 2.5 courses

*|ncludes only teachers with that type of training.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response
Survey System, “Nutrition Education in U.S. Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5,” FRSS
60, 1997.

About half of elementary school teachers (52 percent) reported formal
training to teach nutrition. To construct this summary measure, teacher
responses were ranked by the most formal method of training reported.
Training as an undergraduate or graduate student was ranked as most formal,
and the category accounted for 37 percent of teachers. Next were
workshops, inservice, and summer institutes merged with other professional
development training, accounting for an additional 15 percent. Research and
reading on their own was the next most formal method, reported by 36
percent of teachers who reported neither college coursework nor inservice or
professional development training. Eleven percent reported they had no
training to prepare them to teach nutrition (figure 2). Almost half of teachers
(47 percent) had no formal training at all. Thisincludes teachers whose
most formal method was research and reading on their own and those who
reported no training.

Figure 2—M ost formal method* used by public elementary school
teachersto preparethem toteach nutrition: 1997
No training

Research and
reading on own

Training asan

undergraduate

or graduate
student

Inservice
training

*To provide an unduplicated count, the categories were recoded to training as an undergraduate or
graduate student, professional development training, research and reading on own, and no training.

NOTE: Percents may not sum to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response
Survey System, “Nutrition Education in U.S. Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5,” FRSS
60, 1997.




Resourcesin
Support of
Nutrition
Education

SJpport provided by schools can encourage classroom teachersin their
nutrition education efforts. Teachers were asked whether six resourcesin
support of nutrition education were readily available to them at their schools,
and for four of the resources, what their potential for improving nutrition
education was (table 3 and table 4). The resources asked about were the
following:

High-quality inservice training that focuses on teaching strategies for
behavior change (available to 27 percent of teachers);

School food-service personnel serving healthy, well-balanced mealsin
the cafeteria (available to 82 percent of teachers);

Reference materials on nutrition education available at the school
(available to 74 percent of teachers);

Support from school or district for nutrition education as a valid use of
instructional time (available to 70 percent of teachers);

A written policy or guidelines on nutrition education from the schooal,
district, or state (available to 57 percent of teachers); and

A coordinated school nutrition policy—defined as addressing such
issues as coordinating nutrition education across subjects and across
grades, collaboration between the school meals program staff and the
classroom, and policies on outside food vendors in the school and closed
lunch periods (available to 37 percent of teachers).

With two exceptions, teachers generally report high availability of resources
in support of nutrition education. Table 3 shows the teachers’ responses
broken out by geographic region. The categories with the lowest reported
availability, i.e., high-quality inservice training in nutrition education and a
coordinated school nutrition policy, both require extensive commitment on
the part of the school’ s administration. By region, teachers from the
Southeast reported greater availability of these two resources than teachers
from other regions.

Table 3.—Percent of public elementary school teachers, K-5. who reported the availability at their
school of variousresourcesin support of nutrition education, by geographic region:

1997
- . Availability
Nutrition education resource* All teachers | Northeast | Southeast | Central | West
High-quality inservice training.........ccoceeeeeveneeeeesennne 27 23 37 25 24
Healthy school cafeteriameals.........ccocceveeeverieceeenienene. 82 79 87 78 82
Reference materials at School .........ccovueereriecniniccnenene 74 73 82 70 71
Support for use of instructional time.........cc.ccceeevierennne 70 61 75 75 69
Written guidelines on nutrition education....................... 57 54 66 59 52
Coordinated school nutrition policy ..........cc.cccceevevreennens 37 33 48 37 33

*See questions 2 and 3 in Appendix C.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Educat

ion, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “Nutrition Educationin U.S.

Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5,” FRSS 60, 1997.




Overall, about half of teachers (50 percent) reported that fewer than four of
the six resources were available to them, and about half reported between
four and six (not shown in atable). This summary measure of the level of
general support at the school for nutrition education is used later in this
report to analyze reported classroom activities.

Despite research indicating the importance of these resources,™ teachers do
not view access to these resources as the only thing needed to improve
nutrition education (table 4). About 30 percent of these teachers indicated
that healthy school cafeteria meals (34 percent), support for use of
instructional time (29 percent), and reference materials at school (28
percent) would improve it to agreat extent. About one-fifth (21 percent)
indicated that high-quality inservice training would improve it to a great
extent. Between 39 and 49 percent reported that each of these resources
would improve nutrition education to a moderate extent.

Table 4—Percent of public elementary school teachers, K-5, who
reported the potential of variousresourcesto improve
nutrition education: 1997

Potential to improve nutrition education

Nutrition education resource None Small Moderate Great
extent extent extent

High-quality inservice training 2 24 43 21
Healthy school cafeteria meals 9 18 39 34
Reference materials at school ............cccceue. 4 19 49 28
Support for use of instructional time............. 7 21 44 29

NOTE: Percents may not sum to 100 due to rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response

Survey System, “Nutrition Education in U.S. Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5,” FRSS
60, 1997.

15 |sobel Contento, “Conclusions.” Journal of Nutrition Education, 27(6) (November-December
1995):358-359.



Nutrition
Education
in the

Classroom

Amount of
Nutrition
I nstruction

Eighty-ei ght percent of elementary school teachers reported that they taught
lessons about nutrition to their students in the 1996-97 school year (table 5).
More kindergarten through second-grade teachers (92 percent) taught
nutrition than did third- through fifth-grade teachers (83 percent).

Table 5.—Percent of public elementary school teachers, K-5, who
taught nutrition in school year 1996-97, and for those who
taught nutrition, the mean number of total hourstaught, by
instructional level: 1997

Mean hours (for those

Percent who taught
Instructional level et w 0. gug who taught about
about nutrition .
nutrition)
All kindergarten through
fifth-grade teachers.......ccocvvvecneneenne 88 13
Kindergarten-second..........ccocovevevcrenienne 92 14
Third-fifth.....ccoiiiiie 83 12

NOTE: Does not include the 12 percent of teachers who did not teach nutrition.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response

Survey System, “Nutrition Education in U.S. Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5,” FRSS
60, 1997.

One important element of effective nutrition instruction is devotion of
adequate time. In particular, 50 hours has been found to be the minimum to
show impact on nutrition behavior. ** Teachers were asked to report the total
hours they spent in the current year (school year 1996-97) on nutrition
education, including time dedicated specifically to nutrition lessons and time
spent on integrated lessons. Datain table 5 indicate that, among the teachers
who did teach nutrition, the mean number of hours spent on nutrition
education by elementary school teachers was 13, below the 50 hours thought
to be necessary for impact on behavior."’

16 |_ytle, “Nutrition Education for School-aged Children,” 307.

7 The estimates that follow about classroom practices in nutrition education do not include the 12 percent
of teachers who did not teach lessons about nutrition.



Placement in
the Curriculum

N utrition can be taught as a separate subject, but it can also be integrated
into other subjects. Elementary school teachers reported the extent to which
they integrated nutrition lessons into the subjects of health and physical
education, history and social studies, mathematics, reading and language
arts, and science (table 6), and a so reported whether they taught nutrition as
a separate subject (table 7). About one-third of teachers (35 percent) taught
nutrition as a separate subject, and close to the same number integrated
nutrition lessons to a great extent into health and physical education (39
percent) and science (33 percent). Fewer teachers integrated lessonsto a
great extent into reading and language arts (14 percent), history and social
studies, and mathematics (4 and 5 percent, respectively). About 4 percent of
teachers taught nutrition as a separate subject but did not integrate it into
other subjects (figure 3).

Table 6.—Percent of public elementary school teachers, K-5, who
taught nutrition, by the extent to which they integrated
lessons about nutrition into various subjects. 1997

Extent to which nutrition lessons are integrated

Subject Not Small Moderate Great

at al extent extent extent
Health/physical education.............cc........ 10 19 32 39
History/social studies. 26 46 23 4
Mathematics.........cccevvrvennnne 23 a4 28 5
Reading/language arts 9 34 43 14
SCIENCE ..ottt eeeeeeeeeeeaeneas 5 18 45 33

NOTE: Percents may not sum to 100 due to rounding. Does not include the 12 percent of teachers who
did not teach nutrition.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response

Survey System, “Nutrition Education in U.S. Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5," FRSS
60, 1997.

Figure 3.—Percent of public elementary school teachers, K-5, who
taught nutrition, by the placement of nutrition instruction
in thecurriculum: 1997

Taught asa
separate subject
only

Both taught asa
separate subject
and integrated
into other
SUbj ects Taught
integrated into
other subjects
only

Placement of nutrition instruction

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response
Survey System, “Nutrition Education in U.S. Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5,” FRSS
60, 1997.

10



Table 7.—Percent of public elementary school teachers, K-5, who taught nutrition as a separate
subject and who integrated lessons into other subjectsto a great extent, by various
characteristics: 1997

Nutrition Integrated to a great extent
- taught asa Health/ History/ Reading/
Characteristic Separate physical socia Mathematics | language arts Science
subject education studies
All kindergarten through fifth-
grade teachers.......cocoeeeeveveene 35 39 4 5 14 33
Instructional level
Kindergarten-second ................. 35 36 7 5 19 30
Third-fifth ....ccooiiiiiiie 36 43 1 4 9 36
Enrollment size
Lessthan 300 ........ccceveveuceeucnnnes 30 32 2 6 16 31
300-499 37 37 4 4 13 32
500 OF MOYe.....ccovvrerererererirereenens 35 43 5 5 14 34
Geographic region
NOIhWESE ..o 35 36 2 4 11 26
33 47 6 5 16 39
33 34 3 3 13 31
38 40 5 6 15 34
Level of support available from
school
0-3 resources 30 32 4 3 12 29
4-6 resources 40 46 5 5 15 36
Most formal training to teach
about nutrition
NONE...c.eirerererirerree e 27 25 1 1 9 13
Researchonown.......cccccccennee 31 36 4 4 14 30
INSEIVICE....ovviiiiieeeesereeene 38 42 2 3 12 36
College coursework................... 40 44 6 6 16 38

NOTE: Does not include the 12 percent of teachers who did not teach nutrition.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “Nutrition Education in U.S.

Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5," FRSS 60, 1997.
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Both level of support from the school for nutrition education and level of
teacher training appear to be related to whether teachers integrate lessons
about nutrition into other subjects. To shed some light on these
relationships, figure 4 shows the proportion of elementary teachers who did
not integrate lessons about nutrition into history and social studies and
mathematics. Teachersin low-support schools and those with no training
were generally least likely to integrate nutrition lessons. For example, 35
percent of teachers in low-support schools versus 19 percent of those in
high-support schools did not integrate lessons about nutrition into history
and social studies; and 44 percent of teachers with no training versus 21
percent of those with college courseworks do not integrate |essons about
nutrition into history and social studies.®

Figure 4.—Per cent of public elementary school teacherswho taught nutrition but did not
integrate it into history and social studies, and mathematics, by various
characteristics: 1997

Per cent Level of support available
100 1
04-6 resources
B 0-3 resources
Training
80 B College course
Olnservice
U Research on own
60 1 ONone
44
401 35 %8
30 28
23 23
19 21 19 21 2
20 1
0
History/social studies Mathematics
Subject

NOTE: Table displays percent of teachers who do not integrate nutrition lessons into the subject among teachers who taught nutrition.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “Nutrition Education in
U.S. Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5," FRSS 60, 1997.

