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ABSTRACT A

Within the context of the Nutrition at School program for grades K-
to 6 in Afberta, this study examined the ;;pait of selected elements of
the teaching environment on the teacher';pe;rteptiun i;f the number of
cancepts taught, objectives achieved, number of resource materials used,
and relative effectiveness of resource materials. A systems model of thgr
teaching environment was proposed indicating that the Nutrition at School
(\~ program invo]yes a dynamic process of teacher planning in various 7

contexts. The review of 11teratére lead the Fé;EEFEHE? to formulate four "‘
research questions and twenty re]aﬁ.? problem-oriented hypotheses.
The secondary analysis utilized was descriptive in ngture. A sample
of 275 teachers responded in the origfnal study. The elements of the
teacping environment included in the analysis were teacher attendance at
the Nutrition at School workshop, the number of years of teacher
involvement in the program, the teachen's perception of t;e importance of
nutrition'education. school location (rural/urban) and school enrolment.
Findings indicate that attendgzgza:t the Nutrition at School
workshop does not effectively distinguish between teachers who implement
more or less concepts, achieve more or less objectives, or indicate
different levels of use and evaluation of resource materials. Teachers
who were involved in the program for one year rather than two years
-taught more concepts and objectives. Teachers w;a perceived nutrition
education to be of moderate importance rather than high importance taught
‘more concepts and objectives. For géades K to 3, more rural teachers
than urban teachers implemented one or more concepts. School enroliment
- .

only distinguished between grades 4 to 6 teachers who taught more or iéss

~ . . *
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concepts and achieved more or less objectives. Teachers in mid-size
séhccls rather than small schools taught more concepts and objectives.
Results of the study suggest that future stuaies investigate the
combined impact of the elements as interrelated rather than isolated
variables. In addition, methodological refinements of teacher's ;ttitgdg
toward nutrition may be fruitful. A framework is proposed which
considers. elements of the Nutrition at Schoo! program in relation to the

family and home/community contexts.
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e CHAPTER 1
_ STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

The need for nutrition education in the classroom is emphasized in

recent literature. Notably, the Nutrition Canada Natiopal Survey (1975)

and a national report, One Child, One Chance (1973:1) indicate that "

(Canadi;n) ehildren in particular are suffering the effects of

und:rnutritian that can reduce their*physi:a1 and mental development and

deprive them ai th;ir one chance to develop the fgli patentia] for: their
one life." The national report states "... the possibility of fg
malﬂutriéian and undernutfition exists in all segments of our society and
fts results are fh fact, found at all income levels® (1975:35). The

) iﬁportance of focusing on nutrition education for children of all income

levels and ages is apparent.

The Nutrition at School Program
In response‘ta_the need for nutrition education, Alberta Agriculture

initiated the Nutrition at School program in 1973. This program
“illustrates one possible approach to nutfition education in the
classroom. The Nutrition at School program, which is funded and
administered by Alberta Agriculture, is available to all elementary
schools in Alberta on a rotational basis. Presently, the Nutrition at
School program features nutritious food samples in conjunction ﬁith
nutrition education expgrieﬂzgs_ The program is taught within the

regular school curriculum by the regular classroom teacher.



The Nutrition at School program has three targetgégéiehces namely
the teacher, the child and the parent. The major goals of the Nutrition
at School prﬂgrai refer to each of these audiences as follows:

1. Elementary school children will acquire knowledge about their

" nutritional needs and the nutritive value of foods; will develop
positive attitudes toward eating a variety of foods; and will
develop eating habits which foster health and well- being

2. Parents will acquire knowledge about nutritional needs and be
motivated to apply this knowledge to their family's' eating
habits thereby reinforcing what their children have learned in

\Nutritian at School.
3. Teachers of elementary school children will include nutritional
concepts in their classroom curriculum.
To assist teachers in achieving these goals, a framework is provided
consisting of key céncegts and teaching abjective%- The Nutrition at
School program is divided into two levels specifically grades K to 3}and

’
grades 4 to 6. Each level has two key concepts and four teaching

objectives. At level one, the primary grades K to 3, the two key

1. A balgnced dafly diet includes foods selected from each of the
four food groups.

Foods from the four food groups supply the nutrients needed far
growth, health and energy.

L]
-

To facilitate learning of these two concepts, the program is
o}ganized into four teaching objectives:
1. Identification - The student will be able to name and enjoy a
variety of foods from the four food groups.
- the four food groups.

3. Selection - The student will be able to choose nutritious snacks
and well-balanced meals from the four food groups.

L]

2. Classification = The student ui1l be able to classify foods into



4. Function - The student will explain the importance of foods from
the four food groups for growth, health and energy.

At leyel two, grades 4 to 6, the two key concepts are:

1. A wide variety of nutrients is essential for growth, health and
enerqgy. -

. , , ’ i .
A combination of foods from the four food groups provides the
necessary nutrients to perform these functions.

[ %]

The four teaching objectives associated with these key cOmcepts are:

1. ldentification - The student will discover by experiment that
different foods contain different nutrients.

2. Classification - The student will classify foods into the four
food groups on the basis of nutrient content.

3. Function - The student will identify the functions of the leader
nutrients in each of the food groups in terms of growth, health
and energy. )

4. Selection - The student will choose nutritious snacks and well
balanced meals from the four food groups. '

This description of the g@a];. concepts and teaching abjecti%gsiaf
the H;tritian at School program outlines the framework that is provided
for the teachers. Schools that are accepted on the program mﬁst allow
teachers to attend a two and a half hour workshop presented by Alberta
Agriculture home economists. At the workshop, the teachers are given

__examples of how the program may be implemented. All the teachers

received the Big Ideas in Nutrition Education curriculum package as the
basic resource. Within the framework given and using resource materials
prnv%deﬂ. each teacher may implement the program in a unique way. Yinger
(1980) illustrated the fact that teachers differ in the materials and the-

activities they use, even at similar grade levels in the same school.

Specifically, in the Nutrition at School program, each teacher may

'




implement different nutritional concepts and teaching objectives using
various materials and activities, ;

Various factors may influence the choice and adaptatian of learning
activities utilized by teachers involved in the Nutrition at School
program. To facilitate evaluation of the prégram, it would be helpful to
identify elements tg;t affect the teacher's implementation of concepts
and objectives and their evaluation of program materials. A key concept
to be used in our study of this phenomenon is the teaching environment.

Many eva1uation»studies (Humphreys, 1971; Cooper and Philp, 1974;
Scharf, 1974; Cook, Eiler and Kamimaka, 1977; Yinger, 1980; and McEwen,
1980) have focused upon variaus-e1eﬁents within the teaching environment
which may influence what is taught; The elements that have been
researched‘iﬁciudgz teacher inservice education, number of years of
teaching experience, grade level taught, teacher's per\:gﬁeai importance
of the subject matter, teaching degree held, school administrative
supports, school location (urban/rural) and school enrolment.
Identification and analysis of these elements may assist in interpreting
teacher variation in the implementation and evaluation of an existing
program.

Fggg;igfwﬁhe Study

This study will determine the impact of selected variables in the
teaching environment on the teacher's implementation of nutritional
concepts and teaching objectives and their use and evaluation of
materials in the Nutrition at School b;ﬂgran, The elements of the
teaching environment to be studied are: ﬁeacher attendaﬁee at the

Nutrition at School workshop, number of years of teacher involvement in

!ﬂ
-



the Nutrition at School program, teacher's perception of the importance

of nutrition education, school location (Eura]/urban) and school

enroliment.

The research questions to be answered are:

1.

Is there an identifiable pattern evident
elements of the teaching environment and
implemented?

Is there an identifiable pattern evident

elements of the teaching environment and

‘objectives achieved?

Is-there an identifiable pattern evident
elements of the teaching environment and
materials used?

Is there an identiflable pattern evident

elements of the teaching environment and

between the selected

the number of concepts

between the selected

the number of teacﬁing
.

between the selected

the number of resource

between the selected

the teacher's

evaluation of the effectiveness of resource materials?

The data for this study was collected during a 1980 evaluation of

“The Nutrition at School Program”.

Secondary analysis of this data was

utilized. In addition, overall deiiiitatjans are applicable. This study

will only deal with those elements of the teaching environment measured

in the original study. The present format of- the Nutrition at Schoo

‘program which provides a food sample will be under consideration.

n



CHAPTER 11
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

The conceptual framework for this study is an interaééivé systems
view of the teaching environment. The concepts within this framework
will be developed to provide ankinterpfetative device for the study of
the research questions posed. The model will be used to further our
understanding of the teacher's im§1gm2ﬁtatiangand evaluation of the

Nutrition at School program.

Teacher Planning Process

The teacher planning prdcess is an important aspect in the
implementation of the Nutrition at School prag?ah; Thus, this process
should be understood from the teacher's éerspectjve- Hha{ are the
implications of the Nutrition at School program from the teacher's point
of view? Although various teacher planning models have been developed, a
camprehensive model by Yinger will bﬁ utilized for our purposes.

Yinger (1980) develops a three stage model of teacher planning based
on "dilemmas.” The general teaching ditemma is stagéd as "Here is your
classroom. Here are your students. Teach them® (1980:116). The
planning dilemma facing the'teacher is a direct outgrowth of the teaching
dilemma. The planning diiéﬂnn might be stated in most general form as
“I‘ve got to plan for this unit or activity, or lesson® (1980:116).

Whger sees the teacher using a three stage problem solving approach to -



resolve these dilemmas. In stage 1, Problem Finding, the general
planning task is translated into a specific planning problem. In stage
2, problem formulation/solution or Design, in Yinger's terminology, the
initial 1dga is repeatedly elaborated and tested mentally until a
satisfactory solution is found. Stage 3 involves implementation,
evaluation, and routinization. In this stage, the a:ﬁivity is usually
carried out and evaluated in the classroom. Stages 1 and 3 maybe adapted
for our purposes to represgni the stages the teacher goes through in
planning and implementing the Nutrition at School program (Figure 1).

In stage 1, theiteacher planning dilemma is “['ve got to plan for
this nutritional unit (activity, or lesson) for the Nutrition at School
program.® The basic process for the teacher at this stage is portrayed
as an interaction between four components: . the planning dilemma
confronting the teacher, the teacher's knowledge and experience, the
teaching goals, and materials. Yinger (1980:117) explains these
components. Knowledge and experience relates to the ways the teacher has
learned to perceive problem situations and the knowledge and methods the
teacher can draw from his or her memory. The teacher's knowledge and
experience may.prcvidg a screen for potential ideas as the teacher
compares their effectiveness with the effectiveness of siﬁiIar ideas in
the past. The teaching goal conceptions are the teacher's anticipatory
notions of effective teaching for a specific group of students. The
component of materials includes not only teaching materials provided by

lon_Education

the school or district (such as the 8ig ldeas in Nutri
package) but also any source of information that might be used in the

classroom (additional rgscufcgs)g
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Once a solution to the teaching dilemma is found in stage 2, then
the solution is tried out in the classroom and evaluated. This third

stage includes the implementation of nutrition education activities in

.the classroom. If the nutrition activity selected is successfully

b

implemented over time, then the teacher may routinize it. If the

activity is not successful, then the teacher may revise it (design cycle)

-and try it again. If unsuccessful, the teacher may reject the whole

activity as unworkablg. The results of this third stage add to the
teacher's repertoire of knowledge and experience which becomes an
important part of subsequgnt planning. Although the model may be applied
to the teacher planning process for one subject area, it must be
recognized that the elementary teacher has several subjects to plan for
each day.

In this study, we are focusing on stage 3, the teacher's
1mp1em¢ﬁtation. evaluatibn and routiniiation of the Nutrition at School
program. We are concerned with identifying elements that influence the
number of concepts implemented and objectives'achieved by the teacher.

We are also interested in the number of resource materials used and the
teacher's evaluation of these materials in terms of their effectiveness.
By understanding that this stage also affects future teacher planning,
1mplementat16n, and evaluation, the Nutrition at School program from the .
teachér's perspective is a dynamic process.

The Teaching Environment

Eboch and Stufflebeam (1974:75) suggest that information referring ;

~ to the context of educational programs is important. Context information

is “that data which describes with some accuracy thg'total setting of the
educational situation.” Ounkin and Biddle (1974:38) elaborate on

specific contexts applicable to studies of classroom teaching. The
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contexts include the teacher, the pupil, the classroom, the school and
community. For our purposes, the teaching enviroiment includes the '
teacher p];ﬂﬁing pr@ces; operating in relation to these various

contexts. This concept may be diagrammed as follows (Figure 2a). Our
study concerns the teacher/school context. Information on the classroom,
pupil, and community context is not available in this study.

We are interested in identifying elements within the teacher/school
context that relate to the teacher's implementation and eva1uaéian of the
Nutrition at School program. The teacher elements that we can identif;
are attendance at the Hutriticﬁ at School wéfk;hﬂﬁ, grade level taught,
teaching experience in the Nutrition at School prggram. and teacher's
perception of the importance of nutritign education. The school elements
that we can identify are school lec:tian and school enrolment. These
elements may be diagrammed as part ufrthe teaching environment in the
‘following manner (Figure 2b).

In summary, the teaching environment is composed of the teacher
planning process and the teacher's impiementatian and evaluation of the
Nutrition at School program. The teacher planning process occurs in
various contexts. For our study, selected elements referring to the

and school will be identified and related to the teacher's

implementdtion and evaluation of the Nutrition at School program. Thus,
we are viewing the teacher’'s participation in the Nutrition at School

program within this particular framework.
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CHAPTER III
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

This review includes three sections. First, a brief overview of the
Nutrition at School program is necessary ta provide background
information before reviewing the relevant literature. Then a review of
descriptive studies undertaken on the Nutrition at Scﬁsci program gives
an understanding of the approach historically taken in evaluating this
program. Finally, a review of literature that interrelates thg elements
of the teaching environment and relevant aspects of nutrition education
is presented as a basis for the hypotheses useﬂ‘in this study.

The Nutrition at School Program

In 1973, Alberta Agriculture initiated and sponsored the Nutrition
at School program. The Nutrition.at School program is available to all
elementary schools in Alberta on a rotational basis. Schools apply to
take part in the program and each year new schools are chosen in order to
* expose the maximum number of communities to good nutrition habits.
Principals and teachers must be committed to the program. Schools must
allow fhachers to attend a two and one half hour workshop péesented by
Alberta Agriculthro home economists. In this workshop teachers are given ‘
background information, sﬁoﬁﬂ a variet; of methods of teaching nutrition
f and are provided with resource materials. Teachers are also expected fo
incorporate ﬁutr?Zion education activities in their regular classrooms

using these materials. .

12
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Teacher workshops are crucial to thé implementation of the Nutrition
at School program. The classroom teacher plays a key role in the
implementation of the program. The fransfer of foods and nutrition
information and influence on attitudes towards nutrition, flows from the
home economist to the teacher to the students and then to the parents.

The workshop format is designed to give participants a relfable .
foundation of nutrition information and to allow the teachers to
participate in some enjoyable nutrition learning (teaching) activities.

At the iﬂrkshaé, the philosophy of the program is exp1ainedgt Each

B8

ig ldeas in

teacher is provided witqqfhe colorful idea packages,

Nutrition Education, suitable to their grade level. The key coneepts and

teaching objectives are discussed. Then the teachers participate in
activities related to the concepts and abjegtives for their gfade‘1eve1i
Additional resource materials are available feé %Pﬁir review.

The Nutrition at School program runs fd%;apgraximate1y tneive weeks
with food samples being served from two to four times per weék; Henﬁs
are developed under the guidance of Alberta Agriculture home economists.
A local person from the community is hired by Alberta Agriculture to
plan, purchase, prepare and distribute the food samples, leaving the
teachers free to emphasize their nutrftiaﬁ teaching. |

Indfvidual Nutrition at School programs must show similarity in the
way ‘in which the goals of the program are implemented. Some flexibility
s allowed to meet local conditions. Examples of flexibility include:
participation of a11\or specified elementary grades in the program;
inclusion’ of kindergarten or juniar‘high; extension of the prggrgﬁ beyond

2 12 week minimum; the number of times per week the food sample is
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q.."id; and the rotation schedule for schools. In additioh, schools and
teachers are encouraged to plan spgtiaTzevgnts to highlight the nutrition
program. Schools are also encouraged to continue the inclusion of ,
nutritiop education in following years with the‘sﬁpport and ccﬂsultativebﬁtb
services of Alberta Agriculture.

The Home Economics Branch is responsible for administration of the

‘ﬁrogrll in all areas outside the cities of Calgary and Edmonton effective
April 1, 1979. In Calgary and Edmonton, the Nutrition at School program
is administered by the Food Marketing Branch. The Nutrition at School )
Core Committee 1} responsible for: establishing policies and ﬁraceddﬁes
for Nutrition at Sch;al; overseeing their implementation; and
tacifitating pravinciél coordination of the program. The Alberta.
Agriculture hﬁqe economists, involved in Nutrition at School, must follow
provincial policy and procedures established éy the Nutrition at School
Core Committee and use Feséurﬁe‘naterials apprayed by the committee.

In summary, the Nutrition at School program features nutritious food

4
samples together with nutrition education integrated into the regular
school curriculum. Teacher workshops are crucial to the implementation
of the program. Additional resources are available to teachers. The %
:

administration of the program is shared between two branches of Alberta

Agriculture: the Food Marketing Branch and the Home Economics Branch.
The Nutrition at School Core Committee sets program policy and
coordinates the program.

Descriptive Studies of the Nutrition at School Program

Two major studies have evaluated the Alberta Nutrition at Schoo!

program. Harvey (1976):and Fodor (1979) undertook descriptive studies
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that identified the impact of various nutrition formats on student's and
teacher's nutritional knowledge, attitudes and behavior. However, there
was little 1nterpretat1dn of_findings relating these aspects in a
neaning?ul way. These two studies will be reviewed to illustrate the
approach used.

Harvey's evaluation was "directed towards identifying and measuring
the impact of the various progfan interpretations on key audiences”
(1976:1). The key audiences studied were parents, teachérs, students and
principals. The rélevant findings for this study related to teachers and
their implementation of the program.' "Many teachers did not have enough
time to teach all objectives and a majdrity of teachers did not find the
objectives easy to teach® {1976:121). In addition, *The evaluation of
thé adequacy of the objectives in ueéting student needs revealed some
>prob1ems with the complexity of objectives 3 (Selection) and 4 (Function)
for grade 1. Otherwise, the objectives were judged to meet the majority
of student needs in two thiras or more of tﬁe classes. There was less
consensus on suitability of objectives for grades 4 to 6 than grades 1 to
3" (1976:121). Teacher usage of suggested teachiﬁg activities was
relatively low in all grades. | |

Harvey suggested that further work could be done to help teachers
relate the objectives to their teaching priorities; revision of
objectives should be undertaken with priority given to grades 4 to 6; and
alternative formats for suggesting teaching activities should be
explored. Harvey's study dqscribed the importance of the teacher in
1mplement1ng the program concepts and objectives through use of resource

materials.
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Fodor (1979) compared two methods of nutriticn instruction used in
the Nutrition at School program in 1975/76. Treatment A group were
taught using the Big Ideas Package plus food samples. Treatment B group
were taught using the Big Ideas approach and numerous multi-media
learning activities but.-no food sample. Fodor commented on the
availability and nature of various resource materials as an important
element. "Good resources tend to be novel, ®asy to prepare and present,
motivating to students, and enjoyable to both student and teacher. Snack

foods as resources can provide for each of thesegrquirements, while

other resources may not.... The physical properties of films, games,
books and models cannot be manipulated to the sa-gﬁggient. Once used,

many of these lack their interest or novelty effect” (1979 60-61). Fodor
suggested that teachers may lack the time or inclination to seek out
-presentation alternatives and recommended that “teachers shguﬁ have easy
accéss to Fesaurte material. Supportive audio-visual packages could be
placed in school 1ibraries so that they are more easily accessible. This
would eliminate the need to have to order or wait for these materials™
(1979:63). A

A comprehensive discussion of the teaching environment éﬁd related

elements has been presented by McEwen (1981) in the study Evaluation of

the Nutrition at School Program: Teacher Involvement. The impact of

various elements on the implementation of nutrition education programs
was emphasized. “These elements affect which nutritional concepts are
taught in the classroom and which teaching objectives are met, how much
time is devoted to nutrition education, which nutrition resource

materials are used..." (1981:41).



Within the teacher context, McEwen identified the effect of
variations in teacher's interest, previous training and flexibility on
.integratJng nutrition education into the teacher's lesson plans. The
commitment of the teacher to nutrition education was also noted as a
factor in the successful implementation of the nutrition program. The
way an individual teacher evaluated his or her ability to teach a subject
‘'may also affect the program implementation. » '

In the school context, schools differed in their sshe&uiiﬁg
flexibiiity and the administrative support given to teaching nutrition
education. Another important element was the total number of subjects
taught at a particular grade level. The teicher must decide among
the classroom lesson plans. McEwen identified the variation -in
availability of materials to the school as another important element
related to nutrition education programs.

In summary, Harvey (1976), Fodor (1979), and McEwen (1981)
identified elements that influenced perceived teacher involvement and
effectiveness of resource materials in the Nutrition at School program.
The importance of various elements was suggested but their association
was not analyzed in a quantitative way. However, McEwen (1981:48)

indicated the need for further research to illustrate the influence of

17

the different elements in the teaching environment on ndtritian education

in the school.

Elements in the Teaching Environment

This section will review findings of the relatfonship between

elements of the teaching environment and aspects of teacher's



implementation, use and evaluation of materials.in nutritian education.
The elements reviewed include grade level, teacher's perceived importance
of nutrition education, teacher training, teacher attendance at nutrition
workshops (in service and general), years af:teashing experience,
teaching degree held, administrative support, school location, and school
_enrolment. Based on the review, hypotheses will be presented.

Grade level. Cook, Eiler and Kaminaka (1977:131) found that grade
Tevel affects the extent of classroom teaching of nutrition. Extent of
classroom teaching was indicated by the number of hours nutrition was
taught by the teacher per year. A higher number of hours was spent by
teachers in grades K‘to 3 on classroom activities related to :
nutrition/foods than by 4 to 6 teachers. PEtEFSEﬂiiﬁd Kies (1972)
reported similar results in their survey. Cook et al. also found that
tegchers iﬁ the upper grades, particularly grade 6, were significantly
ieés likely ta-teach nutrition than were early grade teachers.

McEwen (1980) found that the percentage of teachers teaching each
nutrition concept and achieving specific objectives was 1ovqigfer
teachers of grades 4 to 6 than for the K to 3 teachers. Shaﬁnoni Bell,
Marbuch, O'Connell, Graves and ;ﬁﬁgiy (1981:12) completed a K to 6
nutrition curriculum evaluation study. Their findings indicated thgiy
overall, and particularly among the higher grades, the average number of
reported sessions on nutrition was well below the number that had been
~ requested by the investigators. However, the large variability iq‘
| reparted sessions and in minutes spent per session 1nd1cated that su-e
tei:hgrs made extensive efforts while others devoted littIe c1asst1me ta '

nutrition.
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Cook et al. found that more than 70% of the teachers believed
nutrition could be taught most effectively at the elementary level
(grades K to 3 or grades 4 to 6). However, the majority of elementary
teachers felt nutrition was most effectively t;ught in a grade level
other than their own. Teachers were more likely to teach nutrition if
they felt that their own grade level was the most effective at which it
should be taught. Clearly, it was important for the teacher to feel
(s)he was the most appropriate nutrition teacher.

Teacher attitudes, training, experience and administrative support.

Cook et al. (1977) also féund that the tegfher's attitude toward
nutrition was significant. If a teacher felt nutrition was important
then (s)he spent more hours of class time teaching it. Teachers who felt
that nutrition should be included as part of the curriculum throughout
the year were more likely to teach nutrition than teachers who felt
nutrition was best taught within a perfod of a few weeks.

0'Connell, Shannon and Sims (1981) assessed nutrition-related

attitudes and beliefs of K to 6 teachers and the association with
teaching nutrition and type of teacher preparation received. The
hypotheses tested were:

1. The attitude postscores...of K-6 teachers who taught nutritior{w
will differ significantly from that of teachers who did not
teach nutrition in their classes. This difference will be
influenced by whether they did or did not attend the 3-hour

inservice session.

2. The teachers' attitude postscores will differ according to the
type of preparation they received for teaching nutrition (no

19

_preparation session, attended a 3-hour inservice, or attended a

. 3-credit nutrition course).

A
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"Three attitude scales were developed and respectively designated as

Nutrition is Important Attitude Scale, Favors Nutrition in Schools

Attitude Scale and Commitment to Teachi@g;!y;ritiaﬂlggtitude,5;;1@. The

results for each scale were presented.

The findings of the Nutrition is Important Attitude Scale indicated
that teachers fe%t nutrition was important. There were no significant
differences measured between teachers who taught or did not teach
nutrition regardless of whether they attended the inservice session. The
three types of teacher preparatidn did not differentially affect scores
on this attitude scale.

- i , _ L e + ,
The attitude scale Favors Nutrition Education in Schools indicated a

. significant effect of the teaching experience, with teachers who taught

nutrition having slightly but significantly higher postscores than those
not teaching nutrition. This effect was not influenced by attendance or
non- attendance at the inservice. The three types of preparation did not
differentially influence the teachers' postscores. !

The Commitment scale results indicated that when nutrition was
considered in competition with other courses for classtime, it received
only moderate support from the teachers. Teaching nutrition had no
significant effect on teacher postscores, nor did attending the‘inservice
session. The three types of pfeparitign did not differentially affect
these scores.

In summary, a favorable attitude toward nutrition education in
schools was not necessarily accompanied by a strong commitment to, or
" interest in, actually teaching ngtrit{aﬁ. Actual exégrienée in teaching

nutrition may result in teachers being more favourable toward its



inclusion in schools. The preparation for teaching nutrition had no
significant affect on teachers' commitment or attitude scale scores.
Cook et al. (3977) referred to teacher training as exposure to a
high school nutrition/foods course or a college nutrition/foods course or
an inservice nutrition workshop. Elementary teachers with such training
were significantly more 1ikely to include nutrjtién in their curricula
than teachers without such t;aining. The stud§ indicated that teachers
with prior training in nutrition spent a signffieantly greater number of
class hours te,f ing the subject. In Ontario, Cooper and Philp (1974)
found over 70% of the teachers began teaching nutrition in the c1fssronﬁ
following attendance at a nutrition education workshop. However, éaﬂk et
al. found that the number of general nutrition workshops a teacher
attended was not significantly related to whether nutrition ‘was included
in a teacher's classroom activitﬁegi
| The university degree held by the teaéher was not significantly
related to whether nutrition was included in a teacher's classroom
_teaching (Cook et al., 1977). However, Cooper iﬂlehi]p (1974) found
that teachers, under school boards and consultants who strongly endorsed
the nutrition program, envered;the;uorkshap objectives to a greater
extent in both breadth and depth in the classroom. The extent of
coverage was determined by identifying the number of program objectives
covered in the éIassraaﬂ, the extent of their coverage and the order in
which they were taught. | ,sf
School location. Many studies (quper‘and Philp, 1974; Scharf,

1974; Humphreys, 1971; McEwen, 1980) utilized varying definitions of
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rural/urban locations. Some definitions were based on population and
praxi:i;y to larger centres (Cooper and th]p, 1974; Humphreys, 1971).
- Other studies (HEE:EH. 1980) were based on administrative definitions.
These discrepancies made comparability of results most difficult.

Scharf (1974) presented a comprehensive review of important
variabieé related to differences in rural/urban quality of education.
Scharf indicated that rura) elementary schools suffer from inadequate
library and instructional resources, narrow education experiences, fewer
opportunities for teaéher‘s professional development, lack of
instructional support, and teacher training bised on assumptions that are
not valid in the rural setting. According to the literature, these
variables were related to whether teachers offered nutrition éducaticn
and the extent to which they taught nutrition in the classroom.

Regarding degrees held by teachers, both Humphreys and Scharf found
urban teachers held better quaiificatinns than rural teéﬁhers_ However,
Cook et al. (1977) found the degree held by teachers was not
significantly related to whether nutrition was included in a teacher's
classroom teaching.

Scharf found no statistically significant difference in years of
teaching experience between rural and urban teachers. cDug et al. found
that years of teaching experience were not significantly related to
whether nutrition was included in a teacher's classroom teaching.

School enrolment.. Scharf (1974), in a study of urban/rural

differences in Saskatchewan elementary schools, discussed size of school
and availability of instructional resources and aids. In assessing

1ibrary resources within rural schools, the size of school was not
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significantly related to the per-pupi} number of books. -Houever,.there
was a significantly larger variety of book§ avajlable in larger rural
schools than smaller rural schdols. He found that most rural teachers
and especially those in smaller schools were unable to implement the
enquiry‘1earn1ng-1ndividualized instruction process due to limited
availability of library resources. In summary, he found that within the
rural school sample, the avdi]ability of the instructional aids and
resources was directly related to the size of the school with smaller
schools having the fewest resources. .

Humphreys (1971:9) supported these findings in that "the size of
school is indicative of the deqree to which facilities and experienced
teaéhing. resource and adminisi;lthe personnel can bg provided. It is
also indicative of the difficultiés teachers may encounter in coping with
students who differ in interests, age and aptitude. Large schools, -hiig '
easing the provision of facilities, make personal relationships more
d1ff1cuit. To ensure good personal relationships along with economy it
appears that schools with about nine to twenty-five teachers are nost‘
appropriate at the elementary school level."

Hypotheses

This review of literature has provided an overview of information
relative to the elements of the teaching environment under consideration
in this study. From the review of literature, the following questions
and hypotheses are derived.

Question 1. Is there an 1dent1f1ab1¢}pattgrn evident between the
selected elements of the teaching environment and the number of concepts

é
implemented? ‘ v

R



Teachers who attend the Nutrition at School workshop will

1.
implement more concepts than teachers who do not attend the
workshop . )

2. Teachers who are involved in the Nutrition at School program for
two years will implement more concepts than teachers who are

~ involved for one year.

3. Teachers who perceive nutrition education to be more im@crtaﬁt
will implement more concepts than teachers who perceive
nutrition education as less important.

4. Teachers in urban schools will implement more concepts than
teachers in rural schools.

S. Teachers in schools with lower enréingnts will implement more
concepts than teachers in schools with higher enroiments.

~ Question 2. s the;e an identifiable pattern evident between the
selected elements of the teaching environment and the number of teaching
objectives achieved?

1. Teachers who attend the Nutrition at School workshop will

' achieve more objectives than teachers who do not attend the
workshop. | _

2. Teachers who are involved in the Nutrition at School program fér
two years will achieve more objectives than teachers who are
involved for one year. ' ‘

3. Teachers who perceive nutrition education to be more important
will achieve more objectives than teachers who perceive

mtrition education as leds important.
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Teachers in urban schools will achieve more objectives than
teachers in rural scheols.

) o . T o

Teachers in schools with lower enrolménts will achieve more

'

objectives than teachers in schools with higher enrolments.

Question 3. Is there an identifiable pattern evident between the

- selected elements of the teaching environment and the number of resource

materials used?

1!

Teachers who attend the Nutrition at School workshop will use
more resource materials than teachers who do not attend the
workshop.

Teachers who are involved in the Nutrition at School program for
two years will use more resource materials than teachers shd)are
involved for one year.

Teachers who perceive nutrition education to be more important
will use more resource materials than teachers who perceive
nutrition education as less important.

Teachers in urban schools will use more resource materials than
teachers in rural schools.

Teachers in schools with higher eqra1m2ﬂts will use more
resource materials éhan teachers in schools with lower

enrolments.

vestion 4. . Is there an identifiable pattern evident between the

seloctid elements of the teaching environment and the teacher's

i

evaluation of the effectiveness of resource materfals?

1.

Teachers who attend the Nutrition at School workshop will
evaluate the resource materials as more effective than teachers

who do not attend the workshop.



Teachers who are involved in the Nutrition at School program for
two years will evaluate the resource materials as more effective
than teachers who are involved for’one year.

Teachers who perceive nutrition education to be more important
will evaluate the resource materials as more effective than
teachers who perceive'nutrition_education as less important;
Teachers in rural schools will evaluate the resource materials
as more effective than teachers in urban schools.

Teachers in schools with lower enrolments will evaluate the
resource materials as more effective than teaéhers in schools

with higher enrolﬁents.



CHAPTER 1V
RESEARCH DESIGN

The data source for this analysis was an evaluation project
undertaken bylxieren and McEwen (1981) for the Alberta Department of
Agriculture. A summative evaluation of the Nutrition at School program
in Alberta was conducted. The study looked at teacher involvement in
teaching nutrition concepts, use of nutrition education resource
materials, and reactioh to follow-up materials developed for the program.

A province-wide survey of teachers of grades K to 6 was conducted by
mail and telephone interviews. The final sample consisted of 275
completed teacher gquestionnaires. Respondents' names were obtained from
Alberta Education staff 1ists for specific schools on the Nutrition at
Schog] brogram (identified by Alberta Agriculture).

The sampling criteria and procedures, design of the interviewing
1nstrumentg’i;é:%;;{esting were carried out by the original researchers.
This author assisted with telephone intervieﬁiﬂgnfar the larger study as
well as the sampling, data collection and coding phases for a subsample

of the study.

Samp1ing
‘ -

Sevefa] cr1ter1a applied to teachers included 1n*the sample for this
study. The three criteria to be met for 1nc1nsian in thi sample were as

®

follows:

m
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1) Currently teaching grades K to 6.

2) Involvement in the Nutrition at Schoo) program in one or more school
years from 1976/77 to 1979/80.

3) Currently teaching at the same school as when they were involved in

the Nutrition at School program.

Lists of teachers were provided by Alberta Education 1nd1cat1og that
4417 staff met the sample criterfa. The sample was stratified by
location.(rural; Edmonton separate, end Calgary) and by year. The number
of teacheks drawn froo each category was determined by a proportional
allocation based upon the total number of teachers.in'eech group. The
desired semple size of approximately 500 was achieved with 30 teachers
from Edmonton separate, 74 teachers from Calgary and 400 teachers from

rural schools. B

Data Collection

Oue to the Calgary teechers strike, data was collected in two

stages. Edmonton separate and rural data was collected during June and '

"

~July 1980. The Calgary data was collected during November and December

1980. Similar procedures were followed for both stages. Introductory

letters were sent by Alberta Agricultufe'to superintendents and

'pr1ncipals of those schools involved in the Nutrition at School program

in any q( the past four years. The introductory letters were intended to

lnform the administrators of the study and to seek their assistance.

Abproximately one week later, the questionnaires were mailed to the

teachers. Follow-up letters were sent to teachers who had not returned

-their Questionnaires. In addition, a reminder telephone call was made to



the Edmonton and Calgary sample requesting them to complete and return
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their questionnaires. To check completeness of the questionnaire method,

three trained interviewers conducted telephone interviews with
thirty-seven teachers. The quality of information obtained was
comparable to that obtained by the mailed questionnaires and thus was not
treated separately in the analysis.

A total of 504 guestionnaires were matled. Two hundred and
sixty-eight questionnaires were returned. However, thirty questionnaires
were not completed.' The remaining 238 completed questionnaires represent
| a return rate of.§71. This return rate, while seemingly low, compares

[

favourably with other mailout éuestionnaire surveys which have been
reported to have a? averagé ;;gzrn of 10 to 50 percent.(Selltiz.vJah&da.
Deutsch and Cook, 1959). In addition, the return rate is quite high
considering the time of year (end of term) and the circumstances (post
teachers' strike) when some'teachersQreceived the questionnaire. For the
oses of this present study, the sample consisted of 275 reépondents,

ifically, 238 questionnaires plus 37 telephone interviews.

-

Instrumentation

Data was collected for an evaluation of teacher involvement in the
Nutrition at School program (McEwen, 1980). A thirteen page
questionnaire was designed to examine twelve pertinent issues (MﬁEwen.
1980:6-7) identified by the Nutrition at School Core Committee. The
final questionnaire consisted of four parts. Part one obtained
dcno:g,phic information about the teacher and school. Part two

deterfnined what nutritional concepts and teaching objectives were met by



the teacher while on the Nutrition at School program and in subsequent

years. Part three dealt with the teachers' use and evaluation of

g}gsaurcg materials in nutrition education. The issues of suitable

follow-up materials and avoiding repetition in the program were also

addressed.

Part four rélated to additional follow-up issues.

For purposes of this study, the sections of particular interest

include demographic information, nutritional concepts and teaching

objectives met by the teacher, and the teacher's use and evaluation of

resource materials (see Appendix A). For further clarification, the five

independent variables considered in this study will be presented with the

=]

corresponding questionnaire item. ; .

Variable 1.

, Variable 2.

Teacher attendance at the Nutrition at School Workshop (by
year first attended).

uestion: 7 7
TUYd you attend Nutrition at School teacher workshop(s)?
Yes . No _ '

If yes, please state in which year(s) ___ -,

 Number 6f years of "teacher involvement in the Nutrition at

School program. ,

%ugstianz 7 ’ A
s a teacher, in which school year(s) were you involved in
the Nutrition at School program? Please check the year(s)
that you were involved: :

1973/76 1977/78

1974/75 — 1978/79

1978/76 1979/80 —___ ‘
1976/77 —



Variable 3. Teacher's perceived importance of nutrition education.

Question: :
In order for the children to retain the information learned

in the Nutrition at School program how often do you feel
_th:zo?ged to be exposed to nutrition education in the
sC

Every month

Every year

Every two years
Every three years

i

A limitation of secondary analysis is apparent in attempting to
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measure this variable. The data is obtained from responses to a question

yh1ch fs an indirect méasyre of the related variable. The guestion
refers to teacher's perception of the frequency of teaching nutrition
education which is required for children to retain nutrition education
information learned in the program. The researcher cb&s1ders this an
indirect indicator of the teachér attitude construct "perceived
importance of nutrition education.” The as§umption is made that teachers
who consider nutrition education to be more important will believe it
should be taught more frequently.

Variable 4. School location (rural/urban).

euestion: '
ere is your school located? Check one:

Calgary
Edmonton
Other (please specify)

\

Varkable 5. .School enrolment.

guestion: . )
pproximately how many students attend your school?
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The four dependent varizbles and corresponding questionnaire items

give an example of the format used. The original questionnaire {tems are

edited to illustrate duta pertinent to this study.

Variable 1.

Number of concepts taught by year.

vyestion: 7 7 N
or each CONCEPT listed below: Check each year in which -
you taught the concept. ———

CONCEEI§ for Teachers of Years
Grades K to 3: 1976/ 1977/ 1978/ 1979/
1977 1978 1979 1980

A. A balanced daily
diet includes foods
selected from each of
the four food groups.

L}

A second concept for teachers of grades K to 3 was identified using

the same format. For teachers of grades 4 to 6, a separate section of

the questionnaire using the same format identified the concepts taught by

year.

Variable 2.

Number of objectives achieved by year.

ach TEACHING OBJECTIVE 1isted below: Check each year
in which you feel you met the teaching objective.

TEACHING OBJECTIVES for Years
Yeachers of Grades K to 3: 1976/ 1977/ 1978/ 1979/
1977 1978 1979 1980

A. Ildentification - The
student will be able
to name and enjoy a
variety of foods from

the four food groups. . . e e
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Three additional teaching objectives were presented for grades K to

'3 teachers using the same format. In a separate section, teachers of -

grades 4 to 6

indicated which of four teaching objectives were met by

year as above.