18 The apparent difference of 30 percent of teachers whose most formal training is research on their own
versus 44 percent of those with no training integrating nutrition lessons into history is not statistically
significant.
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Teaching
Strategies

T eachers reported that they employed active learning strategies and did not
rely exclusively on traditional lecturing methods for nutrition education.
Research has shown that these student-centered instructional strategies are
more effective at changing behavior than other methods.

An active, behaviorally focused approach should be used
consistently in nutrition education programs. . .An active,
learner-centered behavioral change process then systematically
targets the psychosocia factors that are antecedents of behavior
such as personal factors and behavioral capabilities, aswell as
environmental factors."

Table 8 lists the teaching strategies by the extent of their use by elementary
school teachers. Active learning strategies, such as active discussion

(57 percent), hands-on learning (29 percent), and collaborative work

(27 percent), were used to a great extent by the most teachers. More
traditional techniques, such aslecturing (8 percent), demonstration

(19 percent), and media presentations (7 percent), were also used to a great
extent by some teachers. Few teachers (5 percent or less) reported using
computers or other advanced technology, events such as field trips and guest
speakers, and special eventslike fairs and playsto a great extent.

Table 8.—Percent of public elementary school teachers, K-5, who
taught nutrition, by extent of use of variousteaching
strategies for nutrition lessons. 1997

Extent of use

Teaching strategy Not Small Moderate Great

at all extent extent extent
Active diSCUSSION......c..cerereeeeeneeieerenieenes -- 8 35 57
Collaborative or cooperative work............ 6 22 45 27
Computers or other advanced technology . 60 30 8 3
Demonstrations.........ccoeeerreeienerieenerienens 11 29 41 19
Field tripS....coceeeeeeeeseeeeee e 61 26 9 4
GUESt SPEBKETS.....ceeeeereeieeeeereriee e 47 34 14 5
7 23 40 29
15 39 39 8
24 34 35 7
30 38 25 7
53 32 12 3
23 37 31 9
63 20 12 6

--Less than 0.5 percent.

NOTE: Percents may not sum to 100 due to rounding. Does not include the 12 percent of teachers who
did not teach nutrition.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response

Survey System, “Nutrition Education in U.S. Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5,” FRSS
60, 1997.

19 Contento, “Conclusions,” 360.

13



Teachers of grades K-2, teachers with higher levels of support for nutrition
education from their schools, and teachers with more training in nutrition
education were more likely to use some of the active learning strategiesin
their nutrition instruction to a moderate or great extent.

By instructional level, kindergarten through second-grade teachers were
more likely to use hands-on learning (75 percent) and role playing

(37 percent) to amoderate or great extent than were third- through fifth-
grade teachers (63 percent and 26 percent, respectively) (table 9).
However, kindergarten through second-grade teachers were less likely to
use student projects (37 versus 44 percent) to a moderate or great extent.

More teachers with high administrative support than those with low
support used collaborative or cooperative work (78 versus 65 percent),
computers (15 versus 6 percent), hands-on learning (76 versus

61 percent), and student projects (48 versus 31 percent) to a moderate or
great extent.

Teachers with no training in nutrition education were less likely than
those with college coursework to use several of the active learning
strategies (hands-on learning, role playing, student projects, and
collaboration) to a moderate or great extent. Fifty-three percent of
teachers with no training used collaborative work versus 76 percent of
teachers with college coursework in nutrition education to a moderate or
great extent.

Table 9.—Percent of public elementary school teachers, K-5, who taught nutrition, who used
variousteaching strategiesto a moderate or great extent,* by various characteristics:

1997
Teaching strategy used to a moderate or great extent
L . Collaborative | Computers or
Characteristic Adive | doperative | other advanced Handson | o6 playing Student
discussion learning projects
work technology
All kindergarten through fifth-
gradeteachers.......cccooeveeecvenienene 92 72 11 69 32 40
Instructional level
Kindergarten-second..........c.cccceue.. 91 73 9 75 37 37
Third-fifth ... 93 70 13 63 26 44
Level of support available from
school
0-3 FESOUICES......vreevrerrerereaieiaes 90 65 6 61 30 31
4-6 FESOUNCES......cuemerererererererereeeeeene 94 78 15 76 34 48
Most formal training to teach about
nutrition
83 53 5 57 21 23
93 70 9 65 26 39
93 75 11 71 34 38
93 76 12 75 39 45

*These response categories were combined for this analysis.

NOTE: Does not include the 12 percent of teachers who did not teach nutrition.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “Nutrition Education in U.S.
Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5,” FRSS 60, 1997.
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Looking more closely at teaching strategies least likely to be used, teachers
with low levels of support and teachers with no training (compared to those
with college training) were less likely to use several of these strategies,
including the following: computers or other advanced technology, field
trips, guest speakers, specia events such asfairs and plays, and team
teaching (table 10). Briefly,

Thirty percent of low-support teachers used computers to any extent,
versus 50 percent of high-support teachers;

Thirty-three percent of low-support teachers used field trips to any
extent, versus 44 percent of high-support teachers;

Forty-one percent of low-support teachers and 42 percent of teachers
with no training used guest speakersto any extent, versus 62 percent of
high-support teachers and 61 percent of teachers with college training;

Forty percent of low-support teachers and 33 percent of teachers with no
training used specia eventsto any extent, versus 53 percent of high-
support teachers and 55 percent of teachers with college training; and

Twenty-nine percent of low-support teachers used team teaching to any
extent, versus 45 percent of high-support teachers.

For these strategies, teachers whose most formal training was research and
reading on their own tended to resemble those with no training, while
teachers with inservice training tended to resembl e those with college
training.

Table 10.—Per cent of public elementary school teachers, K-5, who taught nutrition, who used

variousteaching strategiesto any extent*, by various characteristics. 1997
Teaching strategy
Characteristic Computer or other| Special events _
advanced Field trips Guest speakers | (¢ fairs, plays) | Team teaching
technology e ’

All kindergarten through fifth-
gradeteachers.......cccooeveeecnenienene 40 39 53 47 37

Instructional level

Kindergarten-second 36 44 50 49 39
Third-fifth ... 46 32 56 44 35
Level of support available from
school
0-3 resources 30 33 41 40 29
4-6 resources. 50 44 62 53 45
Most formal training to teach about
nutrition
NONE ..t 34 32 42 33 34
Research on own 36 34 44 38 31
Inservice 43 38 55 53 45
College coursework 45 44 61 55 40

*The response categories small extent, moderate extent, and great extent were combined for this analysis.
NOTE: Does not include the 12 percent of teachers who did not teach nutrition.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “Nutrition Education in U.S.
Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5," FRSS 60, 1997.
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Working with
the School
Meals Program
Staff

As part of its School Meals Initiative for Healthy Children, the USDA is
encouraging school meals programs to take an active role in the nutrition
education of students. The objective of participation in nutrition education
isto promote student selection and consumption of the healthier school
meal s that meals programs are now required to serve in the cafeteria.
Participation by food service staff in nutrition education in the classroom is
not the easiest of tasks to accomplish because of logistical and other barriers.
To gauge the extent and importance of these barriers, teachers who taught
nutrition were asked to rate the extent to which eight factors were barriers to
cooperation with their school meals program staff in providing nutrition
education to their students. Results are reported in table 11. About 49
percent of teachers reported they had no barriersto cooperation. The
barriers asked about were the following:

No onsite kitchen at the schooal,

The way the school meals program is operated (e.g., outside vendor,
satellite kitchen),

Unsure what activities are possible,

Insufficient instructional time to fit in activities,

Insufficient time on the part of the meals program staff,
Classroom and meals program staff schedules hard to coordinate,
Lack of administrative support or approval, and

Lack of interest by the meals program staff.

Table 11.—Per cent of public elementary school teachers, K-5, who
taught nutrition, who reported variousbarriersto
cooper ation with their school meals program staff in
providing nutrition education: 1997

Extent of barrier to cooperation (if any
) barrier)
Barrier Not Small Moderate Great
at all extent extent extent
NoO onsite KitChen ..o 83 5 3 9
Way meals program is operated (e.g., outside
vendor, satellite kitchen)..........ccoceeveeevevccenenienen, 73 8 8 11
Unsure what activities possible.........cccoeeecerienee. 58 13 13 17
Insufficient instructional time............ccocooeeevrcccnenne. 55 11 13 21
Insufficient time on the part of the meals
Program Staff ........cccoeevereeeeiesesee e 57 9 12 22
Classroom and meal's program schedules hard to
COONAINGLE ...t 58 11 12 19
Lack of administrative approval or support............. 7 12 5 6
Lack of interest by the meals program staff............. 68 12 8 11

NOTE: Percents may not sum to 100 due to rounding. Does not include the 12 percent of teachers who
did not teach nutrition.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response

Survey System, “Nutrition Education in U.S. Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5,” FRSS
60, 1997.
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While about half (49 percent) of elementary school teachers who teach
nutrition reported no barriers to cooperation with their school meals program
staff in providing nutrition education (table 12), those who did report
barriers tended to focus on the following: lack of instructional time and time
on the part of the meals program staff, uncertainty about possible activities,
and difficulty of schedule coordination between teachers and meals program
staff. For example:

Twenty-one percent reported that insufficient instructional time was a
barrier to agreat extent;

Twenty-two percent reported that insufficient time on the part of the
meal s program staff was a barrier to a great extent;

Seventeen percent reported that being unsure what activities are possible
was a barrier to a great extent; and

Nineteen percent reported that classroom and meals program staff
schedules being hard to coordinate was a barrier to agreat extent.

Table 12.—Per cent of public elementary school teachers, K-5, who taught nutrition who reported no barriers
to cooper ation with their school meals program in providing nutrition education, and percent who
reported barriersto a great extent, by various characteristics: 1997

Barrier to agreat extent
- Classroom Lack of Lack of
- Insufficient [ and meals . .
- No . Way meals |Unsure what | Insufficient | . administra- | interest by
Characteristic . No onsite . S . . timeon part| program .
barriers . programis | activities |instructional tive meals
kitchen . . of meas | schedules
operated possible time approval or | program
program hard to
) support staff
coordinate
All kindergarten
through fifth-grade
teaChers.....ccoovveeeeesienne 49 9 11 17 21 22 19 6 11
Instructiona level
Kindergarten-second...... 49 9 11 16 18 20 18 6 11
Third-fifth......ccccooeeeenee 49 9 10 18 25 23 19 6 11
Geographic region

Northeast ........cccccvevenene 44 11 13 15 25 26 24 6 12
Southeast ... 63 3 3 11 15 17 15 4 6
Centrd ..... 46 10 14 18 23 21 21 5 12
WESE....coieeeeeeie 43 11 13 20 23 23 17 8 14

NOTE: Does not include the 12 percent of teachers who did not teach nutrition.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Stetistics, Fast Response Survey System, “Nutrition Education in U.S. Public Schools:
Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5," FRSS 60, 1997.
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Working with
Parents

Cited less frequently as barriers to a great extent were the lack of an onsite
kitchen (9 percent), the way the meals program is operated (11 percent), and
lack of interest on the part of the meals program staff (11 percent). (The
way the meals program is operated includes arrangements such as outside
vendors and satellite kitchens.) Six percent reported that lack of
administrative approval or support was a great barrier to cooperation with
the meals program staff.

Table 12 shows the reported barriers broken out by instructional level and
geographic region. There are some differencesin barriers cited between
teachersin different geographic regions. Teachersin the Southeast were
more likely to report having no barriers to cooperation (63 percent, versus
44 percent for the Northeast, 46 percent for the Central, and 43 percent for
the West). Southeast teachers were also less likely to report the way the
meals program is operated as a barrier (3 percent, versus 13 percent,

14 percent, and 13 percent, respectively).

Fami ly involvement is an important element in effective nutrition education
for elementary school students.® All surveyed teachers were asked the
extent to which they or their schools used any of following eight strategies to
involve parents in the nutrition education of their children:

Including parents in homework assignments;

Sending home educational materials to help parents learn about nutrition
or teach their children about nutrition;

Inviting parents to attend nutrition classes;

Inviting parents to attend special events, such as School Lunch Week or
tasting parties;

Inviting parentsin nutrition-related careers to speak to the class;
Asking parents to give in-class demonstrations;
Asking parents to send healthful snacks to school; and

Offering nutrition workshops or screening services for parents.

With the exception of asking parents to send healthful snacks (with

37 percent “great extent” and 25 percent “moderate extent”), amajority of
teachers reported that they or their schools used these strategies to a small
extent or not at all (table 13).

2 Lytle, “Nutrition Education for School-Aged Children,” 307.
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Table 13.—Per cent of public elementary school teachers, K-5, who
reported they or their schools used various strategiesto
involve parentsin the nutrition education of their children:

1997
Extent of use
Strategy Not Small Moderate Great
at all extent extent extent
Including parents in homework
BSSIGNMENES......eveereerieeeere e 25 36 27 13
Sending home educational materials........... 24 39 27 10
Inviting parents to attend nutrition classes.. 79 13 6 2
Inviting parents to attend special events..... 42 22 21 15
Inviting parentsin nutrition careersto
SPEaK 10 ClaSS.....coereeieeeerereeeee e 57 26 13 4
Asking parentsto give in-class
demonStrations.........cccoeeeereecneneecenienens 63 25 9 3
Asking parents to send healthful snacksto
SCNOOL ... 20 17 25 37
Offering nutrition workshops or screening
services for parents..........cocvecveveevevreennns 83 12 4 1

NOTE: Percents may not sum to 100 due to rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response

Survey System, “Nutrition Education in U.S. Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5,” FRSS
60, 1997.

Examining the figures for teachers who reported they or their schools never
used the strategies versus those who did at |east to a small extent provides
more information about family involvement efforts in nutrition education
(table 14).

By geographic region, teachers from the Southeast were most likely to
invite parents to special events (84 percent) compared to 45 to
52 percent in the other regions.

By level of support for nutrition education from the school, teachers with
high levels of support were most likely to report that they or their
schools used the following parent involvement strategies than were
teaches with low levels of support; including parentsin homework
assignments (85 versus 66 percent), sending home educational materials
(85 versus 66 percent), inviting parents to special events (70 versus

46 percent), inviting parentsin nutrition careers to speak to their class
(54 versus 31 percent), and asking parents to give in-class
demonstrations (47 versus 28 percent).
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By level of most formal training, teachers with college coursework in
nutrition education were more likely to report that they or their schools
used the following parent involvement strategies than teachers with no
training: including parents in homework assignments (82 versus

48 percent), sending home educational materials (78 versus 60 percent),
inviting parents to special events (65 versus 41 percent), inviting parents
in nutrition careers to speak to their class (52 versus 24 percent), and
asking parents to give in-class demonstrations (46 versus 25 percent).

So, while family involvement strategies for nutrition education were |ess
often used among all teachers than some might argue is optimal ** teachers
with higher levels of support from their schools, and teachers with college
training in nutrition education were making efforts to involve families more
often than teachers with lower levels of support and those with no training,

respectively.

Table 14.—Per cent of public elementary school teachers, K-5, who reported they or their schools
used various strategiesto any extent* to involve parentsin the nutrition education of
their children, by various characteristics. 1997

Strategy
Characteristic Including parents [ Sending home | Inviting parentsto | Inviting parentsin| Asking parents to
in homework educationa attend specia nutrition careers givein-class
assignments materials events to speak to class | demonstrations
All kindergarten through fifth-
grade teachers................... 75 75 58 42 37
Geographic region
Northeast..........coverervrenee. 74 78 45 38 36
81 79 84 52 45
72 76 52 42 35
75 71 51 39 33
Level of support available from
school
0-3 reSOUrCES.......coerererenne 66 66 46 31 28
4-6 resouUrCes........ccueueene. 85 85 70 54 47
Most formal training to teach about
nutrition
48 60 41 24 25
75 75 55 37 30
81 81 61 45 41
82 78 65 52 46

*The response categories small extent, moderate extent, and great extent were combined for this analysis.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “Nutrition Education in U.S.
Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5," FRSS 60, 1997.

2L Lytle, “Nutrition Education for School-aged Children,” 307.
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| nstructional
Material for
Nutrition
Education

T he USDA isinterested in promoting the development and adoption of
high-quality instructional materials for nutrition education. To help
determine the current need for materials, teachers who taught nutrition were
asked about the quality and quantity of materials they use now, the sources
of materials, the types of additional materials that would be most helpful to
them in their nutrition education efforts, and their preferred methods for
receiving materials. For the purposes of this survey, high quality materials
were defined as being up to date, age appropriate, and appealing to students.
In addition, teachers were asked whether they had enough materials for all of
their students.

When teachers who taught nutrition were asked whether the instructional
materials they used were high in quality, about one in four said they were up
to date to a great extent (24 percent), 41 percent said they were age
appropriate to a great extent, and 23 percent said they were appealing to
studentsto a great extent (table 15). About one in five reported having
enough materials for al their students to a great extent (21 percent), and
about one in five (19 percent) reported that they did not have enough
materials for all students.

Table 15.—Per cent of public elementary school teachers, K-5, who
taught nutrition, by the quality of instructional materials
currently in usefor nutrition education: 1997

Extent statement is true

Quality measure Not Small Moderate Great
at all extent extent extent
Materidlsareuptodate.........coceveeerereenenne. 7 20 49 24

Materials are age appropriate.......... . 3 13 43 41
Students find materials appedling..... . 4 21 52 23
Enough materiasfor al students................ 19 27 32 21

NOTE: Percents may not sum to 100 due to rounding. Does not include the 12 percent of teachers who
did not teach nutrition.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response

Survey System, “Nutrition Education in U.S. Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5,” FRSS
60, 1997.

Teachers with high levels of support for nutrition education from their
school were more likely to report high-quality materials than were teachers
at low support schools (figure 5). For example, 28 percent of teachersin
high-support schools reported their materials are up to date, versus

19 percent of those in low-support schools. Teachersin high-support
schools were aso more likely to report having enough materials for all their
students, that students find materials appealing, and that materials are age
appropriate to agreat extent. Teachers with inservice training in nutrition
education were more likely than teachers with no training to report their
materials were up to date and age appropriate to a great extent (figure 6).
For example, 44 percent of teachers with inservice training reported their
materials were age appropriate to a great extent, versus 21 percent of
teachers with no training.
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Figure 5.—Per cent of public elementary school teachers, K-5, who
taught nutrition, who reported their nutrition education
instructional materialswere high quality, by level of support
at the school for nutrition education: 1997

Per cent Level of support available
100 - M 4-6 resources
00-3 resources
80 1
60 1
46
40 - 35
28 28 26
19 18
h h li‘
O -
Materials are up Materials are age Students find Enough materials
to date* appropriate* materials for all students*

appealing*

* Statement is true to a great extent.
NOTE: Does not include the 12 percent of teachers who did not teach about nutrition.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response
Survey System, “Nutrition Education in U.S. Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5,” FRSS
60, 1997.

Figure 6.—Per cent of public elementary school teachers, K-5, who
taught nutrition, who reported their nutrition education
instructional materials wer e high quality, by level of training
to teach about nutrition: 1997

Percent Training
100 1 B College coursework
Ojnservice
[m]
80 Research on own
ONone
60 1
42 44 22
40 1 33
26 26
L 21 2222 B2
) } 17 I_’_’E‘
0 _‘
Materias are up Materials are Students find Enough materials
to date* age materials for all students*
appropriate* appealing*

* Statement is true to a great extent.
NOTE: Does not include the 12 percent of teachers who did not teach nutrition.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response
Survey System, “Nutrition Education in U.S. Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5,” FRSS
60, 1997.
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A high proportion of elementary school teachers who taught nutrition used
materials for nutrition education that they found or developed on their own
(table 16). Thirty-three percent did this to a moderate extent and 35 percent
did it to agreat extent. Teachersin the lower elementary grades three
through five (kindergarten through second) did this more often to a great
extent (40 percent) than did teachers in grades three through five (29
percent). Also, teacherswith lower levels of support (40 percent) used
materials they found on their own to a great extent more often than those
with higher levels (31 percent).