Yariable 3.

The number of resource materials used by year.

uestian

olTowing 1s a list of nutrition education resource
materfals you rete1ved at the Nutrition at School teacher
workshop.

For each material listed:
Check off all the years in which you used that resource

material.

Materials for Teachers Years

of Grades K to 3: 1976/ 1977/ 1978/ 1979/
1977 1978 1979 1980

Big Ideas in Nutrition
Educatfon™ envelope

For teachers of grades K to 3, eight additional resources were

listed using this format. Initially, nine materials were listed for

grades 4 to 6

Variable 4.

teachers in a separate section of the questionnaire.

Clrcle the number in the right hand column carresponding to
how effectivé that resource material was for you in
teaching nutritional concepts for your classroom.

(]

. Materials for Te 'S | Effectiveness for teaching
“of Grades REgﬂighﬁ ’ nutritional concepts
. VERY NOT
- - _EFFECTIVE _ EFFECTIVE
"8ig Ideas in Nutrition 7 5 4 3 2 ]

Educat k}ﬂ' enve lepe



Seven additional materials were listed for grades K to 3. Eight

aﬁaitionai materials appeared for grades 4 to 6.

Secondary Analysis

This study utilized secondary analysis of data which was collected
for an evaluation of the Nutrition at School Program. Within an
iil]ﬂitiﬁﬂgffilgﬁﬂfk, the original study considered the teachers'
implementatioh of specific concepts and objectives and the evaluation and
use of particular resource materials. The current analysis ifdentifies
specific elements in the teaching environment for further study. The
secondary analysis of data relates these specific elements to theinumber
of concepts and objectives implemented, the number of resource materials
used and the evaluation of effectiveness of resource materials by the
teacher. The major method of analysis utilized was crosstabulations.

The purpose of this analysis was to describe patterns that will assist
decision makers in further program development.

Several factors reduced the number of respondents that might
atherﬁise be included in the secondary angiysis. The crosstabulations
required that a respondent answer both questions correponding to the
independent and dependent variables. Those r25p§ndents who ansae%td only
one question of each set or gave an inconsistent answer were deletéd. In
addition, inconsistent ér inaccurate coding was the basis for deIéting
further respondents. The remaining data was separated into additional
categories by years. Cﬁnsgquéntiy. the small cell sizes abtained were a
major 1imiting factor in ennéiﬁériﬁg the type of analysis that was
feasible. The descriptive approach seemed appropriate in view of the



35

level of ueisurenént of the dependent and independent variables. The
data included nominal, orqma‘li and interval 127?1%Eﬂf measurement.

In summary, a descriptive analysis was deemed most appropriate due
to the small cell sizes and the various levels of measurement of the
data. Rigorous statistical testing was not feasible, given that the
_assumptions necessary for these tests, such as homogeneity of variance,
could not be fulfilled. ,

The data is presented using raw numbers and adjusted percentages.
On all tables, the percentages reported are based on valid responses to
questions on the questionnaires. A1l missing and non-applicable
responses were excluded from percentage calculations, uﬁich are reported
as adjusted percentages. Percentages are presented for caﬁﬁarativé |
purposes to 1den£1fy trends.

While statisticai tests were not deemed appropriate for this data,
some guideline was necessary to determine whether the research questions
could be answered using the descriptive data available. The method ;
selected was to use a decision guideline of percentage difference. Ten
percentage points difference was selected in order to identify a trend or
pattern in the data. The percentage difference was Eaﬁsidergd |
sufficiently stringent considering that in many cases the group of
teachers being described made up 30% or less af the total sample. Far>
example, 70% of the teachers taught two concepts regardless of other
factors. ¢

The researcher has designated a 10% differance axisting between
catggor1es in thr?e 6ut of faur years as indicative of a noteworthy

trend. For example, the researcher compared the percentage of attenders



and non attenders at the Nutrition at School workshop who taught one or
more concepts in each year. The predicted occurrence was that attenders
would teach more concepts than non attenders. Thus, if 10% more of the
attenders compared to non attenders taught one or more concepts during
three out of four years, this pattern would support the stated
hypothesis. If these decision levels were not met, then a trend could
not be identified. The hypoﬁhgsis would not be supported under these
circumstances.

The data were grouped for each of the ?fauf dependent variables. In
completing the crosstiﬁu1atians. the following categories were created
for each variable. Question 1 considered the number of concepts taught
by the teacher. The researcher compared teachers who taught no concepts
with those who taught one or more concepts. The small cell sizes and
uneven distribution of data between categories precluded discussing
teachers who taught one or two concepts separately. Question 2 ‘
considered the number of objectives achieved by the teacher. The |
researcher compared teachers who achieved no objectives with those who
achieved one or more objectives for reasogs previouély indicated.
Question 3 concerned the number of resource materials uséd by teachers.

A range of low, moderate, and high usage is discussed for each year. Low
usage of materials corresponds to grades K to 3 or grades 4 to 6 teachers
using 0 to 2 materials. Moderate usage of materials corresponds to
grades K to 3 or 4 to 6 teachers using 3 to 5 materials. High usage
indicates grades X to 3 igachers using 6 to 8 matertals or grades 4 to 6
teachers using 6 to 9 materials. [In Question 4, the teacher's evaluation

of effectiveness of resource materials is indicated on a 5-point scale
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ranging from high effectiveness (5) to low effectivtntss (i). The
ratings are combined to indicate low effectiveness (1 and 2 responses),
moderate effectiveness (3) and high effectiveness (4 and 5) ratings.
This method of grouping data was undertaken to assist in identifying
trends. |

In summary, Fhis chapter discussed sampling procedures and data

collection of the original study. The instrumentation and secondary data

analysis specific to the study was presented.
4
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CHAPTER v
REPORT OF FINDINGS OF THE STuDY

This chapter reports the findings of this study using the following
format. The research question and hypothesis are stated. The results
for grades K to 3 and grades 4 to 6 teachers a%e discussed separately.
Noteuorthy trends b@th-ﬁithfﬁ years and agross four years of data are
considered. As previously indicated in Chapter [V, a decision level of
10% -or higher was required for three years of data to identify a trend.
The tables report adjusted percentages meaning that missing and

non-applicable reponses were excluded From percentage calculations. -

Results Relating to Research Question 1

Question 1. Is there an identifiable pattern evident between the
selected elements of the teaching environment and the number of concepts

imp 1emented?
Hypothesis 1. Teachers who attend the Nutrition at School workshop

will implement more concepts than téache?s'who do
not attend the workshop.

Table 1 reported the data for teachers of grades K to 3 considered
for this question. At least 70% of the teachers in each year taught two
concepts whether they were workshop attenders or non attenders. When the
data was exanibcd,in more depth, there was some effect of attending the

workshop. Table 1 indicated that a higher percentage of grades K to 3



" Table 1 '

Number of Concepts Taught by Grades K to 3 Teachers
by Attendance at the Nutrition at¢School Workshop

Year o - Number af Concepts Tlught

Concept Workshop

Taught Attendance 0 1 2
1976/77 Didn't Attend 0 -0 4
n= 4 .(0.0) (0.0) (100.0)
.Did Attend : 0 . 0 13
7 n= 13 (0.0) (0.0) (100.0)
1977/78  Didn't Attend 2 0 %

, | h
D1d Attend S 2 ] 25
n= 28 (7.1) : (3.6) (89.3)
1978/79 Didn't Attend - 2 ) 25
- ns= 13 (15.4) (0.0) (84.6) _

Did Attend 2 I 25
ns= 66 (13.6) . (3.0) (83.3)
1979/80 Didn't Attend 6 - R 15
’ ns= 22 (27.3) (4.5) (68.2)

Did Attend 21 9 108
ne= 13 (15.6) (6.7) (77.7)

Note. For all tables, adjusted percentages are reported in brackets and
are based on valid responses only.
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teachers who attended the workshop taught one or more concepts compared
to non attenders (15% higher in 1977/7§éand_121 higher in 1979/80).
There was no difference in 1976/77 and 1975/?9{betwegnythe percentage of
attenderspand non attenders who tlught:aﬁe or more concepts. Since data
for only two of the four years indicated a 10% difference, there was.no
tdentifiable pattern to support the hypothesis.

For grades 4 to 6 (Table 2), over 55% of the teachers in eaﬁh year
taught two concepts whether they were attenders or non attenders at the
workshop. In 1976/77 and 1978/79, there was no difference between the
percentage of attenders and non attenders who implemented one or more
concepts. In 1977/78 and 1979/80, a higher percentage of non attenders
taught one or more concepts (30% and 10% higher, respectively). For
grades 4 to 6 teachers, the hypothesis was not accepted due to
insufficient evidence. d

Hypothesis 2. Teachers who are involved in the Nutrition at School

Program for two years will implement more concepts
than teachers who are involved for one year.
For testing this hypothesis (Table 3), the researcher considered

teachers with one or two years of fnvolvement in the program. Teachers

with three years of involvement were excluded due to the small number of

for grades K to 3 teachers. In all years, the highest percentage of
teachers who implemented one or more concepts were involved for one year
rather than two years. The pattern {dentified was not in the predicted

direction. Therefore, the data did not support the hypothesis.
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Tabte 2
Number of Concepts Taught by Grades 4 to 6 Teachers
by Attendance at the Nutrition at School Workshop
Year o Number of Concepts Taught -
Concept Workshop
T;ught Attendance ! 0 1 2
1976/77 Didn't Attend 0 0 4
ne & (0.0) (0.0) (100.0)
Did Attend 0 : R 8
n= 9 (0.0) (11.1) (88.9)
1977/78 Didn't Attend 0 " 0 - 6
Did Attend s 2 0 -
n= 17 - (29.4) {11.8) (58.8)
1978/79 Didn't Attend 3 -] 5
n= 9 (33.3) (11.1) (55.6)
Did Attend o \ S
n= 33 (33.3) (3.0) (63.6)
[ ]
.1979/80 Didn't Attend 3 1 12
ns 16 (18.8) .(6g3): (75.0)
~ Did Attend 23 _ 3 85
' ns= 8] (28.4) (3.7) (67.9)
— S A S
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Table 3

Number of Concepts Taught by Grades K to 3 Teacherg
by Number of Years of Teacher Involvement
in the Nutrition at School Program

.

"Year Number of Number of Concepts Taught
Concept Years of :
Taught Involvement 0 1- 2
1976/77 1 1 0 21
ns= 22 (4.5) (0.0) (95.5)
2 2 . 1 n
ns=14 - (14.3) < (7.1) (78.6)
3 _ 0 . 0 1
n= 1 (0.0) (0.0) (100.Q)
1977/78 1 ' 1 : 1 37 .
ns=39 (2.6) (2.6) (94.8)
2 N 6 1 11 '
ns=18 (33.3) (5.6) (61.1) 1.
3 -0 0 ) 1 '
ns 1 . (0.0) . (0.0) (100.0)
1978/79 1 v . 8 4 59
ns=71 (11.3) (5.6) - (83.1)
2 7 ; 1 .16 R
ns= 24 (29.2) (4.2) (66.6)
3 0 0 1 |
ns= 1 (0.0) R - (0.0) (100.0) !
1979/80 1 21 N 107
n =139 (15.1) (7.9) (77.0)
2 : 8 1 16
ns=25 (32.0) (4.0) (64.0)
3 0 0 1

ne= | (0.0) (0.0) - (100.0)




In Table 4, teachers of grades 4 to 6 indicated the same pattern.
The percentage of teachers involved for one year who implemented one or

more concepts was on the average 14X higher compared to teachers involved

years were met indicating the number of years of involvement in the
program did have an impact on the number of concepts taught. The

- hypothesis was not supportéd since the trend was in the opposite
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direction,
. Hypothesis 3. Teachers who perceive nutrition education to be more

important will implement more concepts than teachers
who perceive nutrition education as less imaa?ténti
For grades K Ea 3, Tab]é 5 indicated that over 60% of the teachers
~in each year taught two concepts regardless éf the perceived level of
~ importance of nutrition education. The 1éve15 of importance indicated
were either high importance (taught monthly), moderate importance (taught
yearly) or low importance (taught every two or three years). For the
'hypothesis to be supported, the researcher expected the highest .
percentage of teacﬁgrs who taught one or more Ennﬁept§ would indicate
nutrition eduea;ian was of high importance. In three out of fau} years,
the highest percentage of grades K to 3 teachers implementing one or more
concepts indicated nutrition education was of moderate importance. The
identified pattern was in the opposite direction to that predicted so the
hypothesis was not accepted. _ !
For grades 4 to 6 teachers (Table 6), over 40% of the teachers
taught one or more concepts. Relative to grades K to 3 (Table 5), a

broader percemtage distribution of grades 4 to 6 teachers was evident



44

Table 4

Number of Concepts Taught by Grades 4 to 6 Teachers
by Number of Years of Teacher Involvement
in the Nutrition at School Program

Year Number of Number of Concepts Taught
Concept Years of
Taught Involvement ’ 0 . 1 2
1976/77 1 0 0 9
n= 9 (0.0) (0.0) (100.0)
2 , 1 . 2 5
n= 8 (12.5) (25.0) (62.5)
3 _ 0 0 1
ne= | _ (0.0) (0.0) (100.0)
1977/78 1 ' ' 5 S 13
: n=19 ' - (26.3) (5.3) (68.4)
2 .2 : 2 7
n=10 (20.0) (10.0) (70.0)
3 ‘ 0 0 ’ 1
n= 1 (0.0) (0.0) (100.0)
1978/79 ] 9 1 28
n=38 o (23.7) " (2.6) - (73.7)
2 7 1 5
n=13 (53.8) (7.7) (38.5)
3 0 ‘ ' 1
n= 1 (0.0) (0.0) (100.0)
1979/80 1 22 4 61
n = 87 : (25.3) (4.6) (70.1)
2 6 0 7
n=13 (46.2) (0.0) (53.8)
3 0- 0 1
n= 1 (0.0) (0.0) (100.0)
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Table 5
Number of Concepts Taught by Grades K to 3 Teachers
by How Often Nutrition Education Should be Taught
Year F requency Mumber of Concepts Taught
Concept of Teaching
Taught Nutrition 0 1 2
1976/77 Monthly 3 1 6
' n=10 (30.0) (10.0) (60.0)
Yearly 0 1 18
n=19 (0.0) (5.3) (94.7)
Every 2 yrs. 0 0 5
n= § (0.0) (0.0) (100.0)
Every 3 yrs. 0 0 4
n= 4 (0.0) (0.0) (100.0)
1977/78 Monthly 4 0 8
ne= 12 (33.3) (0.0) (66.7)
Yearly 2 3 30
n= 35 (5.7) (8.6) (85.7)
Every 2 yrs. 0 0 R :
n= 8 (0.0) (0.0) (100.0)
- Every 3 yrs. .2 0 3
n= 5 (40.0) (0.0) (60.0)
1978/79 Monthly 6 0 17
n=23 (26.1) (0.0) (73.9)
Yearly -4 6 - 45
n=55 (7.3) (10.9) (81.8)
Every 2 yrs. 2 0 N
ns=13 (15.4) (0.0) (84.6)
Every 3 yrs. 2 0 3
n= § (40.0) (0.0) (60.0)
1979/80 Monthly 6 : 4 27
. n= 37 (16.2) (10.8) (73.0)
Yearly 14 8 78
n =100 L (14.0) (8.0) (78.0)
Every 2 yrs. 7 0 13
n=20 (35.0) (0.0) (65.0)
Every 3 yrs. 0 -0 6
n= 6 : (0.0) (0.0) (100.0)




Table 6

Number of Concepts Taught by Grades 4 to 6 Teachers
by How Often Nutrition Education Should be Taught

Year Frequency Number of Concepts Taught
Concept of Teaching : )
Taught - Nutrition 0 1 2
1976/77 Monthly 0 2 1
n= 3 (0.0) (66.7) (33.3)
Yearly 0 0 8
n= 8 (0.0) (0.0) (100.0)
Every 2 yrs. 1 0 4
n= 5 (20.0) (0.0) (80.0)
Every 3 yrs. 0 . 0 1
ns | (0.0) ~ (0.0) (100.0)
1977/78 Monthly | I ] 3
ns § (20.0) (20.0) (60.0)
Yearly 2 2 9
ns=13 (15.4) (15.4) (69.2)
Every 2 yrs. 3 0 6
n= 9 ‘ (33.3) (0.0) (66.7)
Every 3 yrs. : 1 0 1
n= 2 , (50.0) (0.0) (50.0)
1978/79 Monthly 4 ‘ 1 2
» ns 7 (57.1) - (14.3) (28.6)
Yearly : 5 o 2 17
ns=24 (20.8) ) (8.3) - (70.9)
Every 2 yrs. R | 0 13
ns 17 (23.5) (0.0) (76.5)
~ Every 3 yrs. 1 -0 1
‘ ns= 2 (50.0) (0.0) (50.0)
1979/80 Monthly . 7 0 13
n=20 (35.0) (0.0) (65.0)
Yearly - 8 ‘ 3 39
ne=5 (16.0) (6.0) (78.0)
Every 2 yrs. N 1 n
ne=23 ‘ (47.8) ) '(4.4) (47.8)
Every 3 yrs. 1 0 8

ne § (20.0) ' (0.0) (80.0)




between those who taught no concepts, one ccncept or two concepts. In
1978/79 and 1979780, the highest per:entagg of teachers {mplementing one
or more concepts felt nutrition education was of moderate importance and
should be taught yearly. According to our criteria, there was no

identifiable pattern evident so the hypothesis was not supported.

Hypothesis 4. Teachers in urban schools will implement more

In Table 7, a definite trend was evident for grades K to 3
teachers. In all years, a higher percentage of rural teachers
implemented one or more conceéts compared to urban teachers. C(Clearly,
the hypothesis was not supported by the identified pattern.

In contrast, Table 8 for grades 4 to 6 teachers did not indicate a
definite trend. However, theére was some effect of urban/rural location.
Excluding 1979/80, a higher percentage of urban teachers implemented one
or more concepts relative to rural teachers. Considering the criteria
established, there was no identifiable pattern to support the hypothesis.

Hypothesis 5. Teachers in schools with lower enrolments will

implement more concepts.than teachers in schools
with higher enrolments.

For grades K to 3 teachers (Table 9).‘there was no identifiable
pattern evident. In 1978/79, the highest percentage of teachers
implementing one or more concepts taught in large schools (exééeding 400
students). However, based on the criteria established, there was no
.identifiable patterp evident to aiinﬁ support of the hypothesis.