Table 16.—Per cent of public elementary school teachers, K-5, who
taught nutrition, by the extent to which they used nutrition
education materialsthey found or developed on their own,
by various characteristics: 1997

Extent to which used materials found
L or developed by teacher
Characteristic Not Small Moderate Great
at all extent extent extent
All kindergarten through fifth-grade
tEAChErS....ciicc e 8 25 33 35
Instructional level
Kindergarten-second...........cccceeevennenene 5 21 34 40
Third-fifth ... 10 29 31 29
Level of support available from school
0-3 FESOUICES......vvvrrreiicieeeeseneens 8 21 30 40
4-6 FESOUNCES....c.cuererererererereeiererereseieaeaes 7 27 35 31
Most formal training to teach about
nutrition
14 34 25 27
9 20 33 38
11 31 35 23
4 24 33 40

NOTE: Percents may not sum to 100 due to rounding. Does not include the 12 percent of teachers who
did not teach nutrition.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response
Survey System, “Nutrition Education in U.S. Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5,” FRSS
60, 1997.
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All surveyed teachers were asked the extent to which eight types of
instructional materials would be useful to them in their nutrition education
efforts (in addition to materials they already used) (table 17). They rated
materials as useful to a great extent to the following degrees:

Audio and visual aids such as films, videotapes, or posters (61 percent);
Manipulatives and laboratory materials (58 percent);

Teacher materials such as curriculum guides or trade books (47 percent);
Computer software (43 percent);

Supplementary student materials (e.g., worksheets) (31 percent);
Publications such as newsl etters, magazines, or pamphlets (30 percent);

Textbooks (22 percent); and

© N o g c w D P

Student assessment materials (22 percent).

Table 17.—Per cent of public elementary school teachers, K-5, by the extent to which various
instructional materials would be useful to them in nutrition education, by instructional

level: 1997
Extent to which materials would be useful
Instructional level/type of material Not Small Moderate Great
at all extent extent extent
All kindergarten through fifth-grade teachers
Teacher materials (e.g., curriculum guides or trade books)...........cccceeruereenee 7 13 33 47
Textbooks 28 26 24 22
Supplementary student materials (e.g., WOrksheets)..........cceevevvreriecenesennns 10 26 33 31
Publications (e.g., newsletters, magazines, pamphlets)..........cccoovrevvrereennnne. 9 25 35 30
Student assessment materials.........coocovreeerreiereneeenennas 18 29 31 22
Manipulatives and laboratory materials.... 7 10 25 58
COMPULEr SOFtWEAI......cveiveeeeereesieeeiesie e 12 15 29 43
Audio and visual aids (e.g., films, videotapes, POSLErs).......ccccvrvrereererereenens 4 7 28 61
Kindergarten-second
Teacher materials (e.g., curriculum guides or trade books)...........ccceeererunnen. 6 13 32 49
TEXIDOOKS.......eceieieeiirieicee e 36 26 20 18
Supplementary student materials (e.g., worksheets)........ 11 29 33 27
Publications (e.g., newsletters, magazines, pamphlets)... 10 28 38 25
Student assessment materials.........coocovreeerreeereneienennas 23 32 27 18
Manipulatives and laboratory MaterialS..........ccoevvvereceresereeieseseeee s 7 9 25 59
COMPULES SOFtWEIE......cveveieeeetisieieeste et ste e e e s ae e e eneseennens 13 16 30 40
Audio and visual aids (e.g., films, videotapes, POSLErs)........cccervvrereererereanens 3 7 29 61
Third-fifth
Teacher materials (e.g., curriculum guides or trade books)...........ccccevrerunene 7 12 35 45
TEXIDOOKS.....ceeeereciete e 20 26 29 25
Supplementary student materials (e.g., WOrksheets).........ccceeveevreriecereriennns 9 22 32 37
Publications (e.g., newsletters, magazines, pamphlets)... 8 22 33 37
Student assessment materials.........ccocovreeernecenenecenennas 13 25 35 27
Manipulatives and laboratory MmaterialS..........ccoevevereieresereeieseseeeeseseenes 8 10 26 56
COMPULEr SOfTWEIE......cveieeieeeeiisieeeesie et e e sse e e esessanens 11 14 28 47
Audio and visual aids (e.g., films, videotapes, POSters)..........ccocvreevevrrenenen. 5 8 27 60

NOTE: Percents may not sum to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “Nutrition Educationin U.S.
Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5,” FRSS 60, 1997.
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More teachers at the kindergarten through second-grade level reported that
textbooks for nutrition education would not be useful to them at all than did
teachers of grades threeto five (36 versus 20 percent), and teachers of grades
three to five were more likely than kindergarten through second-grade
teachersto report that supplemental materials (37 versus 27 percent),
publications such as newsletters (37 versus 25 percent), and assessments

(27 versus 18 percent) would be useful to them to a great extent.

All surveyed teachers were also asked about their preferred method for
having nutrition education materials distributed to them. The majority

(67 percent) said they prefer receiving materials for nutrition education
directly, such as through the mail (figure 7). A few (13 percent) would
rather receive materials through training workshops; and fewer still preferred
using specific intermediaries, such as the school meals program

(8 percent), the school district (6 percent), or their school’ s administration

(5 percent). Altogether, about 19 percent preferred use of any
intermediaries.

To get an idea of the familiarity of elementary school teachers with Team
Nutrition, the USDA program to improve nutrition education in the
classroom, a separate question was asked of all surveyed teachers. About
onein ten (9 percent) reported familiarity with the program (not shown in a
table).

Figure 7.—Per cent of public elementary school teachers, K-5, by
preferred method for having nutrition education materials
distributed to them: 1997

Through the Some
school other way
Through the administration — 1%

school district

Through the
school meals
program

Through Directly
training (e.g., through
workshops the mail)

Preferred method of nutrition education materialsdistribution

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response
Survey System, “Nutrition Education in U.S. Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5,” FRSS
60, 1997.
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Topicsfor
| nservice
Trainingin
Nutrition
Education

Comparison
Between
School and
Teacher
Results

Al surveyed teachers were asked whether they would like to receive
inservice training on four nutrition topics. In each of the four areas, a
majority of elementary teachers said they would like to receive inservice
training (figure 8). Specifically, 79 percent would like such training for
coordinating nutrition education across subjects and across grades; 71
percent, for active learning strategies; 68 percent, for involving parentsin
nutrition education; and 55 percent, for collaborating with the school meals
program.

Figure 8.—Percent of public elementary school teachers, K-5, who
would like to receive inservice training on various nutrition

topics: 1997
Per cent
100 1
79
80 1
71 68

60 1 55
40 1
201

0
Active learning  Collaboration with Coordinating Involving parents
strategies the school meals  nutrition education in nutrition

program across subjects and education
across grades

Nutrition topic for inservicetraining

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response
Survey System, “Nutrition Education in U.S. Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5,” FRSS
60, 1997.

T here are severa topics where the results from the current survey of
teachers are similar to the results obtained from schools in the previous 1995
FRSS nutrition education survey,? in particular when comparing results
from the Southeast region to other geographic regions.

The FRSS school survey reported higher nutrition education activity among
meal s programs in the Southeast than in other geographic regions. Meals
programsin Southeast elementary schools were more likely to have bulletin
boards with nutrition information and to sponsor School Lunch Week, as

2 .S, Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. Nutrition Education in U.S.
Public Elementary and Secondary Schools, NCES 96-852, by Carin Celebuski and Elizabeth Farris,
Judi Carpenter, project officer, 1996.

26



well asto provide nutrition education in the classroom and to solicit student
and parent input than meals programs in other geographic regions. The
teacher survey found that teachers in the Southeast were more likely to
report a greater availability of high-quality inservice training and a
coordinated school nutrition policy. They were also least likely to report
barriersto cooperation with the meals program staff compared to teachers
from other regions.

Summar Yy T he results of this survey show that nutrition education is going on in
elementary school classrooms, and that many of the instructional materials
and techniques used are those that research indicates may be effective.
However, the classroom time currently devoted to this topic may not be
sufficient to change eating behaviorsin students. Research cited earlier in
this report suggests that nutrition instruction might be improved through
inservice training focusing on the following:

Use of active learning strategies,
Ways to integrate nutrition lessons into other subjects, and

Waysto involve families in nutrition education.

Teachers reported that they were interested in receiving inservice training
about these topics. Those who received high support or had some types of
training were more likely to do some of these things than teachers with low
support or with no training, respectively. In addition, teachers with inservice
training were more likely to use instructional materials that were up to date
and age appropriate than teachers with no training.
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Appendix A:

Survey Methodology and Data Reliability
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Survey

M ethodology
and Data
Reliability

Sample
Selection

Respondents
and Response
Rates

The sampling frame of schools for the FRSS nutrition education teacher
survey was constructed from the 1993-94 NCES Common Core of Data
(CCD) public school universe file and included over 61,000 regular
elementary schools. For the purposes of the survey, elementary schools
were defined to be those with a beginning grade of sixth or lower and no
grade higher than eighth. Excluded from the frame were special education,
vocational, and alternative/other schools, schoolsin the U.S. territories, and
schools with a highest grade lower than grade one.

Samples were selected in two stages, first elementary schools, and then
teachers within the sampled schools. The CCD frame was stratified by
locale (city, urban fringe, town, rural), crossed by enrollment size (less than
300, 300 to 499, and 500 or more). Within each primary stratum, schools
were sorted by geographic region (Northeast, Southeast, Central, West) and
ameasure of poverty status (based on the percentage of students eligible for
free or reduced-price lunch) prior to sample selection to induce additional
implicit stratification. A sample of 750 schools was then selected from the
sorted frame with probabilities proportionate to size (PPS), where the
measure of size was the estimated number of full-time-equivalent (FTE)
teachersin the school. It should be noted that FTE teacher counts were
missing for about 2 percent of the schoolsin the CCD file. For these, the
required measure of size was imputed by applying the average enrollment-to-
FTE teacher ratio for schoolsin the same |ocale and enrollment size class
category to the enrollment of the school with the missing FTE teacher count.

To facilitate the selection of teachers, each sampled school was requested to
provide a comprehensive list of their teachers of grades kindergarten through
five who taught self-contained classes. Listswere obtained from 96 percent
of the selected elementary schools, yielding 705 participating schools. An
average of about two elementary school teachers (fewer for schools with a
smaller number of eligible teachers and more for schools with alarger
number of eligible teaches) was then selected from each participating school,
for atotal initial sample size of 1,409.

In February 1997, questionnaires (see appendix C) were mailed to 1,409
public elementary school teachers. Of the teachers sampled, 62 were found
to be out of scope (no longer at the school, or not assigned to a self-
contained class), leaving 1,347 eligible teachersin the sample. Telephone
followup was initiated in March, and data collection was completed on July
3, with 1,180 respondents. The teacher response rate was 88 percent. This
figure combines with the response rate from the list collection for afinal
response rate of 84 percent. Item nonresponse rates ranged from 0.0to 1.0
percent.
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Sampling and
Nonsampling
Errors

Variances

The responses were weighted to produce national estimates. The weights
were designed to adjust for the variable probabilities of selection and
differential nonresponse. The findingsin this report are estimates based on
the sample selected and, consequently, are subject to sampling variability.