For grades 4 ta 6 teachers, an identifiable trend was evident in

Table 10. In all years, the highest percentage of grades 4 to 6 teachers:
T



Table 7

Number of Concepts Taught by Grades K to 3 Teachers
by School Location

Year ' Number of Concepts Taught
Concept - . ) ,
Taught . Location 0 1 2
1976/77 Calgary 2 0 6
n= 8 (25.0) (0.0) (75.0)
Edmonton 0 1 3
n= 4 - {0.0) (25.0) (75.0)
Urban Z : 1 9
n= 12 (16.7) . {8.3) (75.0)
Rural 1 1 26
n =28 (3.6) (3.6) (92.8)
1977/78 Calgary 3 e 0 7
n=10 (30.0) (0.0) (70.0)
Edmonton 1 0 5
] n= 6 (16.7) {0.0) (83.3)
= Urban - 4 0 12
ne=16 (25.0) (0.0) (75.0)
Rural 4 2 38
n = 44 . (9.1) (4.5) (86.4)
1978/79 Calgary 4 0 1
n=15 (26.7) (0.0) (73.3)
Edmonton 1 0 6
ns= 7 (14.3) (0.0) (85.7)
Urban 5 0 17
ne= 22 (22.7) (0.0) (77.3)
Rural 10 4 61
n=75 (13.3) (5.3) (81.3)
1979/80 Calgary 7 0 19
' n=26 (26.9) ~(0.0) (73.1)
Edmonton 2 < ' 0 9
n=11 (18.2) (0.0) (81.8)
Urban 9 0 28
a= 37 - . (24.3) (0.0) (75.7) .
Rural - 20 12 ~ 96
n =128 (15.6) (9.4) (75.0)




Table 8

Number of Concepts Taught by Grades 4 to 6 Teachers
by School Location

Year Number of Concepts Taught
Concept : i
Taught Location 0 1 . 2
1976/77 Calgary - 0 0 ' 0
n= 0 (0.0) (0.0) (0.0)
Edmonton 0 1 2
n= 3 S {0.0) (33.3) - (66.7)
Urban 0 1 2
n= 4 (0.0) (33.3) (66.7)
Rural 1 1 14
n=16 : (6.4) (6.4) (87.4)
1977/78 Calgary ' 0 0 ]
n= 1 (0.0) (0.0) (100.0)
Edmonton . 0 : 1 . 4
.n= 4 (0.0) {25.0) (75.0)
Urban 0 ] 4
n= 5§ , (0.0) - (20.0) (80.0)
Rural 7 ’ 2 18
ne= 27 (25.9) (7.4) (66.7)
1978/79 Calgary ] 0 4
: ne § (20.0) (0.0) (80.0)
Edmonton -2 ] 3
ne= 6 ' (33.3) (16.7) (50.0)
Urban 3 1 7
ne=1 (27.3) (9.1) (63.6)
Rural 13 2 28
n=43 ' (30.2) ' (4.7) (65.1)
1979/80 Calgary 4 1 , 9
n=14 - (28.6) S % 5 (64.3)
Edmonton - 3 ' 0 6
n= 9 (33.3) (0.0) (66.7)
i : Urban 7 -1 15
L - a%d3 (30.4) - (A.4) .(65.2) -
Rural 21 ' 3 55

A7 (26.6) (3.8) (69.6)

Note. Uréingﬁsﬁc&iﬁﬁieéféf the sum of Calgary and Edmonton statistics.

b



Table 9

Number of Concepts Taught by Grades K to 3 Teachers
by School Enroiment

Year , Number of Concepts Taught
Concept Number of :
Taught Students 0 1 2
i e — il = =
1976/77 0 - 200 0 1 9
n= 10 (0.0) (10.0) (90.0)
201 - 400 1 1 14
n= 16 (6.3) (6.3) (87.4)
401 + 1 . 0 1
ns= 12 (8.3) ‘ (0.0) (91.7)
1977/78 0 - 200 3 0 15
' n= 18 = (16.7) (0.0) (83.3)
201 - 400 ‘ 2 1 19
ns= 22 (9.1) (4.5) (86.4)
401 + 2 1 15
n= 18 (11.1) (5.6) (83.3)
1978/79 0 - 200 6 oo 19
n= 26 (23.1) (3.8) (73.1)
201 - 400 4 3 30
ns= 137 (10.8) (8.1) (81.1)
401 + 2 1 27
ns= 30 (6.7) (3.3) (90.0)
1979/80 0 - 200 7 2 4]
n= 50 (14.0) (4.0) (82.0)
201 - 400 1" 6 39
n= 56 (19.6) (10.7) (69.7)
401 + 7 4 42
n= 53 (13.2) (7.5) (79.3)




Table

10 o

Number of Concepts Taught by Grades 4 to 6 Teachers
by School Enrolment

51

Year
Concept Number of
Taught Students 0 1 2
- 1976/77 0 - 200 1 1 5
ns 7 (14.3) (14.3) (71.4)
201 - 400 0 0 3
ns=s 3 (0.0) {0.0) (100.0)
401 + ' 0 1 8
ns 9, (0.0) (11.1) (88.9)
- 1977778 0 - 200 3 2 7
ns= 12 (25.0) (16.7) (58.3)
20} - 400 0 0 4
ns 4 (0.0) (0.0) (100.0)
401 + 4 2 11
. n= 17 (23.5) (11.8) (64.7)
1978/79 0 - 200 5 3 10
' ns= 18 (27.8 (16.7) (55.5)
201 - 400 . 1 ) 14
ns= 15 (6.7) (0.0) (93.3)
401 + 10 0 27
o ns= 2 (47.6) (0.0) (52.4)
"~ 1979/80 0 - 200 9 ] 21
ns= 3] (29.0) (3.2) (67.8)
201 - 400 7 0 22
ns= 29 (24.1) (0.0) (75.9)
401 + 12 2 27
n= 4] (29.3) (4.9) (65.8)




implementing one or more concepts taught in mid-size schools (201 to 400 .
stuGEﬂts)i In order to support the hypothesis, the researcher expected
this trend to apply to small schools (under zﬂdlstudents)_ Therefore,
the hypothesis was not supported by the pattern identified.

In summary, the findings indicated a general pattern that most

teachers who implemented concepts taught two concepts. The importance of

considering grades K to 3 and 4 to 6 teachers as separate groups was

evident in the different trends that emerged. The main ftndings are

.presented for Question 1: [s there an identifiable pattern evident

between the selected elements of the teaching environment and the number
of concepts implemented?

Hypothesis 1. Teachers who attend the Nutrition at School workshop will
implement more concepts than teaéhgrs who do not attend the workshop.
Grades K to 3: For two of the four years, a higher percentage. of
workshop attenders implemented one or more concepts than non attenders.
Grades 4 to 6: There was either no percentage difference evident or a
higher percentage of nan:attenﬂers tﬁan attenders implemented one or more
concepts., | ,
Outcome: For both grades K to 3 and 4 to 6 teachers, thére was no
identifiable pattern to support the hypothesis. '

Hypothesis 2. Teachers who are involved in the Nutrition at Schoo!
program for two years will implement more concepts than teachers who ire
involved for @ne.yEIr-

Grades K to 3 and 4 to 6: The highest percentage of teachers who
implemented one or more concepts were involved in the program for one

year.
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Outcome: For both grades K to 3 and 4 to 6 teachers, the hypothesis was
not supported since the pattern was not in the predicted direction.
Hypothesis 3. Teachers who perceive nutrition education to be more
important will implement more concepts than teachers who perceive
nutrition education as less important.

Grades K to 3: In three out of four years, the highest percentage of
teachers implementing one or more concepts indiéateﬂ nutritiaﬁ education
was of moderate importance and should be taught yearly.

Grades 4 to 6: In two out of four years, the highest percentage of
teachers implementing one or more concepts felt nutrition education was
of moderate. importance and should be taught yearly.

OQutcome:

Grades K to 3: The identified pattern was in the opposite direction to
that predicted so the hypothesis was not accepted. |

Grades 4 to 6: There was no identifiab]g pattern evident so the
hypothesis was not supported.

Hypothests 4. Teachers in urban schools will implement more concepts
than teachers in rural schools.

Grades K to 3: In all years, a higher percentage of rural teachers
>1mp}em2ﬁted one or more concepts compared to urban teachers.

Grades 4 to 6: Excluding 1979/80, a higher percentage of urban teachers
imp lemented one or more concepts relative to rural teachers. |
Qutcome: é ' i :

Grades K to 3: The hypothesis was not supported by the pattern = =

identified.



Grades 4 to 6: There was no identifiable pattern evident so the hypo-
thesis was not supported.

Hypothesis 5. Teachers in schools with lower enrolments will implement

more concepts than teachers in schools with higher enrolments.

Grades K to 3: In 1978/79, the highest percentage of teachers implement.

ing one or more concepts taught in large schools (exceeding 4Q0 students).

Grades 4 to 6: In all years, the highest percentage of teachers imple-

menting one or more concepts taught in mid-size schools (201 to 400

*

students).

Qutcome:

Grades K to 3: There was no identifiable pattern evident to allow
support of the hypothesis.

Grades 4 to 6: The hypothesis was not suaported/bg the pattern
identified.

Results Relating to Research Question 2

Is there an identifiable pattern evident between the selected ele-
ments of the teaching environment and the number of teaching objectives

achieved?
Hypothesis 1. Teachers who atten& the Nutrition at School workshop

will achieve more objectives than teachers who do
not attend the workshop.

Tdble 11 indicated that éver 60% of the grades K to 3 teachers, both
attenders an¢ non attenders at the iﬁrkshop, achieved three or four
objectives. In general, workshop attenda&ce or non attendance did not
clearly indicate whether teachers will achieve one or more objectives.

However, in certain years, there was evidence that workshop attendance
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Table 1
Number of Objectives Achieved by Grades K to 3 Teachers
by AttenMance at the Nutrition at School Workshop
Year — T Number of Objectives Achleved
Objectives Workshop ‘
Achieved Attendance 0 1 2 3 4
1976/77  Didn't Attend 0 0 0 2
ns 3 (0.0) (0.0)  (0.0)  (33.3) (66.7)
Did Attend 0 0 ] 20
n= 13 (0.0) (0.0)  (7.7)  (15.4) (76.9)
1977/78 Didn't Attend 2 1 0 1 4
- n= 8 (25.0)  (12.5)  (0.0)  (12.5) (50.0)
Did Attend 1 ] 3 5 17
ns 27 (3.7) (3.7)  (1.1)  (18.5) (63.0)
1978/79 Didn't Attend 2 0 . 3 6
Ao 12 (16.7) (0.0) (8.3) (25.0) (50.0) °
Did Attend 8 3 6 12 39
nse 68 (11.8) - (4.4) (8.8) (17.6) (57.4)°
1979/80 Didn't Attend 4 .2 LI 3 0
n= 20 (20.0)  (10.0)  (5.0)  (15.0) (50.0)

Did Attend 19 4 6 = 2 718
ne129 (14.7) (3.1)  (4.7)  (17.0) (60.5) . -
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had some impact. In 1977/78, 21% more workshop attenders achieved one or
moré objectives compared to non attenders. Minimal impact of the
workshop was evident in 1978/79 and 1979/80. Approximately 5% more
attenders than non attenders taught one or more objectives. A lack of
impact in 1976/77 was 1nd1cated by no difference between the percentage
of attenders and non attenders achieving one or more objectives. There
was no fdentifiable trend appirent so. the hypothesis w8 not supported.

' For grades 4 to 6 teachers there was aﬁ jdentifiable trend overal)
(Table 12). Data from 1976/77 was excluded from this discussion due to
the small cell size (n = 1) to avoid skewing the results. Thus, the.:
decision rule became a 10X difference between categories in two ouf of
three years for this case only. In 1978/79 and 1979/80 respectively, 23%
~and 19% more non attenders than attenders achieved one or more ’ )
objectives. 'In 1977/78 the difference was in the opposite direction
with 25% more- attenders than non attenders achieving one or more
objectives. _Actdrding'to the established critéria. the hypothesis was
-not supported since the pattern was in the opposite direction to that
- predicted. a .
Hypothesis ?. Teachers who are 1n§olved in the Nutritiop at School -

program for two yeaEs will implement more objectives
than teachers_ébo are involved for one year.

* In testing this hypoth;sis. teachers involved for three yea}s in the
program were excluded due to a small number of responses which would skew
the results. Table 13, for grades K to 3, indicated a higher percenﬁage
of teachers involved for one yeir cénpared to two }ears achieved one or

more objectives. In all years except 1976/77, an average of 15% more



Table 12

Number of ObJectives Achieved by Grades 4 to 6 feachers
by Attendance at the Nutrition at School Workshop
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Year : Number of Objectives Achieved
Objectives Workshop
Achieved Attendance Q T 2 3 4
1976/77 Didn't Attend 0 A 0 0 1 0
ns 1 (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (100.0) (0.0)
Did Attend 1 1 0 2 4
_ n= 8 (12.5)  (12.5) (0.9) (25.0) (50.0)
1977/78 Didn't Attend 2 0 | 1 0
ns 4 (50.0) (0.0) (25.0) (25.0) (0.0)
Did Attend 4 3 o 2 6 -
n= 16 (25.0) (18.8) €x(6.2) (12.5) (37.5)
1978/79 Didn't Attend ] 1 - , 2 2
| n= 7 (14.3) (14.3) (14.3L/ (28.6) (28.6)
Did Attend 12 2 1 5 12
ns= 32 ' (37.5) (6.3) (3.1) (15.6) (37.5)
1979/80  Didn't Attend 2 0 2 4 5
ns= 13 (15.4) (0.0) (15.4) (30.8) " (38.5)
Did Attend 2 2w W 22
ns 78 (34.6) (2.6) (12.8) (21.8) (28.2)




Table 13

-

Number of Objectives Achieved by Grades K to 3 Teachers
‘by Number of Years of Teacher Involvement in the

Nutrition at School Program
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Year Number of Number of Objectives Achieved
Objectives Years of
Achieved Involvement 0 1 2 3 4
1976/77 1 ] ] 1 2 9
o ns=14 (7.1) (7.1) (7.1) (14.3) (64.3)
2 - " 0 5 7
ns=14 (7.1) (7.1) (0.0) (35.7) (50.0)
3 0 0 0 0 1
n= ) -(0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (100.0)
1977/78 1 2 2 3 3 20
n=230 (6.7) (6.7) (10.0) (10.0) (66.6)
-2 4 2 0 &4 8
ns=18 {22.2) (11.1) (0.0) (22.2) (44.5)
3 0 0 0 0 1
ns= 1 (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (100.0)
1978/79 1 - 4 4 16 36
ns 67 (10.5) (6.0) (6.Q) (23.9) (53.6)
2 6 S0 3 4 n
n= 24 (25.0) (0.0) (12.9) (16.7) (45.8)
3 0 0 0 0 i
ns= 1 (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (100.0)
1979/80 1 - ‘ A7 5 8 22 - 78
- n =130 (13.1) (3.8) (6.2) (18.9) (60.0)
2 : o7 ] 0 6 10
ns= 24" (29.2) (4.2) (0.9)  (25.0) (41.6)
3 0 0 0 0 1
n= 1] (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (100.0)
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teachers involved for one year achieved one or more objectives. However,
in 1976/77, there was no difference between the percentage of teachers
achieving objectives based on years of involvement in ﬁhe program. The
hypa£hesis was not supported. In fact, the pattern identified was in the
opposite direction. ’ -

Similarly Table 14 for grades 4 to 6 indicated the highest
percentage of teachers achieving one or more objectives were involved for
one year in the program. In 1977/78 and 1978/79, 10% and 28% more
teachers involved for one year taught one or more objectives in the
respective years. Clearly the hypothesis was not supported.

Hypothesis 3. Teachers who perceive nutrition education to be more

important will achieve more objectives than teachers
who perceive nutrition education as less important.

In testing .this hypothesis, teachers who indicated nutritién
education should %F taught every three years were excluded due to a small
number of responses which would skew the results. The responses
indicated nutrition education was either of high importance (should be
taught monthly), moderate importance (taught yearly), or low importance
(taught every 2 years).

Table 15 indicated over 60% of the grades K tS 3 teachers achieved
three or four abjectives regardless of their attitude toward thg o
importance of nutrition. The highest percentage of teatHEﬁS'aEhigviﬁg
one or more objectives stateginutritioﬁledue;tian should bé taught yeariy »
tndicating an attitude of madEraté importance was prgvaignt. Excluding
1977/78, the highest percentage of those teachers who taught no concepts

indicated nutrition was of low importance and should be taught every two



Table 14

Number of Objectives Achieved by Grades 4 to 6 Teachers
by Number of Years of Teacher Involvement in the
Nutrition at School Program

Year Number of Number of Objectives Achteved
Objectives Years of
Achieved Involvement 0 1 2 3 4
- 1976/77 1 0 0 0 5 1
n= 6 (0.0) (0.0)  (0.0)  (83.3) (16.7)"
r 0 ] 0 ] 3
n= 8 (0.0)  (12.5)  (0.0) (12.5) (37.5)
3 1 0 0 0 0
n= 1 (100.0) (0.0)  (0.0) (0.0)  (0.0)
1977/78 1 4 2 2 | 5
neis (26.7)  (13.3) (13.3)  (13.3) (33.3)
2 4 2 0 3 2
n=11 (36.3)  (18.2)  (0.0)  (27.3) (18.2)
3 0 ] 0 0 0
n= (0.0) (100.0)  (0.0) (0.0)  (0.0)
- 1978/79 1 9 .3 3 6 14
n=35 (25.7) (8.6) (8.6)  (17.1) (40.0)
2 7 0 0 42
n=13 (53.8) (0.0)  (0.0)  (30.8) (15.4)
3 0 ] 0 0 0
n= (0.0) (100.0)  (0.0) (0.0)  (0.0)
1979/80 1 25 2. 12 20 - 23
: ne= 82 2.%30.5)  (2.4) (14.6) (24.8) (28.1)
2 AELs 0 0 3 5
n=13 5 WI8.E) . (0.0) (0.0) (23.0) (38.5)
3 vaThe 0 -0 0 0
ne= | *00.0) (0.0)  (0.0) (0.0)  (0.0)
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Table 15°
Number of Objectives Achieved by Grades K to 3 Teachers
by How Often Nutrition Education Should be Taught
Year Frequency Number of Objectives Achieved
Objectives of Teaching
Achieved Nutrition 0 1 2 3 4
1976/77 Monthly 1 0 0 2 5
n= 8 (12.5) (0.0) (0.0) (25.0) (62.5)
- Yearly 0 2 0 3 10
n=1s (0.0)  (13.3) (0.0) (20.0) (66.7)
Every 2 yrs. - | -0 0 1 2 A
n= 4 (25.0) (0.0) (0.0) (25.0) (50.0)
Every 3 yrs. 0 0 1 2 ]
n= 4 (0.0) (0.0) (25.0) (50.0) (25.0)
1977/78 Monthly 3 1 0 1 5
n=10 (30.0) (10.0) (0.0) (10.0) (50.0)
Yearly 1 2 2 5 - 20
n=30 (3.3) (6.7) (6.7) (16.7) (66.6)
Every 2 yrs. 1 0 -0 1 5
ns= 7 o (14.3) (0.0) (0.0) (14.3) (71.4)
Every 3 yrs. 2 1 - 0 1
ns= 5 (40.0) (20.0) (20.0) (0.0) (20.0)
1978/79 Monthly 3 0 1 4 13
ns=21 (14.3) (0.0) (4.8) (19.0) (61.9)
Yearly 4 3 3 15 27
n=52 (7.7) (5.8) (5.8) (28.8) 1(51.9)
Every 2 yrs. 3 0 1 27
ns=13 (23.1) (0.0) (7.7) (15.4) (53.8)
Every 3 yrs. 2 1 ] 1
ne= 5§ (40.0) (20.0) (20.0) (0.0) (20.0)
1979/80 Monthly 5 0 2 6 22
n= 35 (14.3) (0.0) (5.7) (17.1) . (62.9).
Yearly 10 4 5 19 55
ns= 93 (10.8)  (4.3) (5.4) (20.4) (59.1)
Every 2 yrs. 8 S A 3 B
ns=19 (42.1) (0.0) (0.0) (15.8) (42.1)
Every 3 yrs. 0 . | I, 1 3
n= 6 (0.0) (16.7) (16.7) (16.7) (50.0)




62

years. Hﬁﬁever, the hypothesis was not supported by the pattern
identified. The highest percentage of teachers achieving one or more
objectives indicated nutrition education was of moderate importance
(taught yearly) rather than of high importance (taught monthly).

For grades 4 to 6 teachers (Table 16) the highest percentage of
teachers achieving one or more objectives indicated nutrition education
was of moderate importance (taught yeariy) or low %mpa?tance (taught
-every 2 years). However, a clear pattern was not identified so the
hypothesis was not supported.

Hypothesis 4. Teachers in urban schools will achieve more

objectives than teachers in rural schools.