The survey estimates are also subject to nonsampling errors that can arise
because of honobservation (nonresponse or noncoverage) errors, errors of
reporting, and errors made in the collection of the data. These errors can
sometimes bias the data. Nonsampling errors may include such problems as
the differences in the respondents’ interpretations of the meaning of the
guestions; memory effects; misrecording of responses; incorrect editing,
coding, and data entry; differences related to the particular time the survey
was conducted; or errorsin data preparation. While general sampling theory
can be used in part to determine how to estimate the sampling variability of a
statistic, nonsampling errors are not easy to measure and, for measurement
purposes, usually require that an experiment be conducted as part of the data
collection procedures or that data external to the study be used.

To minimize the potential for nonsampling errors, the questionnaire was
pretested with knowledgeabl e respondents like those who completed the
survey. During the design of the survey and the survey pretest, an effort was
made to check for consistency of interpretation of questions and to eliminate
ambiguous terms. The guestionnaire and instructions were extensively
reviewed by the Food and Nutrition Service and the National Center for
Education Statistics. Manual and machine editing of the questionnaire
responses were conducted to check the data for accuracy and consistency.
Cases with missing or inconsistent items were recontacted by telephone.
Imputations for item nonresponse were not implemented, asitem
nonresponse rates were very low. Datawere keyed with 100 percent
verification.

T he standard error is a measure of the variabil ity of an estimate due to
sampling. It indicates the variability of a sample estimate that would be
obtained from all possible samples of agiven design and size. Standard
errors are used as a measure of the precision expected from a particul ar
sample. If all possible samples were surveyed under similar conditions,
intervals of 1.96 standard errors below to 1.96 standard errors above a
particular statistic would include the true popul ation parameter being
estimated in about 95 percent of the samples. Thisiswhat isreferredto asa
95 percent confidence interval. For example, the estimated percentage of
teachers who taught about nutrition in school year 1996-97 is 88 percent and
the estimated standard error is 1.1 percent. The 95 percent confidence
interval for this statistic extends from 88 — (1.96 * 1.1) to 88 + (1.96 * 1.1),
or from 85.8 t0 90.2.
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Background
| nformation

Estimates of standard errors were computed using a technique known as
jackknifereplication. Aswith any replication method, jackknife replication
involves constructing a number of subsamples (replicates) from the full
sample and computing the statistic of interest for each replicate. The mean
square error of the replicate estimates around the full sample estimate
provides an estimate of the variance of the statistic. To construct the
replicates, 50 stratified subsamples of the full sample were created and then
dropped, one at atime, to define 50 jackknife replicates. A proprietary
computer program (WESVAR), available at Westat, was used to calculate
the estimates of standard errors.

The survey was conducted under contract with Westat, using the NCES Fast
Response Survey System (FRSS). Westat' s project director was Elizabeth

Farris, and the survey manager was Carin Celebuski. Shelley Burns and Judi
Carpenter were the NCES project officers. The data were requested by
Ledlie Christovich and Marie Mitchell from the Food and Nutrition Service
of the USDA. Marie Mitchell coordinated the project for the USDA.
The survey instrument was devel oped with input from several personsin the
field of nutrition education, including individuals from the USDA’s
Nutrition and Technical Services Division and Team Nutrition.
The report was reviewed by the following individuals:
Outside NCES

Marie Mitchell, CDC

Ledlie Lytle, University of Minnesota

Inside NCES

Marilyn McMillen

Kathryn Chandler

Larry Bobbitt

Jonaki Bose
For more information about the Fast Response Survey System or the
nutrition education teacher survey, contact Shelley Burns, Elementary/
Secondary Statistics Division, Office of Educational Research and

Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, 555 New Jersey
Avenue, NW, Washington, DC 20208-5651, telephone (202) 219-1463.
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Terms Defined
on the Survey
Questionnaire

Classification
Variables

Collaborative or cooper ative work - students work together in small
groups to solve problems or do projects.

Coordinated school nutrition policy - may address such issues as
coordinating nutrition education across subjects and across grades,
collaboration between the school meals program and the classroom, and
policies on outside food vendors and closed lunch periods.

Coordinating nutrition education acr oss subjects and across grades -
refers to the integration of nutrition lessons into subjects such as math and
science, and the integration across grades so the lessons at each grade level
build on the previous year’ s lessons.

Hands-on lear ning - students engage in direct learning experiences by
applying their learning to real-life situations or everyday issues and events.

Nutrition education materials - lesson plans, curriculum guides, posters,
pamphlets, multimedia, etc., designed to improve health, achieve positive
changein dietary habits, and emphasi ze the relationship between diet and
health.

Nutrition education - refersto curricula, courses, lesson plans and units,
and activities designed to provide instruction with regard to the nutritional
value of foods and the relationship between food and human health.

Instructional level of the teacher
Kindergarten through second-grade teachers.

Third through fifth-grade teachers.

School enrollment size
Less than 300 students in the school.
Between 300-499 students in the school.

500 or more students in the school.

Geographic region of the school

Northeast - Connecticut, Delaware, District of Columbia, Maine, Maryland,
Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New Y ork, Pennsylvania,
Rhode Island, and Vermont.

Southeast - Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana,
Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia, and West
Virginia.

Central - Illinois, Indiana, lowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri,
Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota, and Wisconsin.
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West - Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Hawaii, |daho, Montana,
Nevada, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Oregon, Texas, Utah, Washington, and
Wyoming.

Levd of support for nutrition education at the school - constructed from
information reported by teachers on their questionnaires (questions 2 and 3).
Affirmative responses to six questions asking about the availability of
specific resources and policiesin support of nutrition education at the school
were summed. The six resources were ongoing inservice training that
focuses on teaching strategies for behavioral change; school food service
personnel serving healthy, well-balanced meals in the cafeteria; reference
materials on nutrition education available at your school; support from your
school or district for nutrition education as avalid use of instructional time;
awritten policy or guidelines on nutrition education from your school,
district, or state; and a coordinated school nutrition policy.

Low - teachers reporting 0-3 resources available to them.

High - teachers reporting 4-6 resources available to them.

Type of nutrition education training theteacher hasreceived -
constructed from information reported by teachers on their questionnaires
(question 17). Teacherswere recoded to their most formal type of training,
although they may have participated in other types of training as well.

None - teachers reported not participating in any training for
teaching students about nutrition.

Research on own - teachers reported that they did research on their
own, but did not participate in any formal training.

Inservice - teachers reported that they participated in inservice or
other professional development training, but did not participate in
training as an undergraduate or graduate student.

College coursework - teachers reported that they participated in
training as an undergraduate or graduate student.
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Appendix B

Tables of Standard Errors
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Table 1la—Standard errors of mean years of teaching and grades taught by public elementary school
teachers, K-5, who taught self-contained classes. 1997

- Standard error of mean
Characteristic
number or percent
Mean number of years teaching at the elementary school [eVel ..........cccooeeeeirivecenceee e 0.2

Grade or gradestaught

0.8
1.0
11
1.0
1.0
0.9

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “Nutrition Educationin U.S.
Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5,” FRSS 60, 1997.
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Table 2a.—Standard errors of mean number of hoursor coursestaken by public elementary school
teachers, K-5, to preparethem to teach nutrition, by type of training: 1997
Standard error of mean

Type of training

number
Training as an undergraduate or graduate SLUAENL............ccceruereeererierereseseeese e see e saese e seeneens 0.1
Workshop, iNService, Or SUMMEY INSHIULES .........ccceirierieererieieeeseseeesesieseee e sseeesessesae e esessesaesessesseneens 0.4
Some other professional develOpMENt traiNING............ccueiierieeieiieeieeeee et ee e seeeens 0.4

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “Nutrition Educationin U.S.
Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5,” FRSS 60, 1997.
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Table 3a.—Standard errorsof percent of public elementary school teachers, K-5, who reported the
availability at their school of variousresourcesin support of nutrition education,
by geographicregion: 1997

Standard error of availability

Nutrition education resource |

All teachers Northeast | Southeast | Central | West

High-quality inservicetraining.......... 12 2.6 34 22 21
Healthy school cafeteriamedls......... 13 31 21 29 2.2
Reference materials at school ............ 14 23 2.3 35 27
Support for use of instructiona time. 15 3.2 2.8 29 24
Written guidelines on nutrition

€dUCALION....c.cveereree e 17 41 29 238 24
Coordinated school nutrition palicy... 14 3.9 29 2.6 25

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Stetistics, Fast Response Survey System, “Nutrition Educationin U.S.
Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5,” FRSS 60, 1997.
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Table 4a.—Standard errorsof percent of public elementary school teachers, K-5, who reported the
potential of variousresourcesto improve nutrition education: 1997

Standard error of potential to improve nutrition education

Nutrition education resource

None | Small | Moderate | Great
High-quality inservice training ........cccceeeveveeereneneeicneseene 11 12 16 12
Healthy school cafeteriameals..........cccoveveveeerenenecnesene 0.9 13 15 14
Reference materials at school ........... 0.6 11 15 13
Support for use of instructional time............c.ccocoeceeevrneneen. 0.6 1.1 1.6 1.1

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “Nutrition Educationin U.S.
Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5,” FRSS 60, 1997.
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Table 5a.—Standard errorsof percent of public elementary school teachers, K-5, who taught
nutrition in school year 1996-97, and for those who taught nutrition, the standard errors
of the mean number of total hourstaught, by instructional level: 1997

Standard error of Standard error of mean hours
Instructional level percent who taught about (for those who taught about
nutrition nutrition)
All kindergarten through fifth-grade teachers 11 0.5
Kindergarten-second...........ooceoeevereneneneneeseseseeese e 12 0.7
Third-fifth . 14 0.7

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “Nutrition Educationin U.S.
Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5,” FRSS 60, 1997.
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Table 6a—Standard errorsof percent of public elementary school teachers, K-5, who taught
nutrition, by the extent to which they integrated lessons about nutrition into various

subjects. 1997
Subiect Standard error of extent to which nutrition lessons are integrated
: Not at all | Small extent | Moderate extent | Great extent
Health/physical education...........ccccccevevererneneenne. 1.0 1.0 12 12
History/social StUdIEs..........cccecerereieeeneneeresieenes 13 15 16 0.6
MathematiCs.........ovvveveeereeeieccee e 12 15 1.6 0.7
Reading/language arts.........cccoovevereieneneneneneenes 0.9 17 16 13
SCIBINCE. ...ttt 0.7 13 1.7 15

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “Nutrition Educationin U.S.
Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5,” FRSS 60, 1997.



Table 7a—Standard errorsof percent of public elementary school teachers, K-5, who taught
nutrition as a separ ate subject and who integrated lessonsinto other subjectsto a great
extent, by various characteristics: 1997

Nutrition Standard error of percent integrated to a great extent
o taught asa Health/ History/ Reading/
Characteristic separate physical social Mathematics | |anguagearts |  Science
subject (s.e.) education studies

All kindergarten through

fifth-grade teachers................... 13 12 0.6 0.7 13 15
Instructional level

Kindergarten-second ................. 17 2.0 11 0.9 18 2.0

Third-fifth ....ccooiiiiiiie 2.0 19 0.6 0.9 15 24
Enrollment size

Lessthan 300 ........ccceveveecececnnnes 3.7 48 12 23 3.6 49

300-499......c.cceeerrrre 2.7 2.6 11 1.0 21 2.6

500 OF MOY€.....ccervererererererireennns 18 19 0.9 11 17 21
Geographic region

Northwest 3.7 4.0 0.9 13 2.8 3.7

SOUthEaSE ... 2.7 3.6 16 14 3.0 35

Central.......cccoeoenenenrrerrnininiens 3.2 3.7 12 1.0 2.7 2.7

WESE ... 2.8 2.2 1.0 14 2.0 24
Level of support available from

school

0-3 FESOUICES.....cevrerererererererenee 2.0 2.0 0.8 0.8 16 2.0

4-6 rESOUNCES......uvevveneneereenens 21 21 0.9 0.9 17 2.2
Most formal training to teach

about nutrition

NONE...c.eierireririreeee e 47 49 14 12 3.2 35

Research on own .........ccceueueeee 23 29 11 11 19 20

INSEIVICE....ovviiiciieeresereeene 3.7 4.0 11 15 3.0 3.7

College coursework................... 2.2 24 11 13 17 24

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “Nutrition Educationin U.S.
Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5,” FRSS 60, 1997.
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Table 8a—Standard errorsof percent of public elementary school teachers, K-5, who taught
nutrition, by extent of use of variousteaching strategiesfor nutrition lessons. 1997

Standard error of extent of use

Teaching strategy
Not at all | Small extent | Moderate extent | Great extent
ACtIVE dISCUSSION. ..ot 0.1 0.9 13 13
Collaborative or cooperative work............ccccevreenen. 0.6 17 16 15
Computers or other advanced technology ... 17 15 10 04
DemonStrations..........ccveeenieiineiseneeesecenenne 0.9 17 13 13
FIEld triPS..c.ceeerree e 13 12 0.9 0.7
GUESE SPEBKENS ...t 19 15 11 0.6
Hands-on [earning.........ccccvereerinienneneneeeeseene 0.9 16 15 15
LECIUNING. ... 11 14 15 0.8
Media presentations...........ccoeererereerenenenesenene 15 15 13 0.8
ROIE PlayiNg....cccveueriieereriee e 14 14 11 0.9
Specia events (e.g., fairs, plays).......ccveerererereenens 16 13 0.9 0.5
Student projects..... 11 15 13 0.9
TeAM tECNING.....eeveeeeeeieeee e 17 15 11 0.9

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “Nutrition Educationin U.S.
Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5,” FRSS 60, 1997.
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Table 9a.—Standard errorsof percent of public elementary school teachers, K-5, who taught
nutrition, who used variousteaching strategiesto a moderate or great extent,* by various
characteristics: 1997

Standard error of teaching strategy used to a moderate or great extent

Characteristic Active Collaboratwe Computers or Hands-on . Student
discussion | ©F cooperative | other advanced | | ng Role playing projects
work technology
All kindergarten through fifth- 0.9 16 11 17 16 14
gradeteachers.......cccoovveeecnenienene
Instructional level
Kindergarten-second..........c.ccoceue.. 12 19 11 20 23 20
Third-fifth ..o 12 24 15 25 23 23
Level of support available from
school
0-3 FESOUICES......eevererrerereiieaaes 15 21 12 24 28 23
4-6 FESOUNCES......cuemereeererererereeeenes 11 2.0 15 17 22 2.0
Most formal training to teach about
nutrition
NONE ...t 4.2 55 24 6.4 5.0 4.0
Research on own.........cccoceevenrenenene 14 2.0 17 3.0 24 2.7
INSEIVICE. ...t 18 41 2.6 41 29 3.7
College coursework ....................... 14 2.5 1.6 2.3 2.7 2.5

*These response categories were combined for this analysis.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “Nutrition Educationin U.S.
Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5,” FRSS 60, 1997.
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Table 10a.—Standard errors of percent of public elementary school teachers, K-5, who taught
nutrition, who used variousteaching strategies, by various characteristics. 1997

Standard error of teaching strategy

Computer or other

Characteristic ) . Special events ]
advanced Field trips Guest speakers ! Team teaching
(e.g., fairs, plays)
technology

All kindergarten through

fifth-grade teachers.......ccccevveneee. 17 13 20 16 17
Instructional level

Kindergarten-second..........c.ccoceueu. 23 15 24 20 21

Third-fifth ..o 25 2.2 29 2.7 24
Level of support available from

school

0-3 resources... . 23 20 2.7 2.0 2.2

4-6 FESOUNCES......ceeeeneerererererereeeenens 22 20 24 23 25
Most formal training to teach about

nutrition

NONE ..t 5.4 42 5.3 55 55

Research on own.......c.ccccceviveienee 24 25 2.8 2.6 24

INService.......ccoveveeee. . 41 39 45 3.9 3.7

College coursework ....................... 2.6 2.3 3.1 2.5 24

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Stetistics, Fast Response Survey System, “Nutrition Educationin U.S.
Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5,” FRSS 60, 1997.
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Table 11a.—Standard errors of percent of public elementary school teachers, K-5, who taught
nutrition, who reported various barriersto cooperation with their school meals program
staff in providing nutrition education: 1997

Standard error of extent of barrier to cooperation
(if any barriers)

Barrier
Not at all Small extent Moderate Great extent
extent
NO ONSITE KITChEN ... 13 0.6 0.6 0.8
Way meals program is operated (e.g., outside vendor, satellite kitchen) 15 0.8 0.8 10
Unsure what activities possible..........ccovverinincineneeeeee e 14 10 13 11
Insufficient instructional tiIMe...........ccccvieeinncenicee e 17 1.0 14 13
Insufficient time on the part of the meals program staff .........cccceeeeee 16 0.8 0.9 13
Classroom and meals program schedules hard to coordinate................. 17 10 11 14
Lack of administrative approval or support .... 14 10 0.8 0.7
Lack of interest by the meals program staff ...........ccccooeeeevvvvecennnneene. 15 1.0 0.8 11

NOTE: Forty-eight percent of teachers reported no barriers to cooperation with the school meals program staff.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Stetistics, Fast Response Survey System, “Nutrition Educationin U.S.
Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5,” FRSS 60, 1997.

49



Table 12a.—Standard errors of percent of public elementary school teachers, K-5, who taught nutrition, who
reported no barriersto cooperation with their school meals program in providing nutrition
education, and percent who reported barriersto a great extent, by various characteristics: 1997

Standard error of barrier to a great extent (if any barrier
o No . Way meals Unsu.ref YVhat Insufficient I.nsuff|0| ent Schedules ad;aﬁ—:?ga_ inlzsrc;ogy
Characteristic barriers Nk(.) onsite programis | 2SS ingructional [ "MEOM P ardto tive mesls
(se) Itchen operated possible time of meals coordinate
approval or | program
program
support staff
All kindergarten
through fifth-grade
teachers......ocovvveeeecinen 1.6 0.8 1.0 11 13 13 14 0.7 11
Instructional level
Kindergarten-second ..... 21 1.0 12 15 14 15 17 0.9 13
Third-fifth .......cccveeneeee 24 14 15 2.0 21 2.0 17 11 14
Geographic region
Northeast.........ccceueueneeee 3.8 21 22 2.6 28 3.7 4.2 18 3.0
3.0 11 12 21 2.0 24 23 12 1.6
35 2.0 2.0 25 29 28 23 13 17
2.9 17 1.8 2.1 2.2 2.3 2.1 1.8 2.1

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “Nutrition Education in U.S. Public Schools:
Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5," FRSS 60, 1997.
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Table 13a.—Standard errors of percent of public elementary school teachers, K-5, who reported they
or their schoolsused various strategiesto involve parentsin the nutrition education of
their children: 1997

Standard error of extent of use

Strategy Not Small Moderate Great

at all extent extent extent

Including parentsin homework assignments..........ccoceveeerereneeerenenens 12 14 12 11
Sending home educational MaterialS..........cccvvrereererennerereeresene 12 17 14 0.9
Inviting parents to attend NUtrition Classes.........coovvvereereverecnesene 11 0.8 0.7 04
Inviting parents to attend special eVents........c..oceevererecnenenncnenenens 16 11 12 11
Inviting parentsin nutrition careers to speak to class.........coceeveeerereenene 13 12 11 0.8
Asking parentsto give in-class demonstrations.........ccoeeevevereeereneenens 15 12 10 0.5
Asking parents to send healthful snacks to school ..........cccccoceeecveninee. 13 11 12 15

Offering nutrition workshops or screening services for parents 12 1.0 0.6 0.3

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Stetistics, Fast Response Survey System, “Nutrition Educationin U.S.
Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5,” FRSS 60, 1997.
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Table 14a.—Standard errors of percent of public elementary school teachers, K-5, who reported
they or their schools used various strategiesto any extent to involve parentsin the
nutrition education of their children, by various characteristics. 1997

Standard error of strategy
Characteristic Including parents [ Sending home | Inviting parentsto | Inviting parentsin| Asking parents to
in homework educationa attend specia nutrition careers givein-class
assignments materials events to speak to class | demonstrations
All kindergarten through
fifth-grade teachers.......ccccevveneeee. 11 12 17 13 15
Geographic region
3.0 2.7 33 2.6 3.2
2.2 25 24 2.8 3.2
21 2.6 38 34 3.6
2.2 22 31 2.8 2.6
Level of support available from
school
0-3 FESOUICES......eveeererrerereneieines 2.0 18 23 18 21
4-6 FESOUNCES......ceeeereerererererereeeenens 16 17 2.2 17 2.0
Most formal training to teach about
nutrition
NONE ..t 42 4.6 5.0 44 4.0
Research on own.......c.cccccevivcienee 24 17 17 1.9 21
INSEIVICE. ...t 33 3.2 3.2 39 3.7
College coursework ....................... 15 24 2.8 2.8 3.1

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Stetistics, Fast Response Survey System, “Nutrition Educationin U.S.
Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5,” FRSS 60, 1997.
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Table 15a.—Standard errors of percent of public elementary school teachers, K-5, who taught
nutrition, by the quality of instructional materials currently in usefor nutrition
education: 1997

Standard error of extent statement is true

Quality measure Not Small Moderate Great

at all extent extent extent
Materialsare Up tO date.........ooveuereiriieeerereeese e 0.7 13 16 15
Materials are age appropriate........coeeeeererereeereseneeeseseneene 04 1.0 13 14
Students find materials appealing ........cocoeeverereerereirerene 04 11 16 15
Enough materiasfor al students..........ccccooeeeveivenecninannns 1.1 1.1 1.3 1.0