Table 17 for grades K to 3 indicated over 70% of the teachers
achieved three or four objectives regardless of school location. There
was no identifiable pattern evident. The highest percentage Qfgtgaehérs
acﬁieéing one or more aﬁjectives indicated being in rural schools
(15?8/79 and 1979/80) and urban schools (1976/77). 1In 1977/78 there was
'gssentiallf no percentage difference between teachers in urban or rural
sshaais_ Therefore, the hypethesis was not supported.

Similarly for grades 4 to 6 (Table 18), there was no identifiable
pattern evident based on schoo! location. There wés_na difference
between the percentage af:teaﬁhefs achieving one or more objectives in
rural and urban schools in 1976/77 and 1979/80. The highést percentage
of teachers achieving one or more aéjectives QErg in rural schools
(1977/78) and urban schools (1978/79). The hypothesis was nat_suppo%ted.

Hypothesis 5. Teachers in schools with lower enrolments will

achieve more objectives than teachers in schools °

with higher enrolments.
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Table 16

Number of Objectives Achieved by Grades 4 to 6 Teachers
by How Often Nutritfon Education Should be Taught
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Year Frequency Number of Objectives Achieved
Objectives of Teaching . ) 7
Achieved  Nutrition 0 ] 2 3 4
1976/77 Monthly 1 1 .0 3 0
n= 3 (33.3) (33.3) (0.0) (33.3) (0.0)
Yearly 2 0 0 0 0
ns 7 (28.6) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (71.4)
Every 2 yrs. ] 0 0 2 -0
n= 3 (33.3) (0.0) (0.0) (66.7) (0.0)
Every 3 yrs. 0 0 0 ] -0
ns= | (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (100.0) (0.0)
1977778 Monthly . ] 1 0 1 2
“n= § (20.0) (20.0) (0.0) (20.0 (40.0)
Yearly 5 1 1 2 -3
ns=12 (41.7) (8.3) (8.3) (16.7) (25.0)
] Every 2 yrs. 1 2 1 ] 2
ns 7 (14.3) (28.6) (14.3) (14.3) (28.6)
, Every 3 yrs. - 1 - 0 0 . 0 0
ns= | “ (100.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0)
1978/79 Monthly 4 0 2 0 0
: n= 7 (57.1) (0.0) (28.6) (0.0) (0.0)
~ Yearly 6 1 0 3 12
-n= 22. (27.3) (4.5)  (0.0) (13.6) (54.6)
Every 2 yrs. 4 2 ] 6 3
ns=16 (25.0) 112.5) (6.3) (37.5) (18.7)
Every 3 yrs. - 1 0 0 0 0
ns ) (-100.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0)
1979/80 Monthly , 0 3 3 4
' ne=18 (44.4) (0.0) (16.7) - (16.7) (22.2)
Yearly 10 -1 . 6 10 23
n=50 (20.0) {2.0) (12.0) (20.0) (46.0)
Every 2 yrs. oo 1 .2 L5
! n=20 (55.0) ~ (5.0) (10.0) (25.0) (5.0)
Every 3 yrs. S I 0 1 -2 0
n= 4 (25.0) (0.0) (25.0) (50.7) (0.0)
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Table 17
KN
Number of Dbjectives Achieved by Grades K to 3 Teachers
by School Location
Year ' - ~ Number of Objectives Achieved
Objectives ,
Achieved Location 0 1 2 3 4
1976/77 Calgary - 0 0 0. 0 6
ne 6 (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0. 0) (100.0)
Edmonton 0 0 0 3
n= 4 (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (25 D) (75.0)
Urban ) 0 0 0 9
n=10 (0.0) (0.0) (0. 0) (10. D) (90.0)
.Rural ¢ 2 2 -7 10
n= 22 (9.1) (9.1) (4. 5) (31.8) (45.5)
1977/78 Calgary -0 ! 1 0 6
ns 9 (11.1) (1M.1)  (11.1) (0.0) (66.7)
Edmonton 1 -0 0 ] 4
n= 6 (16.7) (0.0) (0.0) (16, 7) (66.7)
Urban 2 ] -] 10-
n= 15 (13.3) (6.7) (6.7) (6. 7) (66.6) .
Rural 5 4 2 -2
n= 37 (13.5) (10.8) (5.4) (13/5) (56.8)
1978/79 Calgary 4 .. 0 ] 8
ne=15§ (19.0) . (0.0) (6.7) (13,3) (53.3)
Edmonton - 0 0 2 1 3
n= 6 (0.0) (0.0) (33. 3) (16.7)  (50.0)
Urban 4 0 3 n -
\ ns=21 . (19.0) (0.0) (4. 3) (14.3) (52.4)
Rural 9 3 18 37
LERA (12:7) (4.2) (5 5) (25.4) (52.1)
1979/80 - Calgary 8 -0 1 2 4
© n=25 (32.0) . (0.0) (4.0) (8.0) - (56.0)
Edmonton 1 1 1 ] 7
ne=1l] (9.1) (9.1) (9.1) (9.1) (63.6)
Urban 9 12 3 21
ne= 3 , (25.0) (2.8) (5.6) (8.3) (58.3)
Rural : 15 5 6 .26 - 68
n =120 (12.5) (4.2) (5.0) - (21.7) (56.6)

Note. Urban 15 canpasedlaf'the sum of lgaryfand Edinntnn;statistics i

#
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Table 18
Number of Objectives Achieved by Grades 4 to 6 Teachers
by School Location

Year Number of Objectives Achieved
Objectives
Achieved Location 0 1 2 3 4
1976/77 Calgary : 0 0 0 -0 0
n= 0 (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0)
) Edmonton 0 1 0 0 ]
ne= 2 . {(0.0) (50.0) (0.0) (0.0) (50.0)
Urban | 0 1 0 0 1
ns= 2. (0.0) (50.0) (0.0) (0.0) (50.0)
Rural . 0 0 0 6 4
n=10 (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) - (60.0) (40.0)
1977/78 Calgary 1 0 0 0 0
ns= 1 ' (100.0) (0.0)" (0.0) (0.0) (Q.0)
Edmonton ) z - 0 0 1
n= 4 (25.0) (50.0) (0.0) _  (0.0) (25.0)
Urban 2 2 0 0 1
n= 5 (40.0) (40.7) (0.0) (0.0) (20.0)
Rural 6 3 2 - 5 7
n=23 (26.1) (13.0) (8.7) (21.7) (30.4)
-1978/79 Calgary 1., 0 0 2 2 .
n= 5 (20.0) (0.0) (0.0) (40.0) (40.0)
Edmonton 1 1 0 0 3
n= 5. (20.0) (10.0) (0.0) (0.0) (60.0)
Urban 2 1 0 2 5
n= 10 (20.0) (10.0) (0.0) (20.0) (50.0)
Rural 14 s 2 3, - 8 12
! n= 39 (35.9) (5.1) (7.7) (20.5) (30.8)
1979/80 Calgary 4 0 1 5 4
' ns=14 (28.69 (0.0) (7.1) (35.7) (28.6)
Edmonton 3 0 0 2 2
ns= 7 (42.8) (0.0) (0.0) (28.6) (28.6)
Urban 7 0 1 7 6
ne= 21 (33.3) (0.0) (4.8) (33.3) (28.6)
Rural 24 2 n 15 23
ns=75 (32.0) (2.7) (14.7) . (20.0) (30.6)

Note. Urban is composed of the sum of Calgary and Edmonton statistics.




Outcome :

A

For teac;ers of grades K to 3, Table 19 indicated the lack of a
clear pattern. The highest percentage of teachers achieving one or more
objectivggtaught in small schools (under 200 students) in 1976/77, in
mid-size schools (201 to 400 students) in 1977/78, and in large schools
(exceeding 400 students) in 1978/79. There was essentially no difference
between the percentage of teachers achieving one or mbre objectives'in,
snail and large schools in 1979/80. The hypothesis was not supported
since an identifiable pattern was_not evident.

In Table 20 for grad;;‘4 to 6, an identifiable pattern was clear.
In three years the highest percentage of teachers achieving one or more -
objectives ta&ght in mid-size schools (201 to 400'st9dent;). In 19;9/80.
more teachers achieving one or more objectives taught in large schools
(over 400 students). This trend indicated lack of support for the |
hypothesis since the investigator expected the hfghést percentage of
teachers achieving one or more objectives to be in small schools,

In summary ;he main findings are presentéd for Question 2:' Is there
an {dentifiable pattern evident between the selected elements of the
teaching environmient and the number of teachiﬁg objectives achieved?

- : ¢
Hypothesis 1. Teachers who attend the Nutrition at School workshop will

achieve more objectives than teachers who do not attend the workshop.
Grades K to 3: In 1977/78, 21% more attenders than non attenders |
achieved one.or more objectives. | '

Grades 4 to 6: In two out of three years, a higher percentage of non
;ttenders than attenders achieveh one Or more obJectfves.

Grades K to 3: There was no identifiable battern‘to suppor% the

hypothesis. .
i

66



* 67
. Table 19
Number of Objectives Achieved by Grades K to 3 Teachers
by School Enrolment
Year , Number of Objectives Achieved
Objectives Number Of '
Achieved Students 0 1 2 3 4
1976/77 0 - 200 0 =0 0 2 L)
n= 8 (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (25.0) (75.0)
201 - 400 ] 2 | 4 5
n=13 (7.7) (15.4) (7.7) (30.8) (38.4)
400 + 1 0 0 | 7
n= 9 (11.1) (0.0) (0.0) (11.1) (77.8)
» .
1977/78 0 - 200 3 ] Q ] L
n=16 (18.7) (6.3) (0.0) (6.3) (68.7)
201 - 400 2 3 ., 1 5 8
. n=19 (10.5) (15.8) ©  (5.3) (26.3) (42.1)
= 400 + ‘ 2 0 2 1 10
ns=15 ©(13.3) (0.0) - (13.3) = (6.7) (66.7)
1978/79 0 - 200 5 1 3 5 10
: ns= 24 _ (20.8) (4.2) (12.5) (20.8) (41.7)
201 - 400 4 2 3 8 20
n= 37 (10.8) (5.4) (8.1) (21.6) (54.1)
400 + 2 1 1 8 17
ns= 24 (6.9) (3.4) (3.4) (27.6) (58.7)
1979/80 0 - 200 5 3 1 .8 28
X n =45 (11.1) (6.7) (2.2) (17.8) (62.2)
uf 201 - 400 n ] 4 10 30 -
n=56 (19.6) (1.8) (7.1) (17.9) (53.6)
400 + i 6 -2 3 10 28
ne= 49 (12.2)- (4.7) (6.1) (20.4) (57.2)




Table 20

by School Enroiment

Number of Objectives Achieved by Grades 4 to 6 Teachers

Year _ Number of Objectives Achieved
Objectives Number of :
Achieved Students 0 ] 2 3 4
1976/77* 0 - 200 3 0 0 1 0
n= 4 (75.0) (0.0) (0.0) (25.0) (0.0)
- 201 - 400 0 0 0 ] 1
n= 2 (0.0) (@.0) (0.0) (50.0) (50.0)
400 + 1 1 0 3 4
n= 9 (11.1) (11.1) (0.0) (33.3) (44.5)
1977/78 0 - 200 3 2 0 3 1
n= 9 (33.3) (22.2) (0.0) (33.3) (1.2)
201 - 400 0 1 0 0 2
n= 3 (0.0) (33.3) (0.0) (0.0) (66.7)
400 + 5 2 2 1 )
n=15 (33.3) (13.3) (13.3) (6.8) (33.3)
1978/79 0 - 200 5 0 2 4 5
: ns=16 (31.3) (0.0) (12.4) - (25.0) (31.3)
201 - 400 F4 0 1 4 7
ns=14 (14.3) (0.0) (7.1) (28.6) (50.0)
400 + 9 3 0 2 5
n=19 (47.4) (15.8) _(0.0) (10.5) (26.3)
- 1979/80 0 - 200 10 0 5 5 10
' n=130 (33.3) {0.0) . (16.7) (16.7) (33.3)
201 - 400 9 0 5 8
n =26 (34.6)  (0.0) (15.4)  (19.2) (30.8)
400 + 12 2 -3 © 12 11
n=4&0 (30.0) (5.0) (7.5) (30.0) (27.5)
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Grades 4 to 6: The hypothesis was not supported since the pattern
identified was in the opposite direction to that predicted.

Hypqthéiis,zi Teachers who are involved in the Nutrition at School

program for two years will implement more objectives than teachers who
are involved for one year.
VErades Kto3and 4 to 6: The highest percentagé of teachers who
“achieved one or marE'agjectives were invalved in the program for ‘one year}
Outcome: For both grades K to 3 and é to 6, the hypothesis was not
supported by the pattern identified.
Hypothesis 3. Teachers who perceive nutrition education to be more
important will achieve more objectives than teachers perceiving nutrition
education as less important.
Grades K to 3: The highest percentage of teachers achieving one or more
objectives indiéatgd nutrition education was of madgratg'impartanee and
should be taught yearly. |
Erades 4 to 6 The highest percentage of teachers achieving one or more
objectives ’ndicated nutrition education was of moderate or low
importance.
Outcome:
Grades K to 3: Th? pattern identified did not support ihe hypatﬁgsis;
Grades 4 to 6: There was-na identifiable pattern to support the
hypothesis. |

§ 4. Teachers in urban schools will achieve more objéctives

than teachers in rural schools.

Grjdgi K to 3 and 4 to 6: There was no identifiable pattern evident.

i
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Outcome:
Grades K to 3 and 4 to 6: There was no.identifiable pattern to support
the hypothesis.

Hypothesis 5. Teacﬁers in schodls with lower enrolments will achieve
more objectives than teachers in schools with higher enrolments. .
Grades K to 3: The highest percentage of teachers achieving one or more
objectives taught in small schools (1976/77), mid-size schools (1977/78),
and in large schools (1978/79).

Grades 4 to 6: In three out of four years, the highest percentage of -
- teachers achieving one or more objectives taught in mid-size schools.
Outcome: , . ) .t
Grades K tq 3: There was no 1deﬁtif1able pattern so the hypothesis was
not supported.

Grades 4 to 6: The hypothesis was not supported since the trend was in

the opposite direction to that predicted.

“+

Results Rg]ating to Research Question 3

Question 3. Is there an identifiaLle pattern evident between the
selected elements of the teaching environment and the number of resource
materials used? | |

Hypothesis 1. Teachers who attend the Nutrition at School workshop
| will use more Eesoqrce materials than teachers who
do not attend the workshop.
This hypothesis was tested by comparing high and low usage of
workshop resource materials by attenders and non attenders. The

hypothesis suggested that a higher percentage of attenders than non
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atténderé at the workshop would use a higher number of materials. Also,
the researcher expected a higher percentage of non attenders than
attenders to use a low number of materials.

For grades K to 3 (Table 21), high usage of materials was indicated
for an average of 32% more attenders than non attenders. Low usage of |
materials was indicated for an average of 29% more non attenders than
attenders. The average percentage use of materials across four years, by
attenders and non attenders confirmed this pattern. The hypothesis was
suppafted,

For grades 4 to 6 (Table 22) there was no identifiable pattern. In
1978/79 and 1979/80, 3% and 12% more attenders than non attenders used a
low number of materfials. The highest percentage of teachers indicating
high usage ofgmaterials were attenders (1977/78 and 1979/80) and non
attenders (1976/77 and 1978/79). Since no ideétifigbig pattern’uas
evident, the hypothesis was not supported.

Hypothesis 2. Teachers who are involved in the Nutrition at School

program for tué years‘w111 use more resource
materials than teachers who are involved for one
year.
For grades K to 3 (Tab1ef23). there was no difference in the usage |
of materials by teachers with either one or two years of involvement.
For low usage of materials, the highest percentage of teachers were |
involved for one year (1976/77 and 1977/78) or two years (1978/79 and
1979/80). MHigh usage of materials was indicated by a higher péFegﬂti§§.:
of teachers invoived for one year than two years. However, using :h§=afv-

criteria established a trend was not evident., The four year average



Number of Materials Used by Grades K to 3 Teachers
by Attendance at the Nutrition at School Workshop

Table 21

72

Year

Number of Materials Used

Materials Workshop Low Medium Hi
Used Attendance (0,1,2) (3,4,5) (6,7,8)
1976/77 Didn't Attend 0 1 1
n= 2 (0.0) (50.0) (50.0)
Did Attend 1 3 4
- ns 8 (12.5) (37.5) (50.0)
1977/78  Didn't Attend 2 . ) 1
n= 9 (50.0) (25.0) (25.0)
Did Attend . ] n
ne 4 (25.1) (6.3) (68.6)
' 1978/79  Didn't Attend 4 R 3
“n= 8 (50.0) (12.5) (37.5)
Did Attend * 8 25
n= 43 (23.4) (18.6) (58.0)
'1979/80  Didn't Attend 5 2 2
o n= 9 (55.6) (22.2) (22.2)
Did Attend 17 24 a8
n= 89 (19.1) (27.0) (53.9)
.



Table 22

Number of Materials Used by Grades 4 to 6 Teachers
by Attendance at the Nutrition at School Workshop

Year . ~ Number of Materials Used
Materials Workshop Low Medium ~ High
Used Attendance (0,1,2) (3,4,5) = (6,7,8,9)
1976/77°  Didn't Attend | 1 ~ 0 2
| ne 3 (33.0) (0.0) ©(66.7)
Did Attend 2 ) )
ne= 4 . (50.0) ©(25.0) (25.0)
1977/78  Didn’t Attend 2 ) 0
ne 3 (66.6) | (33.3) (0.0)
01d Attend 6 0 .6
na= 12 (50.0) (0.0) (50.0)
1978/79  Didn't Attend .3 -2 ' 2
ne 7 (42.9) (28.6) (28.6) *
D1d Attend 0 f 6 6
ne 22 (45.5) t27.2) (27.3)
1979/80  Didn't Attend 4 3 ‘
' ne 1 (36.3) (27.3) © (36.4)
Did Attend 25 7 20
‘nse 52 (48.0) (13.5) ° (38.5)




Table 23

Number of Materials Used by Grades K to 3 Teachers
by Number of Years of Involvement in the
Nutrition at School Program

Year Number of . Nusber of Materials Used —
Materials - Years of - Low _ Medium ~ High .
Used . Involvement (0,1,2) . (3,4,5) (6,7,8)
1976/77 1 4 .4 3
ns=11 - (36.4) (36.4) (2?;3)
2 L2 5 ]
n= 9 (22.2) (55.5) (22.2)
1977/78 1 n 6 8
n=25 (44.0) (24.0) (32.0)
2 3 3 5§’
n=1] (27.3) (27.3) (45.4)
! 7
1978/79 1 16 13 23
ns=5 (30.8) (25.0) (44.2)
n=16 (37.5) (25.0) (37.5)
1979/80 1 17, 32 49
n =98 (17.3)° (32.6) (50.0)
i ) LE B
2 .8 1 6
ne 15 j (53.3) (6.7)’ (40.0)
y !



percentage indicated a minimal difference (1% to 3%) between those
teachers involved for one or two years and their relative use of
materials. The hypothesis was not supported since there was no
identifiable trend.

Table 24 for grades 4 to 6 did not indicate an identifiable
pattern. Low users of matéria1s indicated efther one year or two years
indicated 8% more low users of materials were involved for two years
rather than one year. Four percent more high users of materiéis were
invelved for one year compared to two years. The criteria for

identifying a trend were not met. The hypothesis was not supported.

Hypothesis 3. Teachers who perceive nutrition éducatiaq to be more
important will use more resource materials than

teachers who pgrceive nutrition education as less

important. .
The hypothesis suggested that teachers who indicated high usage of
materials felt nutrition education was of high importance (taught
monthly). Table 25'?@? grades K to 3‘d1a not identify a trend. For high

usage of materials, the highest percentage of teachers stated nutrition

education was of high importance (1978/79), moderate importance (1979/80)

or low importance (1976/77 and 1977/78). Low users of materials
indicated nutrition educatien‘has of higﬁ importance (1576/77 and
1977/78) and low importance (1978/79 and 1979/80). The hypothesis was
“not a:c;pt':d.’ o '

o Eiﬁiilriy for érades&A to 6 (Téb1e\26) tﬁere was no iééﬁtifiabie .

pattern. The hypothesis was not supported.

p
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Table 24 ’
Number of Materials Usgd by Grades 4 to 6 Teachers *© :
by Mumber of Years of Involvement in the
Nutrition at School Program
Year  Number of _______ Number of Materials Used —
Materials VYears of Low Med 1um - High
Used Involvement (0,1,2) -~ (3,4,5) (6,7,8,9)
1976/77 1 4 2 o1
n=\7 - | (57.1) (28.6) - (14.3)
2" Al 2 S 1
D n=* 6 ' (33.3) -(50.0) (16.7) -
1977/78 . 1 . 7 4 s
n=16 . (43.7)» : (25.0) (31.3)
2 o 5 !
ne'6 (83.4) e (0.0)
1978/79- 1 I 13 n 7
: n = 3} o C (41.9) ' (35.5) (22.6)
2 s v 2
1979/80 1 o 25 n 21
ns=>57 , o (43 9) (19.3) (36.8)
2 3 .o )
ne 8 o (37.5) ' (12.5) ~ (50.0)
_ - — - — — —




Number of Materials Used by Grades K to 3 Teachers

Table 25

by How Often Nutrition Education Should Be Taught

77

o—

Year F requency Number of Materials Used

Materials of Teaching Low Med {um High

Used Nutrition (0,1,2) (3,4,5) (6,7,8)

1976/77 Monthly 3 ] 1

_ ns= § (60.0) (20.0) .(20.0)
Yearly .5 5 3
ns13 (38.5) (38.5) (23.1)
Every 2 yrs. 1 0 2
nes 3 (33.3) (0.0) (66.6)

1977/78 Monthly 5 R B 0
n= 6 (83.3) (16.7) (0.0)
Yearly 8 7 9
n=24 (33.3) (29.1) (37.6)
Every 2 yrs. ] 0 3
ns= 4§ (25.0) (0.0) (75.0)

1978/79 Monthly : 5.. 3 v 9
n=17 (29.5) - (17.7) . (52.8)
Yearly 12 12 R ¥
ns= 4 o - (29.3) (29.3) (41.4)
Every 2 yrs. 4 2 3
ns= 9 : (44.8) (22.2) (33.3)

-1979/80 Monthly 5 13 10

Co ne= 38 (17.9) (46.4) (35.7)
Yearly 4 R ¥4 37
‘n = 68 (20.6) - (25.0) (53.6)
Every 2 yrs. 5 3 ' 4
ns= 12 (41.7) (24.9) (33.3) -
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Table 26

Number of Materials Used by Grades 4 to 6 Teachers
by How Often Nutrition Edutation Should Be Taught
Year Frequency Mumber of Materials Used
Materi of Teaching Low Med ium High
Used Nutrition (0,1,2) (3,4,5) (6,7,8,9)
1976/77 Monthly . 2 1 0
ns 3 (66.7) (33.3) (0.0)
Yearly i 3 3 2
ne= 8 : (37.5) (37.5) s (25.0)
Every 2 yrs. : 0 ' 1 1
ne 2 ’ (0.0) (50.0) (50.0)
1977/78 Monthly S 2 1 ' 2
. ns= § (40.0) (20.0) (40.0
Yearly 8 -2 2
n= 12 (66.7) (16.7) (16.7)
Every 2 yrs. 1 2 2 2
ne=s 6 ' (33.3) (33.3) (33.3)
1978/79 Monthly 4 2 0
n= 6 (66.6) (33.4) (0.0)
Yearl _ n 4 4
ne ‘ : (58.0) (21.0) (21.0)
tvery 2 yrs. 4 5 5
ns=14 . (28.6) (35.7) (35.7)
1979/80 Monthly ' 5 2 : 7
| ne 4 (35.7) (14.2) B (50.1)
Yearly 12 5 13
: - ns=30 (39.9) (16.6) (43.5)
‘ - Every 2 yrs. 9 5 .4
T n=18 y (49.9) _ (&7.7) (22.4)




s Sa%

Hypothesis 4. Teachers in drban schools will use more resource

materials than teachers in rural schools.
The hypothesis suggested a greater percentage of teachers in urbin
schools would indicate a higher usage of materials. Table 27 for grades
K to 3 indicated a trend which did not support the hypothesis. For three

out of four years, the highest percentage of teachers indicating low
. - LY .

"usage of materials were in urban schools. The four year average

L] _
percentage of material usi!! indicated 20% more,urban teachers than rural
used lower numbers of materials. Fifteen percent more rural than urban
teachers used a moderate number of materials. The criteria established

to identify a trend were met. The hypothesis was not supported. In

fact, the pattern identified was in the opposite direction than predicted.

For grades 4 to 6 (Table 28) an identifiable pattern was not evident

laﬂnﬁaﬁﬂng  11h1n years. The four year average percentage indicated ibﬁ

usagevéf ﬁ;té%iais by 18% more teachers in urban than rural schools.
Thirteen’ﬁéfcent more teachers in rural than u%ban schools yséd a
moderate number ﬁf materials. Five percent iBPQ:FgFQT teachers used a
high ndlber of materials. In general, the hypothests was not supported..

W ) S , A\
Hypothesis 5. Teachers in schools with higher enroiments will use

more resource materials than teachers in schools

with lower enrolments.

. f

For. grades K to 3 (Table 29) there was no identifilble pattern

 evident that teachers in a certain size of school used more or less
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Table 27
: N
Number of Materials Used by Grades K to 3 Teachers
by School Location
Year . “Number of Materials Used —
Materials Low Med {um High
Used Location ' (0,1,2) (3,4,5) (6,7,8)
- 1976/77  Urban | 4 1 2
ns 7 (57.1) (14.3) (28.6)
Rural - i 4 10 4
| n =18 (22.2) (55.6) (22.2)
. "1977/78  urban - 6 0 3
n= 9 (66.7) (0.0) (33.3)
Rural ‘ 9 9 10
ns 28 . (32.1) - (32.1) (35.8)
1978/79  Urban 6 " 3 5
n=14 ' . (43.0) - (21.3) (35.7)
Rural R 3 Yy
n=>57 (29.9) (28.1) (42.0)
1979/80  Urban | ' 5 n 9
ns=25 (20.0) ‘ (44.0) (36.0)
Rura) 2] 23 46
n=90 (23.3) (25.6) (51.1)
——— e — —_—

Note. Urban is composed of the sum of Calgary and Edmonton statistics.

L}
' &
/ _

"
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Table 28
Number of Materials Used by Grades 4 to 6 Teachers
' by School Locatton
Year T Number of Materials Used
Materials Low Med {um High
Used Location (0,1,2) (3,4,5) (6,7,8,9)
1976/77 Urban 7 1 0 0
ne | » (100.0) (0.0) (0.0)
Rural 6 - .5 3
e ns=14 : (42.9) (35.7) (21.4)
1977/78 Urban 2 . -0 0
ne= 2 , (100.0) ; (0.0) (0.0)
- Rural 12 4 : 6
‘ n =22 (54.6) (18.2) (27.2)
1978/79  Urban C2 1 2
n= § (40.0) - (20.0) (40.0)
Rural : 18 9 8
n=35 (51.3) (25.8) (22.9)
1979/80 Urban. ‘ - 4 3 . 7
ne=14 (28.7} (21.4) (49.9)
Rural . 24 8 19
ns 51 (47.2) (15.6) ©(37.2)

Note. Urban is composed of the sum of Calgary and Edmonton statistics.



Table 29

Number of Materials Used by Grades K to 3 Teachers
by 51:!1@@1 Enrolment

Year - T Number of Materials Used

Materials Number of Low Medium High
Used Students (0,1,2) (3,4,5) (6,7,8)

e - - - — G -

1976/77 200 4 | 2 2
E .

(50.0) (25.0) (25.0)
: - 5 1

8 (25.0) (62.5) (12.5)
2 2 c 3

(28.6) o (28.6) (42.8)

7
- 200 5 : 3 : 5
13 ; (38.5) (23.0) >~ - (38.5)
4. , 4

(0.8 (38.5)
(60.0)  (10.0)° - - (30.0)

- ‘5 - "‘Dﬂ“ a0

W et
+*

1977’/78‘

283 NI O
&332
W ot W o BN
1
ok
_'A
w
)
oo
T

1978/79

1

(28.0) (44.0)
+ ' _ 4 1
21 (28.6) (19.1) (52.3)
- 200 : : 3 13 19
. 35 (8.6) (37.2) (54.2)
- 400, 0 10 20

. -(25.0) (50.0)
10 1

30 S (30.0) (33.3) (36.7)

»*

10

A\ A

qoo - 7 ; 3 7
7 | (41.1) (17.8) (41.1)
-:m = ‘ ’ -7 ) 7 ]
2

= ‘8 = | rg - =

[ —

1979/80

ISpaINI O
" 5 2 S
‘E\
H
0




-

T s

S

N o T 1 . 9

83

For grades 4 to 6 (Table 30) there was no identifiable pattern. The

four year average percentage indicated 7% more teachers in small schools

used a moderate number of resources. In some years, especially 1976/77,

the number of responses was relatively small. The hypothesis was not
supported. | |

In summary, the main findings are presented for Question 3: Is
there an identifiable pattern evident between the selected elements of ’
the teaeh1ng1gnv1ranngnt and the numbef of resource materials used?

Hypothesis 1. Teachers who attend the Nutrition at School workshop will

use more resource materials than teachers who do not attend the workshop.
Grades K to 3: A higher percentage  of attenders than non attenders
indicated high usage of materials. A higher percentage of ﬁoﬁ attenders
than attenders indicated low usage of materials. |

Grades 4 to 6: The highést percentage of teachers indicating high usage
of materials were attenders (1977/78 ahd 1979/80) and non attenders
(1976/77 and 1978/79). S

Outcome:

Grades K to 3: The pattern supported.the hypothesis. .
F

|

Grades 4 to 6: There was no fdentifiable pittEfn so the hypothesis was
' / !

na§ supported. . ' . ' '
Hypothesis 2. .Teachers who are involved in the Nutrition at School . /

program for two years will use more resource materials than teachers who
) ; - »

are 1nva1veﬂifar one year.

Grades K to 3 and 4 to 6: Low users of materials indicated having either '

one or two years of involvement in the program. ‘; ; . VL
¢ % i L
.
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- - | — . Table 30
Nusber of inieria1siuse§ by Grades 4 to 6 Teachers Y,
by School Enrolment
'
Year - T Number- of Materials Used
Materials  Number of ~ Low Med {um High
Used Students (0,1,2) (3,4,5) (6,7,8,9)
1976/77 = 0 -+200 .. 3 3 0-
n= 6 - (50.0) : {50.0) (0.0)
201 - 400 2 1 1

ne 4 (50.0) (25.0) (25.0)
2

401 + , 2 , 1 ,
ne= 5 . (40.0) (20.0) (40.0)
1977/78 -0 - 200 4 . 2 2
: n= 8 , (50.0). (25.0) (25.0)
201 - 400 ) 3 1 o1
n= 5 (60.0) - (20.0) A (20.0)
401 + : 6 1 3
n=10 (60.0) (10.0) (30.0)
1978/79 0-200 - ) 4 4
y n=14 (42.8) : (28.6) (28.6)
201 - 400 ' 6 _ 3 3
n=11 : . (45.4) (27.3) (27.3)
401 + ' 7 3 3
n=13 (53.8) (23.1) (23.1)
1979/80 0 - 200 . 10 2 7
n=19 (52.6) (10.5) (36.9)
20T - 400 7 2 6
n=15 , , (46.6) (13.4) (40.0)
401 + n 6 10
ns= 27 . (40.7) (22.3) (37.0)




Outcome:

>

Grades K'to 3 and 4 to 6: Since there was no identifiable trend, the

hypothesis was not supported.

=

Hypothesis 3. Teachers who perceive nutrition education to be more
r;) ‘ .. - - - ’

important will. use more resource materials than teachers perceiving

nutrition education as less important. . .

Grades K to 3 and 4 to 6: There was no identifiable trend. = _

Outcome: ) ' ,

-

Grades K to 3 and 4 to Eb\The hypothesis was not supported since there
was no identifiable pattern.

Hypothesis 4. Teachers in urban schools will use more resource materials
than teachers in rural schools. | ‘

Grades K to 3 and, 4 to 6: A higher percentage of teachers in rural
schools compared to urban indicated higher wsage of materials.

OQutcome : |

Grades K to 3 and ; to 6: The hypothesis was not supported. In fact,
the ‘pattern was in the oppo;i;e direction than predicted.

Hypothesis 5. Teachers in schoéls.with higher enrolments use more :

resource materials than teachers in schools with lower enrg]ments.

Grades K to 3 and 4 to 6: An identifiable pattern is not:evident.

(N N

Oqtcomé:

Grades K to 3 and 4 to 6: The hypothesis was not supported.

Results Relating to Research Question 4
Question 4. Is thgre an identifiable pattern evident between the

selected elements of the teaching envirorment and the teacher*s’

evaluation of effectiveness of r;SOurce materials?
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Hypothesis 1. Teachprs who attend the Nutiition at School workshop
will evaluate the resource éateria]s as more
gffectivg than teaihérs who do not attend the
. workshop.

This hypothesis was tested by camparing the percentage of attenders
zaafnnn attenders who rated the effectiveness of resource materials (low
gffectiveﬁess, maderateig effective, highly effective).

_Table 31 for §rades K to 3 indicated approximately 75% of -attenders

and non attenders rated materials as highly effective. Approximately 20%

-of both groups'indicated materials were moderately effective. A slightly

higher percentage of attenders than non attenders rated materials as
having low effectiveness. There qgs no fdentifiable pattern in the
perceived effecti;;ness of resource materials b? attenders and non
attenders. Therefore, the hypothesis was not supported. -
For grades 4 to 6 (Table 32) éppraxjm§t=1y 2% more non attenders’
than atténde;s ranked the materials as highly effective. Three percent
more attenders ranked materials as moderately effective. There was no
difference between attenders and non attenders on ranking effectiveness

of materials. The hypothesis was not supported. s

Hypothesis 2. Teachers who are involved in the Nutrition at School

program for two years will evaluate the resource
materials as more ef%e:tive than teachers who are
o involved for one year.
Table 33 for grades K to 3 indieatéd over 70% of attenders and non

attenders ranked materials as highly effective. Approximately 8% more

‘teachers who indicated materials were highly effective had two years of

B



Effectiveness of Workshop Materials for Teaching
Nutrition Education Ranked by Grades K to 3
Teachers by Attendance at the
Nutrition at School Workshop

*
- - —
Effectiveness of Workshop Materials
Workshop Low Moderate High
Attendance (1,2) (3) (4,5)
Didn't Attend | « ° 22 | 76
n = 102 responses (4.0) (21.4) (74.4)
Did Attend 52 " 63 588
n = 803 responses (6.5) : . (20.3) | (73.2)

Note. A teacher could evaluate each of 7 resource materials for a
possible total of 7 responses per teacher.

e AV v . it e i s et g, W e ey o L i L e e e A s



o ) ,
Table 32 \
3
Effectiveness of Workshop Materials for Teaching
' Nutri51an Edu¢ation Ranked by Grades 4 to 6
Teachers by Attendhnce at the
Nutrition at School Workshop
H % =
o
- — Effe:t1veness of HDFkShﬂp Hater1a1;47477
Workshop Low Moderate High
Attendance (1,2) _ (3) (4,5)
- Didn't Attend 5 J9 - 54
“n = 78 responses (6.4) (24.4) (69.3)
Did Attend 27 7 137 338
n = 502 responses (5.4) (27.3) (67.5)
—_— e —— = —

Note. A teacher could evaluate each of 8 resource materials FQF a
possible total of 8 responses per teacher.
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Table 33
LA §
Effectiveness of Workshop Materials for Teaching Nutrition Education

Ranked by Grades K to 3 Teachers by Number of Years of Tgacher
Involvement in the Nutrition at School Program

Effectiveness of Workshop Materials

Rumber of .
Years of Log , Moderate Hig
Involvement (1,2) (3) (4,5
b 48 159 4 552
n = 769 responses (6.3) (20.7) (71.8)
2 5 a2 ' 118
n = 148 responses (5.4) (14.9) (79.8)
3 0 0 6
n = 6 responses {0.0) (0.0) . (100.0)
4 2 3 L 7
n = 12 responses (16.7) (25.0) (58.3)
5 ’ 0 1 N 6
n = 7 responses (0.0) _ (14.3) : (85.7)

Note. A teacher could evaluate each of 7 resource materials for a
possible total of 7 responses per teacher.
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involvement in the program. Six percent more teachers inva1vedifar one
-year than two years indicated materials were moderately effective. The
criteria established did not identify a trend. The hypothesis was not
S:ppﬁ?téd; E

Table 34 for grades 4 to 6 indicated there was a difference between
tea:h:fs involved for one or two years and their perceived effectiveness:
of resource materials. Thirteen percent more teachers involved for two
years than one year rated materials as highly effective. Fourteen
percent more teachers involved for one year rated.materials as moderately
effective. The pattern supported this hypothesis.

Hypothesis 3. Téachers who perceive nutrition education to be more

{mpartant will ey§1uate the resource materials as
more effective t;:n teachers who perceive nutrition
education as less important.
For grades K to 3 (Table 35) there was no identifiable p;ttern;\
, Teachers who felt nutrizin; education should be taught yea%1y (moderate
importance) ranked materials as high1y effeetive;‘ Six percent more
~ teachers who felt nutrition education should be taught yearly (moderate
imaartance)'than monthly (high importance) ranked materials as highly
effective. A slightly higher percentage Qf.teacﬁers who felt nutrit%on
" education should be taught monthly (high importance) ranked materials as
moderately effective. There was little difference Setween thg‘percentage
of teachers indicating monthly and yearly teaching of nutrition education

who stated materials were of low effectiveness. The hypothesis was not

supported.’
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* ,Table 34
Effectiveness of Workshop Materials for Teaching Nutrition Education
y Ranked by Grades 4 to 6 Teachers by Number of Years of Teacher
o Involvement in the Nutrition at School Program

o Effect iveness of Workshop Materials
Number of
Years of Low Moderate High
Involvement (1,2) (3) (4,5)

1T 27 148 - 339
n = 514 responses (5.3) (28.8) (66.0)

2 5 Bl 60
n = 76 responses (6.6) (14.5) (79.0)

3 2 3 R
n = 6 responses (3.3) (50.0) (16.7)
. 4 0 0 8
n = 1 response (0.0) (0.0) (100.0)

5 0 1 6
n = 8 responses (0.0) (14.3) (85.7)
— . - o —— — -

Note.