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “Nutrition Educationin U.S.
Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5,” FRSS 60, 1997.
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Table 16a.—Standard errors of percent of public elementary school teachers, K-5, who taught
nutrition, by the extent to which they used nutrition education materialsthey found or
developed on their own, by various characteristics. 1997

Standard error of extent to which used materials
. found or developed by teacher
Characteristic
Not Small Moderate Great
a all extent extent extent
All kindergarten through fifth-grade teachers................... 0.9 15 15 17
Instructional level
Kindergarten-second ..........cccecvvverreneneneneseseeese e 0.9 19 21 22
Third-fifth ..o 14 22 2.2 23
Level of support available from school
0-3 FESOUICES.....eeuerererererereseseresesieie bbb 12 18 19 23
B FESOUNCES ...ttt 12 18 2.2 21
Most formal training to teach about nutrition
NONE...c ettt 4.2 53 55 5.9
RESEAICH ON OWN ... 15 2.3 2.6 24
Inservice......ccoene.e. 25 4.2 41 31
COllege COUrSAWONK.......cveeeeeeieeee e 1.2 2.3 2.2 2.9

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “Nutrition Educationin U.S.
Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5,” FRSS 60, 1997.
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Table 17a.—Standard errors of percent of public elementary school teachers, K-5, by the extent to
which variousinstructional materials would be useful to them in nutrition education, by
instructional level: 1997

Standard error of extent to which materials would be useful
Instructional level/type of material Not Small Moderate Great
a all extent extent extent

All kindergarten through fifth-grade teachers

Teacher materials (e.g., curriculum guides or trade books). 0.7 12 14 14
TEXIDOOKS.......ocvieicriiieicerer et 14 1.2 15 12
Supplementary student materias (e.g., worksheets)............ 0.9 13 13 12
Publications (e.g., newsletters, magazines, pamphlets)....... 0.9 10 16 12
Student assessment Materials..........cocoveeeneeineecenneenns 11 13 14 11
Manipulatives and laboratory materials........ccoveeeecreneenene 0.8 0.8 11 11
Computer software 10 12 13 17
Audio and visual aids (e.g., films, videotapes, posters)....... 0.6 0.9 13 15
Kindergarten-second
Teacher materials (e.g., curriculum guides or trade books). 10 15 2.2 22
TEXIDOOKS.......ocvieiriirieicere e 21 1.8 17 15
Supplementary student materias (e.g., worksheets)............ 13 17 18 17
Publications (e.g., newsletters, magazines, pamphlets)....... 13 18 2.2 15
Student assessment Materials..........cocoveeeneeineecenneenn 1.8 1.9 1.8 14
Manipulatives and laboratory materials........c.coveeeeereneenene 10 13 15 19
COMPULEr SOFtWEAIE........ervieeieeerieie e 14 16 19 25
Audio and visual aids (e.g., films, videotapes, posters)....... 0.6 13 18 22
Third-fifth
Teacher materials (e.g., curriculum guides or trade books). 11 17 21 17
TEXIDOOKS.......ocviericriericiceret e 20 1.6 21 19
Supplementary student materials (e.g., worksheets) 12 19 24 21
Publications (e.g., newsletters, magazines, pamphlets)....... 13 18 2.0 19
Student assessment Materials. ... 14 1.6 20 16
Manipulatives and laboratory materials........cocoveeveerereenene 11 12 19 20
COMPULEr SOFtWEAIE........ervieeeeeerieee e 12 16 17 18
Audio and visual aids (e.g., films, videotapes, posters)....... 1.0 14 2.1 1.8

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System, “Nutrition Educationin U.S.
Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5,” FRSS 60, 1997.
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Table 18a.—Standard errorsfor figures

Standard error of percent

Figure 1.—Source of training to teach nutrition reported by public elementary school teachers,
K-5: 1997

Training as an undergraduate or graduate SUENL............coerererererieire e e
Workshops, inService, Or SUMMEY INSHEULES. .........cocvreririririeieeesereese e s
Some other professional developmMEeNt traiNiNgG ..........ooooevireirrereee e
Research and reading ON OWN.........ccoiiiieireree et naeneas
LN To R = T TT o R o TH ot SRS

Figure 2—M ost formal method used by public elementary school teachers, K-5, to prepare
them to teach nutrition: 1997

Training as an undergraduate or graduate SLUAENE...........cccererererereireseseeese e ese e see e e seesaesesneseeneens
RIS = oY o (= oo TSRS
Research and reading ON OWN.........c.coiiiieiec ettt a e e e se st e e nnessenaennas
LN To 1= 13T SRR

Figure 3.—Percent of public elementary school teachers, K-5, who taught nutrition, by the
placement of nutrition instruction in the curriculum: 1997

Taught as aseparate SUDJECE ONIY ......c..eciiiriiiecriree et se e ene
Taught integrated into other SUDJECES ONIY.......c.ciiriiiiririee e
Both taught as a separate subject and integrated into other SUDJECES........ccocvvivieririnincireecree

Figure 4—Percent of public elementary school teachers, K-5, who taught nutrition but did not
integrateit into history and social studies, and mathematics, by various characteristics: 1997

History/social studies
4-6 resources...
0-3resources.............
College coursework...
Inservice.......ocveueee.
Research onown....

Mathematics
F G (== 01U o
D-B FESOUICES ... ueeeueeeteeeteeete et eeteesaeesaseesseesaeesse e beesaeesaseeseesaeesaseenseessessaseenseensessaseenseenseesaseenseenseesnen
COllEGE COUMSBINOTK .....cveveeeeeeetisiete st e et st e e st a e sesaesae e e sesae e esessesseneesessesseneesessesseneesessensenens
NS VICR .ttt ettt ettt et et e e bt e e teebeeaeeteebeeaeeateeteeaeenseeteeaeenteeteeaeenseeteeaeensenteeaeeneenns

Figure 5—Percent of public elementary school teachers, K-5, who taught nutrition, who
reported their nutrition education instructional materials were high quality, by level of support
at the school for nutrition education: 1997

Materials are up to date
2B FESOUNCES ... eaevereseseeeee et bbb s es ettt et e bbb bbb b bttt e e et b bbb bbb s
-3 TESOUICES ... .ovevevvnseeeaestatee sttt se e s b bbb bbb b sttt e £ e e e bbb bbb bbb bttt
Materials are age appropriate
2B FESOUNCES ...t ettt be bbb sttt ettt s b b bbb bbb sttt e ettt e b bbb bbb s
-3 TESOUICES .......vevevvnseieataeae ettt e e bbb bbb b b sttt £ £ st b b bbb b bbbttt
Students find materials appealing
2B FESOUNCES ...t ettt bbb s es ettt et b b bbb bbbttt e £ et e b bbb bbb b s
-3 TESOUICES ......ovevevruseeeaeaeatee sttt se s e e e et b b bbb b bttt E e bbb b bbb bbb bttt
Enough materials for al students
2B FESOUNCES ...ttt tebe bbb es ettt et e bbb bbb b b s sttt e e et e b bbb bbb s
-3 TESOUICES ...ttt ettt ettt e b h b b s b s sttt E £ et eb bbb bbb eb b b ea ettt e nn e
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Table 18a.—Standard errorsfor figures--continued

Standard error of percent

Figure 6.—Percent of public elementary school teachers, K-5, who taught nutrition, who
reported their nutrition education instructional materials wer e high quality, by level of training
to teach about nutrition: 1997

Materials are up to date
COlEGE COUMSBINOTK .....c.viveeeeeeetisteeeeste ettt e st e e sesaesae e e sesse e esessesseneesessesaeneenessessenennessensenens 24
ITISEIVICE ... vttt bbbt b et b e E b e £ b e b bRt e b et e e b e e b e bt b e b et b ene et enen 45
RESEAICH ON OWN ..ottt nn e 21
INONIB.....ce e e e bbb n e 4.1
Materials are age appropriate
College coursework... 24
INservice......ccoeeeenene. 39
Research on own.... 26
[0TSRSOV 43
Students find materials appealing
College coursework 21
Inservice......ccooeenenee 3.6
Research on own.... 23
[0 TSP S PP PRSVRURPN 35
Enough materials for all students
COlEGE COUMSBINOTK .....c.viveeeeeeetisieee e ste et et s et e st esae e sesae e e e e sesse e esessessensesensesaeneenessessenennessensenens 18
ITISEIVICE ...ttt b et b b e h et E bbb e e e b e ee b e b bt et e b et b e b et enen 3.6
RESEAICHN ON OWN ..ttt nn e 1.9
[0TSR P PSPPSR 38
Figure 7.—Percent of public elementary school teachers, K-5, by preferred method for having
nutrition education materials distributed to them: 1997
Directly (€.9., through the Mail) ........ccceirieeieireees et saenees 12
Through training workshops.......... 0.9
Through the school meals program.... 0.7
Through the school district ................ 0.7
Through the school administration..... 0.7
0] 00 TC 011 1= T Y S 0.3
Figure 8.—Percent of public elementary school teachers, K-5, who would like to receive
inservicetraining on various nutrition topics. 1997
ACHVE [EAMNING SITALEJIES. .. ecveeveieeieeiriesieeee et ettt s e e e e s tesae e s se st eseesessesseseesessesseseesessesaenensessenenns 19
Collaboration with the SChool MEaAS Program.........c.eevcirirerieeresereee e 14
Coordinating nutrition education across subjects and across grades...........ccoceevereeeerereneeeesesereeeseneenes 11
Involving parents in NUEFItioN €AUCEHION. .............coueiieeieieeieieieceteseeeeeestesieeete e seeesreseeeenesresaeneeseseeneens 15

NOTE: This survey included kindergarten through fifth-grade teachers.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Stetistics, Fast Response Survey System, “Nutrition Educationin U.S.
Public Schools: Elementary Teacher Survey, K-5,” FRSS 60, 1997.
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION O.M.B. NO.: 1850-0733
NATIONAL CENTER FOR EDUCATION STATISTICS EXPIRATION DATE: 1/31/98
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20208-5651

NUTRITION EDUCATION IN U.S. PUBLIC SCHOOLS:
ELEMENTARY TEACHER SURVEY, K-5

FAST RESPONSE SURVEY SYSTEM

This survey is authorized by law (P.L. 103382). While you are.not.required to respond, your cooperation is needed
to make the results of this survey comprehensive, accurate, and timely.

DEFINITIONS FORTHIS SURVEY:

Collaborative or cooperative work - students work'tegether in small groups to solve problems or do projects.

Coordinated school nutrition policy - mayraddress such issues as coordinating nutrition education across
subjects and across grades, collaborationsbetweenithe schoolimeals program and the classroom, and policies on
outside food vendors in the school and clesed lunch periods;

Coordinating nutrition education across subjects and, across grades - refers to the integration of nutrition
lessons into subjects such as math, and seience, andhe integration across grades so the lessons at each grade
level build on the previous year'sdessons.