A teacher could evaluate each
possible total of 8 responses

of 8 resource materials for a
per teacher.
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Table 35

Effectiveness of Workshop Materials fér Tgachingruutrition Education
Ranked by Grades K to 3 Teacherd by How Often Nutrition
Education Should Be Taught

— —

— Effectiveness Oof Workshop Materials
Frequency of ~ T

Teaching Low - Moderate High
Nutrition (1,2) (3) , 14,5)
\Monthly 10 ' 50
n = 204, : (4.9) (24.5)
- Yearly 35 98
n = 562 (6.3) (17.4)
Every 2 ybs. 4 21 Rz
n = 102 (3.9) (20.6) (75.4)
Every 3 yrs. - 8 : 4 19
n= 31 (25.8) (12.9) (61.2)
/

Note. A teacher could evaluate each of 7 resnurte materiaTs for a
B possible total of 7 responses per teacher.
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In Table 36 (grades 4 to 6) 28? more feachers who indicated yearly
teaching of nutrition education rather than monthly, ranked materials as’
‘ highl; effective. Twenty pergfnf more teachers who indicated monthly
teaching of nutrition education rather than yearly, ranked ;ateriais as
moderately~effective. The highest percentage of teachers who indicated
mate:tals were of low eff;cfiveness felt nutrit;on eduéation wa; of low
importance (every two years). 'The hypothesis was not supported since tﬁe'
pattern identified was in the opposite direction to that predictedf

Hypothesis a. Teachers in rural schools will evaluate the resource

materials as more effective than teachers in urban
schools. |
Table 37 for grades K to 3 indicated no difference between teachers
in rural and urban schools and the ranking of effectiveness of
resources. Approximately 3% more rural teachers than urban indicated
materials were highly effective. Only 3% more rural teachers than urban
indicated materials were of low effectiveness. For moderate
effectiveness of materials, a 6% difference existed between ranking by
urban and rural teachers. Since there was no identifiable pattern
evident, the hypothesis was not accepted. ' ;g
Table 38 for grades 4 to 6 iqgicated é% more ruyral feachers than
urban stated materials were highly effective. Only a minimal difference
was evident betweeh the percentage of rural and urban teachers who
indicated materials were of low effectiveness. Ten percent more urban
‘teachers than tural indicated materials were moderately effective. There

was no identifiable pattern so the hypothesis was not accepted.

A\l
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Table 36

Effectiveness of Workshop Materials for Teaching Nutrition Education .
Ranked by Grades 4 to 6 Teachers by How Often Nutrition
Education Should Be Taught

94

Frequéncy of

Effeativenass of Harkshop Hateria1s'

Teaching Low Moderate High
Nutrition ’ (1,2) (3) (4,5)
Monthly 4 52 64
n =120 (3.3) (43.3) (53.3)
Yearly 16 69 214
n = 299 (5.3) (23.1) (71.6)
Every 2 yrs. \ W - 32 97
ne= 139 - (7.2) (23.0) (69.8)
Every 3 yrs. 777 3 6 20

n =29 . (10.3), (20.7) (69.0)
Note. A teacher cauld‘bvaluate each of 8 resource matgria]s for a

possible total of 8 responses per teacher.

-

P T T
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Table 37 -

Effectiveness of Workshop Materials for Teaching Nutrition Education
Ranked by Grades K to 3 Teachers by School Location

)
T Effectiveness of Workshop Materials
v
- Low Moderate High
Location (1,2) (3) (4,5)
Rural 48 . 129 ; 515
n = 692 responses (6.9) (18.6) (74.5)
Urban 8 54 3158
n = 220 (3.6) (24.6) ' - (71.9)

Note. Urban is composed of the sum of Calgary and Edmonton data.
A teacher could evaluate each of 7 resource materials for a
possible total of 7 responses per teacher.



Table 38

Effectiveness of Workshop Materials for Teaching Nutrition Education *Qi;
Ranked by Grades 4 to 6 Teachers by School Location v

Effectiveness of Workshop Materials

. Low ' Moderate High .
Location (1,2) (3) . (4,5)
Rural 27 ' M 318 .
n = 456 responses (5.9) (24.3) (69.8)
Urban 7 + 81 90

n = 148 . (4.6) (34.5) (60.8)

Note. Urban is composed of the sum of Calgary and Edmonton data.
' A teacher could evaluate each of 8 resource materials for a
possible total of 8 responses per teacher.

B it adh USSR Coe A » -ty B T e R e i ST



Hypothesis 5. Teachers in schools with Tower enroiments will

evaluate the resource materials as more effective ~
than teachers in schools with higher enrolments.

For grades K to 3 (Table 39) there was no ideﬁtifig?ie pattern in
teacher's raniing éf effectiveness of materials based on school
enrolment. Only 3% more teachers in large schools than small schools
‘ranked nat2f131s as highly effective. The hypothesis was not supparteﬂ._

Table 40 (grades 4 to!6) indicated a similar Finéing of no :
identifiable pattern based on school enrejment, Only 5% more teachers in
small schools than large schools (over 400 students) ranked materials as
. highf}>éffg¢tivei ‘For moderate effectiveness of materials, 5% more
teachers iﬁ large' schools than 5mai1'schaais indicated this ranking. The
hypothesis was not supported. '

In summary, the main findings are presented for Question 4: Is
there an identifiable pattern evident between the selected elements of
the feaching environment and the teacher's evaluation of the

effectiveness of resource materials?

Hypothesis 1. Teachers who attend thiaﬂutritian at School workshop will
evaluate the resource materials as more effective than teachers who do
not attend the workshop.

Grades K to 3 and 4 to 6: There was no difference in the perceived
effectiveness of resource materials by attenders and ﬁqn atfendefs-
Outcome: : _ v
Grades K to 3 and 4 to 6: Since there “s. no identifiable pattern, the

hypothasis was not supported.
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Table 39

Effectiveness of Workshop Materials for Teaching Nutrition Education
\ Ranked by Grades K to 3 Teachers by School Enrolment
*_’

co i

— ~ Effectiveness of Workshop Hatev@ii‘l;f/ ]

Number of : Low Moderate High
Students ‘ (1,2) 23) (4,5)

: < — —
0 - 200 16 * - 59 197
n=272 L (5.9) (21.7) (72.4)
201 - 400 | 26 52 263
n= 341 _ (7.6) (15.2) (77.1)
401 + RE 58 181
n = 254 (5.9) (22.8) (71.3)

Note. A teacher could eva]ﬁate each of 7 resource materials for a
possible total of 7 responses per teacher.

Al aime sy s cEmwe s L . B T N

S P
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Table 40

=

Effectiveness of Workshop Materials for Teaching Nutrition Education
Ranked by Grades 4 to 6 Teachers by School Enrolment o

99

- “Effectiveness of Workshop Materials ]
Number of Low Moderate High
Students (1,2) (3) (4,5)
0 - 200 9 45 124
n=178 (5.0) (25.3) (69.7)
201 - 400 n 50 117
n= 175 (5.7) (28.6) (66.7)
401 + 14 67 16
n = 242 (5.8) ' (27.7) (66.5)

Note.

Uir ok m. Beammdedd gn UM i s f

) e

A teacher could evaluate each of 8 resource materials for a
possible total of 8 responses per teacher. '
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Hypothesis 2. Teachers uﬁé are involved in the Nutrition at School

program for two years will evaluate the resource materials as more
effective than teachers who are involved for one year.

Grades K to 3: There was no identifiable pattern evi%ent-

Grédes 4 to 6: Teachers involved for two years tendedrta rank materials
as being more effective than teachers involved for one year.

Outcome:

Grades K to 3: Since there was no identifiable pattern, the hypothesis
was not supported.

Grades 4 to 6: The pattern identified supported the hypothesis.

Hypothesis 3. Teachers who perceive nutrition education to be more

important will evaluate the resource materials as more effective fhan
teachers who perceive nutrition education as less important. EQ
Grades K to 3: There was no Ydentifiable pattern.

Grades 4 to 6: The highest percentage of teachers who ranked materials
~ as more effective indicated nutrition education sh9u1d be taught yearly
(moderate importance) rather than monthly.

Outcome : -

Grade K to 3: Thé hypothesis was not supported since there was no
identifiable pattern. . .

Grades 4 to 6: The pattern identified did not support the hypothesis.

" Hypothesis 4. Teachers in rural schools will evaluate the resource

materials as more effective than teachers in urban schools.
Grades K to 3: There was no difference between urban and rural teachers

ranking of effectiveness of materials.

A



Grades 4 to 6: A relatively higher percentage aif rurﬂ teachers than
urban teachers ranked ﬁgriais as more effective.

Outcome : |

Grades K to 3 and 4 to 6: There was no 1dentifub1§ pattern, according
to our criteria, so the hypothesis was not accepted.

Teachers in schools with lower enroiments will e;;iuate

Hy othes is 5.

the resource materials as more éffgﬁtive than teachers in schqal? with
higher enroliments.

Grades K to 3 and 4 to 6: There was no difference in teacher's rank ing
of effectiveness of materials based on school enroliment.

Outcome : |

Grades K to 3 and 4 to 6: Since there was no identifiable pattern, the

101

hypothesis was not supported. -
T,"' : F

R e T e



‘“\

.

CHAPTER VI
DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

The first section of this chapter will discuss the results in terms
of the elements of the teaching environment considered in this study.

The second section ﬁi11vaESEﬂt limitations of the study. The final

section will suggest implications of the study for the Nutri

School Program.

The Elements in the Teaching Environment

The present study looked at selected aspects of the teaching
environment amd their impact on the teacher's perception of the number of
concepts taught, objectives achieved and the relative level of use and
evaluation of resource materials. The elements included in the analysis
were teacher attendance at the Nutrition at School workshop, the number
of years of teacher involvement in the program, the teacher's perception
of the importance of nutrition education, school location (rurai/urbaﬁ)
and school enrolment. The impact of these elements was studied in
reference to the numbeé*ofxcancepts taught, objectives aﬂﬁie;ed, resoutce
materials used by the teacher and the teacher's pe%éeption of the
effectiveness of resource materials. The findings will be discussed for

each element.

Workshop Attendance = - | Y

For grades K to 3, some minimal impact of the workshop was evident

since in two of the four years, more attenders than non attenders

102
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implemented one or more concepts. This trend was not supparteﬂzas
strongly as expected. Sevefa1 other factors may affect the workshop
impact. workshop materials may be available to both attenders and non
attenders through informal Eircu1gtjgn of ﬁiﬁgr% 1 between teachers.
This wider distribution of materials may diffuse the impact of the
workshop. The years of teaching experience of attenders and non
attenders may also affect whether workshop atteﬂz;nce impaﬁts on the
number of concebts implemented. This'aas not measured in the present
study. Two target groups for further study are suggested. Workshop
attenders who did nof teach concepts and non attenders who did teach
concepts may have various unique faﬁt@rs in their teaching background or
approach that could further our understanding of this teaching element.
For grades 4 tazé teachers, the workshop appeared to have minimal or

no impact on the number of concepts implemented by the teacher. Possible
factors affecting the outcome may be that current publicity and interest
in nutrition education may have already raised the consciousness of these
teachers to teach nutri;ioﬂ education. Possibly Alberta teachers are a
particularly motivated group and do not need the workshop as a
motivator. The readily available resource materials may also decrease
the expected impact of the workshop. These findings for grades 4 to 6
teachers tend td support Cook et al. (1977) who indicated the number of
general nutrition workshops a teacher attended was not significantly
felated to whether nutrition sas.i&§1uﬂed in a teacher's classroom
activities.

. The iupact of the workshop on the number of objEQtives aﬁhievéd by

attenders and non attenders was more apparent for grades 4 to 6 than for



grades K to 3. Workshop attendance did not clearly indicate whether
grades K to 3 teachers will perceive that they have achieved more
objectives. For grades 4 to 6, more non attenders than attenders

achieved one or more objectives which was opposite to the predicted
outcome. Factors for further research, which were not a part of the data.
available for this study, fncluaing teacher background and experieﬁﬂe,
a9a11abi1ity of materials, teacher motivation and the nature of the
workshop in each year. Variability in these factors may affect the
impact of the workshop.

Contrasting findings were evident for graé;s K to 3 and 4 to 6
regardiﬂg workshop attendance and the number of materia1s used by the
teacher. For grades K ta 3, a higher percentage of aftenﬂers than non
attenders indicated high usage of materials. For grades 4 to 6, a higher
percentage of attenders indiéatéd low usage of materials. Diffe?epée‘in
types of resources used by K to 3 and 4 to 6 teachers may be a factor.
McEwen (1981:76) found that grades 4 to 6 teachers used the booklet
"Handy Nutrition® more than grades K to 3 teachers. Thié finding may
indicate that teachers at various grade levels use different teaching
methods and types of resources. fhe lower grade levels may require a
greater number cf resources.

This researcher suggests that Grades K to 3 teachers may prefer more
visual resources. Grades 4 to 6 teachers may use more tech#ica? material
or outside resources such as films, field triﬁs or speakers. McEwen's
study did not identify subsequent differences between grades K to 3 and 4
t0 6 teachers on the additional resources used. This could be an area

for further study requiring qualitative analysis of resources.
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iThere appears té be no impact of workshop attendance on teéchers
perceived effectiveness of materials for both grades K to 3 and 4 to 6
teachers. Overall, teachers saw the materials as ggnerai1y effective.

Given the data in‘this study, attendance at the workshop does not

’
effectively distinguish between teachers who teach more or less concepts,
achieve

yre or less objectives, or indicate relative levels of use and
'evaluatiangéfii source materials. Cook's previous study (1977) suggested

a similar trend in that the number of general nutrition workshops a

teacher attended was not significantly related to whether nutrition was
included in a teacher's classroom activities. At the PFES!ﬂt:ti!E, the
Nutrition at School workshop is mandatory for involvement in the pragrém
requiring large investments of teachers' time and expenditure of Alberta
Agriculture resources. Given these factors, this area demands more in
depth analysis than was possible in this study.

While ¥t is evident that the workshop is not the only source @f ' i!is
nutrition information fdr teachers, no measure was made of the teacher's
_prior training or experience in this area. The content of the workshop
and its primar; aﬁjesti!es were not scrutinized. If one wishes to gain a
better idea of the true impact of_the workshop, these elements must be
controlled in an exﬁeriﬁgnta1 design. Selected teachers would receive a
standard workshop prior to inva‘lveﬁgnt in the pragraﬁ. Another group of
teachers would not attend the workshop before teaching the program.

Varying outcomes between the two groups in implementing the program could
be identified. This apprﬁaéh may also allow Alberta Agriculture to

identli{ the needs which should be addressed in the workshop experience.

w



Years of Involvement in the Program

For both grades K to g and 4 to 6, the number of years of
jnvolvement diq affect the number of concepts and objectives implemented
by the teachers. The highest percentage of teachers implementing one or
- more concepts and abje¢tivés were involved in éhe program for one year

rather than two years. McEwen (1981:73) found that for teachers of

grades 4 to 6 the percentage of teachers whg taught nutritional concepts
and achieved ubjectivés showed a dec fded drop in years following the
first yea} of involvement. Motivational factors such as more enthusiasm
by the teachers and school administration may be evident in the first
year. In the ségpol context, Cooper and Philp (1974) found that teachers
under school boards and co&su1tants who strongly endorsed Fhe nutrition
program, covered the workshop objectives to é greater extgntrin both
breadth and depth in the classroom. These administrative elements were
not measured in the present study. However, the impact of selected
administrative factors on the teacher's implementation of the program
would Be an area for further research.

For both grades K to 3 and 4 to 6, the number of years of teachers
involvement did not effectively distinguish between teachers who used
more or less resource materials. For example, low users of materials
indicated having either one or two years of involvement in the program.
C?ntrasting findings were évident regarding grades K to 3 and 4 to 6
t,:cherﬁs)pef:eived effectiveness of resource materials. For grades K to
3, the teacher's perceived effectiveness of materials was not affected by
number of years of 1nvuiveigﬂt;a However, far grades 4 to 6, teachers

involved for two years in the program ranked materials as more effective
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than those inva‘lvéd for one year. Perhaps the teachers were iﬂre
familiar with the materials by the second year and this influenced their
effectiveness rating. .

A clearer indication might be gained regarding years of teacher
involvement and teacher's relative ranking of gffec:tivengsg of resource
materials. Small groups of teachers who are involved for eiEQE? one or
two years in the program might be asked to scrutinize the materials based
on established criteria. The similarities or differences in their
ranking of effectiveness of materials could then be determined.

FU?th?? résearch would be valuable to identify factors that maximile
teachers iﬁp]ementing more concepts and objectives in their first year of
involvement. Possible means of introducing thase factors in the second
year of teacher involvement may be explored. Future study may focus on
two separate groups of teachers.nameiy those with one year and two years
of involvement. Each group could be interviewed to determine their

evaluation of the teacher workshop (a repeat experience for teachers with

two years af involvement), the approach used in planning and implementing

the program, and perceived differences in administrative supports

observation of teachers with one or two years of involvement in the
program may identify differences in the program implementation. This
additional information could assist Alberta Agriculture in providing

needed support to the second year teachers.

~d



Teacher's Perception of Importance of ﬂutﬁjtignﬁEQg;;ﬁiaﬂ

For both grades K to 3 and 4 to 6, the teacher's perception of the
importance of nutrition education distinguished between teachers who
taught more or less concepts asnd achieved more or less objectives.
However, the findings were not in the predicted direction. The
researcher expected that a higher percentage of teachers who felt
nutrition education was of high importance (taught monthly) would Eglch
one or more concepts and objectives. In fact, teachers who felt
nutrition education was of moderate or low importance taught more
concepts and achieved more objectives.

In explaining this outcome, the design of the questionnaire item had
a possible ambiguity. Some respondents may havé interpreted fregquency of:
teaching nutrition education as being specifically the Nutrition at
School program. In this case, teaching the program monthly may have
appeared unrealistic due to time constraints with‘prepafag?an for other
courses. A clearer defin}tian of nutrition education may ﬁave avoided
this possibility. The teacher's perception of importance of nutrition
education did not clearly indicate whether the teacher will use more or
less materials. For both grades K to 3 and 4 to 6 there was no
identifiable pattern evident to indicate any impact of this variable.

Contrasting findings were apparent for grades K to 3 and 4 to Ei
regarding teacher's perception of importance of nutrition education and
teacher's ranking materials as more or less effective. For grades K to
3, this variable did not distinguish between variatién in teacher's
.raﬁking of gffeetivgness'af materials. However, for grades 4 to 6, the

variable was a distinguishing factor. Teachers who ranked materials as
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more effgctiie indicated nutrition education should be taught yearly (of
moderate importance).rather than monthly (of high importance).

Given the data in this study, the teacher's perception of the
importance of nutrition education only distinguished particular aspects
of the grades 4 to 6 teacher's implementation and evaluation of the
program. The measuring instrument used may be a limiting factor in
identifying the impact of this variable. The researcher suggests that
the indirect measure of teacher attitude toward the importance af-
nutrition education could be refined to give more accurate results.
0'Connell, Shannon and Sims (1981:81) indicate that nutrition researchers
have not always defined attitudes carefully or studied them within the
proper théoretical franewbrk. Their instruments and the process used to _
assess teachers' attitudes and beliefs towards nutrition education is
more comprehensive for our purposes. »
| 0'Connell et al. developed two different types of instruments to
ag;ess the teachers' disposition toward nutrition education. A |
Likert-type formde was utilized in which respondents were asked to
indicate the extent of their agreement to individual stétements by
choosing one of five responses ranging from "strongly agree" (scored as
5) to “strongly disagree* (scored as 1). This format was used to reflect
the degree of importance teachers placed on nutritiunfin general (the

vﬁg}rition is Important Attitude Scale) and whether teachers thought it

1mportan£ to teach nutrition to school children (Favors Nutrition

Education in Schools Attitude Scale). A sample item from the Nutrition

is Important Attitude Scale 1nc1ude§-the statement "I am concerned about

eating nutritious foods throughout the day". A sample item from the



important that children be taught nutrition in schools". The attitude
instruments above contained 19 statments covering cognitive beliefs,
emot ional feelings,-;nd action orientation which are céupgnént parts of
attitudes according to these researchers.

A second instrument was constructed to assess how important teachers
believed nutrition education to be when positioned in competition for

classroom time. This attitude scale, entitled the Commitment to Teaching

Nutrition Scale, was aimed at reflecting behavior. .Three types of items

were used which were either open-ended questions, assigning numerical
ranks to objects in terms of their desirabilty,in various situations, and
forced choice items. Various scoring techniques were used for each
instrument.