Hands-on learning - students engage‘in direct learning experiences by applying their learning to real-life situations
or everyday issues and events.

Nutrition education materials,- lesson plans, curriculum guides, posters, pamphlets, multimedia, etc., designed to
improve health, achieve positive change indietary habits, and emphasize the relationship between diet and health.

Nutrition education = refers to curricula, courses, lesson plans and units, and activities designed to provide
instruction with regard to the nutritional value of foods and the relationship between food and human health.

LABEL

IF ABOVE INFORMATION IS INCORRECT, PLEASE MAKE CORRECTIONS DIRECTLY ON LABEL.

Name of person completing form: Title:

Telephone: Fax: E-mail:

Best days and times to reach you (in case of questions):

PLEASE RETURN COMPLETED FORM TO:

WESTAT
1650 Research Boulevard
Rockville, Maryland 20850

According to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond to a collection of information unless it displays a valid
OMB control number. The valid OMB control number for this information collection is 1850-0733. The time required to complete this
information collection is estimated to average 30 minutes per response, including the time to review instructions, search existing data
resources, gather the data needed, and complete and review the information collected. If you have any comments concerning the accuracy of
the time estimate(s) or suggestions for improving this form, please write to: U.S. Department of Education, Washington, D.C. 20202-4651. If
you have comments or concerns regarding the status of your individual submission of this form, write directly to: National Center for Education
Statistics, 555 New Jersey Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20208.

FRSS Form No. 60, 2/97
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1. This school year (1996-97), have you taught or will you teach lessons about nutrition to your students? (Include
lessons taught by invited speakers.)

2. Which of the following resources would help improve nutrition education in your classroom? For column A,
indicate whether each resource is already available to you. For column B, indicate how much potential each
resource has to improve nutrition education.

A.
Resource B. Potential to improve
already. nutrition education
available?
Yes »nNo None Small Moderate Great
a. Ongoing inservice training that focuses
on teaching strategies for behavior change....... 1 2 1 2 3 4
b. School food service personnel serving healthy,
well-balanced meals in the cafeteria .......c........ 1 2 1 2 3 4
c. Reference materials on nutrition education
available at your school ............ccccceee i, 1 2 1 2 3 4
d. Support from your school or districtfornutrition
education as a valid use of instructional time .... 1 2 1 2 3 4
3. Do you have the following policies readily available to"you at school?
Yes No
a. A written policy or guidelines on.nutrition education from your
school, district, or State.... L. iieeeeeiiee b 1 2
b. A coordinated school NULFtION POLICY ......reeeeevii e, 1 2

Check your answer to questionid. If you answered “no” to question 1, skip now to question 10. If you answered
“yes” to question 1, continue with question 4.

4, About how many:total.hours will you have spent teaching about nutrition to your students by the end of this school
year (1996+97)? (Include both time dedicated specifically to nutrition lessons and time spent on integrated
lessons.) hours

5. To what extent do you integrate lessons about nutrition into the following subject areas? (Kindergarten teachers
may. skip this question.)

Not at Small Moderate Great
all extent extent extent
a. Health/physical education............ccccvvvviiieiiiiciie e, 1 2 3 4
b. History/social StUAIES ........ccccivviiiiiiiiie e 1 2 3 4
C. MAtNEMALICS ...uvvviiiiee e i e e e e e 1 2 3 4
d. Reading/language artS........cccccceveevurieireeee e 1 2 3 4
S Tor = o T SRR 1 2 3 4
f. Some other subject (specify ).... 1 2 3 4
6. Do you teach nutrition as a separate subject?
YES .irrrnrnrnnnnnnns 1 NO ..o 2

7. To what extent are the following things true of the nutrition education materials you use?

Not at Small Moderate Great

all extent extent extent
a. The materials are Up to date.........ccvvveveeeeeviiiiiieeee e, 1 2 3 4
b. The materials are age appropriate ..........ccccveeveeereniccieieeeeeesennnns 1 2 3 4
c. My students find the materials appealing .........ccccccceevvvivvvinnnnnnn. 1 2 3 4
d. I have enough materials for all my students to use...................... 1 2 3 4
e. Most of the materials are ones | found or developed on my own 1 2 3 4

Plaaaea rafer tn definitinne nn tha frant crver for winrde in hnldfara



10.

11.

To what extent do you use the following teaching strategies for nutrition lessons?

Not at Small Moderate Great

all extent extent extent
A. ACHVE AISCUSSION ..coceiiiiiiiiiiie et 1 2 3 4
b. Collaborative or cooperative WOrk .......ccccvvveeeiiiiiiiiiieeee e 1 2 3 4
c. Computers or other advanced technology.........ccccccorvviiiiieeeennnnn. 1 2 3 4
d. DEMONSIIALIONS ...ceiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee ettt a e 1 2 3 4
€. FIelt trPS e 1 2 3 4
f. GUESE SPEAKEIS ....oeeiiiiiiiiiiieii e 1 2 3 4
g. Hands-on 1earning ......ccccccvveeeeiiiiiiiiieeee e ceiiieeeee e e s ssnnnvenne e 1 2 3 4
N LECTUNING .t e e et 1 2 3 4
i. Media presentations .........ccccoocieieeiieenniniiiieeee e 1 2 3 4
Jo ROIE PlAYING ..eeeieiieiiiiiieieee e b 1 2 3 4
k. Special events (e.9., fairs, plays)....cccccouumimeeendiiii i o 1 2 3 4
[ Student ProjectS.......cccuueeeeieieiiiiiiieiee e erieeeebre e e 1 2 3 4
M. Team tEACNING .......i it e 1 2 3 4
n. Some other strategy (specify ). 1 2 3 4

To what extent are the following factors barriers:to cooperation with your school’s meals program in providing
nutrition education to your students? If you feel there are no barriers, check here |:| and skip to Question 10.

Not at Small Moderate Great

all extent extent extent
a. No onsite kitchen at this school .......Lo.....c.. i T 1 2 3 4

b. The way the school meals program is operated (e.g.,.outside

vendor, satellite kitchen)......a.. .o O 1 2 3 4
c. Unsure what activities are possible ....0.......ocooccabc M, 1 2 3 4
d. Insufficient instructional time to fit. invactivities .. £. %%, 1 2 3 4
e. Insufficient time on the part of the meals program.staff .............. 1 2 3 4
f. Classroom and meals program,schedules hard.to coordinate.... 1 2 3 4
g. Lack of administrative, support,or approvalu,...........cccceeeviveeernnnne. 1 2 3 4
h. Lack of interest by the meals program staffy..............cccoceeennnn. 1 2 3 4
i. Other barrier (specify. ) R 1 2 3 4

In this school year (1996-97), to what.extent have you or your school used, or do you plan to use, the following
strategies to involvesparents in the nutrition education of their children?

Not at Small Moderate Great
all extent extent extent
a. Including parents in homework assignments ...........cccccvvveveeeenn. 1 2 3 4
b. Sending home educational materials to help parents learn
about nutrition or teach their children about nutrition................... 1 2 3 4
c. Inviting parents to attend nutrition classes.........ccccccceveeevevcvvnnnen. 1 2 3 4
d.“Inviting parents to attend special events, such as School
Lunch Week or tasting parti€S...........cccvveeveeeeeiiiciieeeee e e 1 2 3 4
e. Inviting parents in nutrition-related careers to speak
t0 ThE ClaSS...eii i 1 2 3 4
f. Asking parents to give in-class demonstrations ................ccvveee.. 1 2 3 4
g. Asking parents to send healthful snacks to schoal..................... 1 2 3 4
h. Offering nutrition workshops or screening services for parents.. 1 2 3 4

What types of instructional materials (in addition to any you already use) would be useful to you in your nutrition

education efforts? Mark the extent to which the following types of nutrition education materials would be useful.
Not at Small Moderate Great

all extent extent extent
2 3

=

Teacher materials such as curriculum guides or trade books.....
TEXIDOOKS ...
Supplementary student materials such as worksheets ...............
Publications such as newsletters, magazines, or pamphlets ......
Student assessment materials ..........ccccocvveeiiiiie i,
Manipulatives and laboratory materials .............cccoeeeieiiiiiiiiinnn.
ComPpUter SOFTWAIE ........coiiiiiiiiii e
Audio and visual aids such as films, videotapes, or posters .......
Other materials (specify ) I

Q@m0 o000
PRRPRRPRRRREPR
NNNNMNNRNNDN
WWWwwowowoww
ADMMMDMDdMMADMMDMD
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12. How would you prefer to have nutrition education materials distributed to you? Please rank the following in
order of your preference from 1 to 6, with 1 = 1st choice, 2 = 2nd choice, etc.

Rank
Through the school meals program...........cccccceveeeviniiieiee e,
Through your school’'s administration...........cccccceeevvviiiiiiee e,
Through your school distriCt...........ccvvveeiiiiii e
Through training WOrkShops ..........cuevvieiiiiiciiee e
Directly to you (e.g., through the mail) ........cccccooovvvievieeenvinnn A0
Some other way (specify ) i

~Po0OT®

13.  Are you familiar with Team Nutrition, the U.S. Department of Agriculture initiative to improve the health of
students?

Teacher information
14. What grade or grades do you teach this school year (1996-97)?
Pre-K K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Ungraded

15. Do you teach a self-contained classroome(i.ex are,you responsible‘for teaching multiple subjects to the same class
of students all or most of the day)?

16. Including this school year (1996-97), how.many yearS:have you been teaching at the elementary school level?

17. Have you used any of the following methods:to learn how to teach students about nutrition?

Yes No If yes:

2 #hours

2 #courses__
2 #courses__
2

Workshop, inservice, or summer institutestraining ...........ccccceeeeveennns
Training as an‘undergraduate or graduate student ................cccvvveeee.
Some otherprafessional development training ........ccccccevveeevevcvvnnenn.
Research and reading on YOUr OWN ..........covvveeiiiiiiieireeeeesinnnieeeeeeeens

coop

18.  On whichiofithe following nutrition topics would you like to receive inservice training?

Yes No

a. Active learning StrategieS.......uueeuiiicrierieeee e e e e e e e e e 1 2

b.» Collaboration with the school meals program...........cccccceeveeeevicivnneen. 1 2
c. Cooardinating nutrition education across subjects and across

[0 = Lo L= TP URPUPT TP 1 2

d. Involving parents in nutrition education ............cccceeeeeiiiiiieieeee e, 1 2

e. Some other topic (specify ) I 1 2

19. Inyour view, what could be done to encourage cooperation and collaboration between classroom teachers and
your school meals program in providing nutrition education to students?

Plaaaea rafer tn definitinne nn tha frant crver for winrde in hnldfara
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