These more réfiﬁed instruments would be valuable in measuring:
teachers' attitudes to nutritien education in future studies. 0'Connell,
Shannon and Sims (1981:84) caution that their instruments may nat be
valid for a general assessment of teachers' attitude toward nutrition
‘education. In their studyi the number of teacheé respondents was small
and not randomly selected. However, to be adopted for general use, the
fnstruments should be furtheé tested on a larger, randomly selected
sample of teachers. The teachers in the Nutrition at School prgéram

would definitely meet these requirements.

School Lbcation

For grades K to 3, school location distingﬁished between teachers

who taugﬁt more or less concepts. In all years, a higher percentage of
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rural teachers than uteachers implemented one or more concepts.
Several possible explanations would require further study. Rural
teachers may pérceive the program as being identified with rural.
gxfension servftés and have a stronger interest in the program. In
addition, teachers in ;maller rural schools may view the Nﬁtrition at
School program as an enrichnent program in comparison to urban teachers
with additional resources and programs. Rural teachers may have a
different workload and be teaching fewer optional subjects than urban
teachers.
Ipé school location did not distinguish between grades 4 to 6
/2/keachers who taught more ﬁr less concepts, or grades K to3 and 4 to 6
teachers who achieved more .or less Abjectives. For grades K to 3 and 4
to 6 teachers, § greater percentage of urban teachers than rural
indicated low usage of materials. Rural teachers indicated a higher
usage of a moderate number of naterials.than urban teachers. This
~ finding may relate to Scharf's statement that rural elementary schools
suffer from inadequate library and instructional resources. Rural
teachers may use the workshop materials more extensive1y’due to a
_relative lack of other library resources compared to urban teachers. For
grades K to 3.there was no difference in teacher's perceived
.effectiveness of materials by school location. For grades 4 to 6, more
rural teachers than urban ranked materials a§ bein§ more effective. This
. finding';my be related to the higher usage of materials‘by rural teachers.

In future studies, a definition of urban/rural which is based on

poputation or regional characteristics may give a clearer indication of



/ 12

the impact of this variable. In their Ontario study of elementary

teachers, Cooper and Philp (1974:10) indicated: : ,
Our method of determining urban or rural location of schaa]s<:as
largely judgemental. Schools in cities with populations of 100,000
or more ‘were obviously urban. Remaining schools, were judged urban
if they were in proximity to a large urban centre, or rural if
located in an area of 1,000 or less and away from any large urban
centre.

Humphreys discussed four population categories in Saskatchewan, namely

farming communities, a village or small town with under 10,000

population, a small city with population of 10,000 to 50,000, and a large
city or u;tropolitan area of over 50,000 population. No clear basis for
the urban/rural distinction was given. Further consultation with
specialists familiar with Alberta demographic characteristics such as The
Population Research LabOratoryvat the University of §1berta would be
helpful. On the basis of an urban/rural papuiatian—&ased definition,
_further study might include similarities and differences in the school
context (adequacy of library and instrustionéi resources, and
instructional support) and teacher context (opportunities for te;ﬁher‘s
professional development and teacher training). This approach would
enable Alberta Agriculture to identify particular needs evident in
rural/urban settings of the Nutrition at School program.

School Enrolment

Overall, school enrolment only distinguished between grades 4 to 6
teachers who taugﬁt more or less concepts and achieved more or less
.objectives. In all years, the highest percentage of teachers who taught
one or more concepts or achieved one or more objectives taught in

mid-size schools. Humphreys (1971) suggested that to ensure good
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personal relationships along with economy it appears that schools with
nine to twenty-five teachers are most appropriate at the elementary
school level. For school enrolment this would be a minfimum of 225
students corresponding to the mid-size school in this study.

School enrolment was not an indicator of whether grades K to’3
teachers taught more or less concepts or achieved more or less
robjeCtives; For all grades, this variable did!nat affect the teacher's
"relative use of resource materials. Since all ﬁatE?ia1s are provided at
the workshop this May have neutralized the effect on the size of school
as a factor in material usage. The smaller schools will have the same
opportdnjty as larger schools to use the resources provided. A greater

LY

requested by the teachers or schools. Regarding school enrolment and

effectiveness of materifals, there does not appear to be any impact for
grades Kito 3 or 4 to 6 teachers.

School enrolment may be an indicator of eiemeﬁts which were not
measured in this study. Scharf found that within the rural school
Sllple. the availability 6f -the instructional aids and resources was
direc:ly related to school size with smaller schools having the fewest
resources. This would require a comprehensive inventory of resources
available to the school, which was not measured in this study. McEwen
(1981:100) found that the main difficulties experienced by teachers in
the school. This finding was not related to size of school. Further
 study would pbe required to confirm géireject Humphreys findings (1971:9)
that the size of school is indicative of the degree to which facilities
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and experienced teaching, resource and administrative personnel can be
provided, and of the difficulties teachers may encounter in coping with

students who differ in interests, age and aptitude.
'

Limitations of the Study

Several limitations specific to secondary analysis are applicable.
First, a larger sample size in many categories studied would have been
desirable. The :rnsst:bulgtfans eliminated some respondents from the
secondary analysis and reduced the sample size. The sample size _
limitation affected the type of analysis that was possible. Blalock
(1972:34) suggested a minimum of 50 cases is desirable as a basis for
percentage calculations. Some of the categories did not meet this
criteria and were eliminated from discussion or results were treated
cautiously. A larger sample size would allow further options for
treating the variables as interrelated rather than isolated elements.

The researcher was also 1imited as to the number and types of
~variables available in the original study. From the Titerature,
additional variables required study or appeared to have more impact.
However, these variables suchias teaching experience were not anthe
original questionnaire and could not be investigated. In addition, more
direct and refined measures of some variables were required than
‘available from the original study. As indicated previously, the.
teacher's perceived importance of nutrition education requires a more
comprehensive indicator. McEwen (1981:78) noted the effectiveness scale
was only a rough indicator of the effectiveness of materials because the

teachers did not have specific criteria for each material.
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Another limiting factor was the retrospective nature of the data.
The difficulty of teacher's recalling use of materials and im@?gmgné:tian
of concepts and abjeéﬁves over a four year period affected the accuracy
and completeness of data. In addition, some survey responses may be
inaccurate due to the social desirability effect. For example, some
respondents may have given the socially desirable response of teaching
several or all objectives. In fact, the teacher may not have taught any
objectives. Another item on the questionnaire or an additional
behavioral measure of implementation would have verified the information

obtaineS§

Implications for the Nutrition at School Program

Directions fgr further areas of study are suggested by this
research. To further our understanding of the teaching environment, a
comprehensive framework for school nutrition education progarms is |
important. Gillespie (1981:150) proposes a framework that suggests a
broader approach to studying nutrition education programs than the
program evaluation approach that has characterized much nutrition
education research. The framework focuses on tﬁe cﬁange process of
nutrition education and allows us to syste-atiﬁalq;jidentify and study
factors that influence the impact of a program. Gillespie's framework
involves interaction among three relevant environments: the home and
family, school, and community. Gillespie suggests studying a program in"
relation to these environments to identify factors that facilitate or

‘block change. Understanding the influences of these environments and

their relative importance can serve as a basis for designating program
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objectives, identifying intervention targets and determining potentially
effective strategies. This approach means considering the Nutrition at
School program in a total context including the three environments - home
and family, school, and community.
Gillespie outlines important influences in each of these
environments.
The primary influences within the home and family environment are
parents, siblings and the eating situation. Important factors are
the parents' nutrition knowledge and beliefs, attitudes towards
nutrition and food preferences; the dynamics of the eating
situation, including foods available in the home;, and food
preferences of siblings. Although some of these relationships have
been studied, they need to be considered in a total context and in
retation to the school environment. (1981:151)
Important elements in the school enviromment are teachers,
administrators, food service personnel, and peers. Teachers have a
‘direct effect on the child's nutrition experiences in the classroom and
an indirect effect through the school and lunchroom atmosphere. School
administrators and food service personnel control the lunchroom
procedures and atmosphere. Opinions and interactions with peers are
important influences on children in general, although there is limited
data on food behavior in the school environment in particular. Community
characteristics such as urbanization and socio economic status may affect
chidren's eating practices through the availability of certain foods,
access to fast food restaurants and community norms.
The elements that are identified in each of the three enviromments
can influence programs that are designed to change children's current
nutrition attitudes, knowledge and behavior. Each element wouid have &

direct influence on the progrﬁ implementation and an. indirect influence



on the outcomes of a school nutrition education program. The Nutrition
at School program has three target audiences that relate to these
contexts - the teacher, the parent and the child. The primary focus of
recent studies has been the teacher 16 the school context. Shifting the
focus to the stated program goals relaging to theAparents and children

may be timely.

The stated program objective concerning parents is that "parents
will acquire knowledge about nutritional ne and be motivated to apply
this knowledge tb their family's eating habits thereby reinforcing what
their_children have learned in Nutrition at School". To design
strategies to meet this goal, further study of the parent and child in
the home environment regarding the Nutrition at School program is
suggested. McDonald, Brun and Esserman (1981:140) assessed behavior,
attitudes and knowledge of children in grades K to 6 who were exposed or
not exposed to a nutritibn learning system in school. In-home interviews
were conducted with children and mothers to determine'if in-school
nutrition education influenced children's reported food behaviours
outside the classrook. These findings provided evidence that in-school
nutrition education influenced children's reported food behaviours
outside the classroom. In addition, continued efforts should be made to
influence nutrition knowledge, attitudes and behavior of parents.
Newsletters, parent nutrition workshops and special events are possible
inputs which should be eva1u€}ed by parents to provide future program
direction.

Another area for further study in the school context involves

developing .or adapting behavioral measures for further assessment of

117
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program implementation. Additional information may be obtained on an
ongoing basis, through classroom observation techniques, content analysis
of teacher's lesson plans, focused individual or group interviews, and
measurement of student achievement. The systematic collection of
appropriate records in conjunction with other self-report or observation
procedures can provide valuable information on the present level of
program implementation compared to the desired level. According to a
recent report on "Models of Measuring Program Implementation® (1981:70),
observational techniques appear to be the best available alternative for
measuring the materials, structure and role/behavior dimensions of
education programs. This researcher suggests that further information
also be obtained on various aspects of program implementation and

retative outcome measures such as student achievement. This infanmétien

stated program goals for school children.

Conclusion
The Nutrition at School program is an established, dynamic péogr::
operating in the school context. This study which focused on the
teaching environment may contribute to our understanding of the teacher's
implementation of the program. However, future pragram direction may
require further cons@deration of the broader nutrition education process

involving the school in relation to the home and community contexts.

> . »ﬁ.
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The quoltionhairp consists of four parts. In addition, some teachers uiil’\ ~
recieve a fifth part 1n which they will be asked to evaluate some draft written

resource materials. . N\

i. As i teacher, in which school year(s) were you involved in the Nutrition at

School program? Please check the year(s) that you were involved:

1973/74 1977/78
T 1974/75 \ 1978/79
1975/7¢ 1979/80
1976/77 .

2. Did you attend Nutrition at School teacher workshop(s)?

Yes No |

If yes, please state in which year(s)

). What grade or grades did you teach in each of the following years?

(Note: Fill in only those yca}s applicable to you.)

1976777

1977/78 : L -

1978/79

1979/80

4. What grades are taught in your school?

»

S. Approximately how many students attend your school?

6. Where is your school located? .Check one:
L4

Calgary

Edmonton

Other (Please specify)
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¢ART TMO (A) [FILL IN IF YOU ARE A TEACHER OF GRADES K 10 3. IF YOU TEACH GRADES

While you were involved {n the Nutrition at School program you were introduced

to nutritional Eﬂngipg: and teaching objectives in the "Big Ideas in Nutritien

Education® curriculum package.

the teaching objectives set up in the uﬁigi-

The

asons fo

realize it is not always possible to teach all the concepts or attain all

E,hi may be varied.

We are interested, however, in finding out what nutritional concepts you taught

and vhat teaching objectives you met in your classroom.

If you did not teach some

concepts, or did not feel that certain objectives vere met, we would :F?ftzilti

knowing why this is so in order to tealistically plan future materials.

I. Feor

l. Cét;li the year you were

1. Check each year in which

3. If you did not teach the co

each CONCEPT listed baslow:

heck

|
\m
|a

all those reasons why

ficrst involved in the Nutrition at School program.

you taught the concept.

[+ ™

ou did not.

e

EQNE!PTS :af Tga:hn:l
aE ‘Grades K to 3:

Reasons for not

teaching CONCEPT
(Check all those that apply)

A. A hlLln:!ﬂ daily
dist includes foods
salected from sach
of the four food
groups.

Years
1976/ 1977/ 1978/ 1979/
1977 1978 1979 1980

not enough class time

not encugh preparation timne
concept too complex for
students

resource material too =nnpl:x
for students

regource material not appro-
priate for integration into
lesson plans

other (specify) __ .
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CONCEPT§ for Teachecrs | Years Reasons for not teaching CONCEPT
of Grades K to 1: 1976/ 1977/ 1978/ 1979/ Check a e bk 1w
. A =k those that appl
1977 1978 " 1979 1980 (Check all those seply)
B. Foods from the four _ o E not enough class time
food groups supply R
the nutrients E not snough preparation time
neaded for growth, z concept too complex for
health and energy. students
D resource material too complex
- for students
D resource matarials not appro-
priate for integration into
lesson plans
' D other (specify) -

II.
1. Circle the year you were first involved in the Nutrition at School program.
2. Check each year in which you feel you met the teaching .
3. 1If you did not meet the gbjective check all those reasons why you did not.
- 3
ACH. TIA "~ Years — Reasons for" not meeting objective
76/ 1977/ 1978/ 1979/ Check all those that appl
K to 3: 77 1978 1979 1980 (Check all those that apply)
1. Identification - The| % - {T] not enough class time
student will be able . o L
to name and enjoy a g not enough preparation time
variety of foods Q concept too complex for
from the four food students
groups. ' D cresource matecials oo complex
— - for students *
D resource materials not appro-
- priate for integration into
- lesson plans
. : other (specify) _
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Years

ons for not meeting objectives

TEACHING OBJECTIVES for
Teachers of Grades 1976/ 1977/ 1978/ 197%/ . » o
K to 3: 1977 1978 1979 1980 (Check all those that apply)
2. Classgification - The e - Cj not encugh class time
student will be able = . ., .
to classify foods Ej not enough preparation time
into the four food E:j concept too complex for
groups. students
Ej resoucce material too complex
for students
Ej fesOULce materials not appro-
priste for integration into
lesson plans '
Ej other (specify) -
3. Selection - The — N ’EJ not enough class time
student will be able o ) c L
o o e nutritious Ej Aot enough preparation time
" snacks and well- Ej concept too complex for
balanced meals from — students
t::ut°“‘ topd * Ej resource material too complex
groaps. - . for students
-3
Ej resource materials not appro-
priate for integration into
lesson plans
Y Cj other (spigiﬁy)' —
4. Function - The —_— — not encugh class tipe

student will ex-
plain the import-
ance of foods from
the four food
9roups for growth,
health and energy.

/

O ooa

o a

not enough prepacation tine
concept too complex for
students

feSOuULCe material too complex
for students’ »
resource materials not appro-
priate for integration into
lesson plans

other fi?ltiﬂy)) —
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PART TWO (B) r:r_’x.’ IN IF YOU ifzifm;n OF GRADES 4 to 6. IF YOU TEACH GRADES
; E (A) ON PAGE 8. . -

While you were involved in the Nutrition at School program you were introduced -
to nutritional concepts and taaching objectives in the "Big Ideas in Nutrition
Education” curriculum package.

We raalize it is not alwvays possible to teach all thé concepts or attain all the

teaching objectives jit up in the units. The reasons for this may be varied.

We are interested, howsver, in finding out what nutritional concepts you taught
and what teaching objectives you met i{n your classtroom. 1If you did not teach some
concapts, or did not feel that certain objectives were met, we would appreciate
knowing why this is so in order to ceslisticslly plan future materials
I. For sach CONCEPT listed balow:

1. Eifglq the year you were firgt involved in the Nutrition at School program.
2. ggggg each yedr in which you taught the concept. !

ijj EPTS chers 74m§é;}s o Rgggénsiéﬁgiﬁaﬁ Eilchinq eanﬁipt
of Grades 4 to 6: 1978/ 1977/ 1978/ 1979/ {Check all those that apply)
1977 1978 1979. 1980

not enough class time

not enough preparation time
concept too complex for
students

g:au;h. health
and snerqgy.

Ej resource matecial too complex
for students

fesource materials not appro-
priate for integration into
lesson plans

} o o [0 other (specityy
\ . )




CONCEPTS for Teachers | Years - Ressons for not teaching concept
of Grades 4 to §: 1976/ 19777 1978/ 1979/ (Check &1l those that apply)
1977 1978 1%79% 1%a0
¢
B. A combjnation of — e Ej not snough class time
foods from the four o o
food groups pro- Ej not enough preparation time
vides tha necessary Ej. concept too complex for
Autrisnts to per= students
form thess functions . o o,
Ej CesSOuUrce macerial too complex
- for students
E resource matsrials not appro-
tiats for integration iAto
lesson plans
[ other (specity) .

xxi
1. Circle the
—

BJECTIVE listed below:

year you were first involved in the Nutrition at School program.

2. Check ch yeat in which you feel you met the teachin

Years
1976/ 1977/ 1978/ 1979/

Reasons for not meeting objective
(Check all those that apply)

4 to6 1977 1978 1979 1980
1. Identification - The — - D not s#nough class time
student will discover . i
by experiment, that Ej not snough preparation time
different foods E] concept too complex for
contain differant —  students '
autrients. Ej resource material too complex -
for students
Ej Ee®SOuTCe materials not appro-
priate for integration into
. lesson plans
__| other (specily) —
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TEACHING OBJECTIVES for | Years ~ | RNeasons for not meeting objective
Teachers of Grades 1976/ 1977/ 1%78/ 197%/ {Check all those that apply)
4 to 6: 1877 1978 197% 1980

2. Classification - The
student will classify
foods into ths four
food groups on the
basis of nutrient
content.

‘O 0O 0O 0O 0ag

not enough class time

not snough preparation Ume
concept too complex for
students

rasource material too complex
for students

fesource material not appro-
priate for integration into
lesson plans

other (specify) — _

. Function = The
student will ident-
ity the funtions
of tha leadar
nutrients in sach
of the four food

‘groups in tarms of
growth, health and

O ao

not enough class time
not encugh preparation time

concept too complex for
students

resource material too complex
for students

FesOuUrce materials not appro-

energy.
Ej priate for integration into
lesson plans
Ej other (specify) __

4. Selection = The
student will choose
nutrictious snacks
and well-balanced
meals from the four
food groups.

ully

O 0

O | 0O 0

not enoudh class time

not enough preparation time
. * )

concept too complex for

students

‘resource material too complex

for students

cesource matsrials not appro-
priate for intsgration ints
lesson plans

other (specify) __ —
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GRADES 4 TO 6 GO ON

RADES K TO 3. IF YOU ARE A

TO PART THREE (B) ON PAGE 9.
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In this part of the questionnaire we wish to find out wvhat resources you used

to teach nutrition education in your classroom.

1?

The following is a list of nutrition education resource materials you

at the Nutrition at School teacher workshop.

For sach material

1. E*EE&S the year in which you were first involved in the Nutrition at School

program.
2. Check off all the years in which you used that resource material.
3. gitgle the number in the right hand column corresponding to how affectiv

listed:

ceceived

that resource matarial was for you in teaching nutritional concepts for your

classroom.

Ratecials for Teachers
of Grades K to 3:

~ Years
1976/ 1977/ 19707 1979/

Effectiveness for teaching
nutricional concepts

1977 1978 1979 1980 VERY NOT
_ e EFFECTIVE __EFFECTIVE
i — e - 5 4 k| 2 1
5 4 3 2 1
®
Food Modals (small —_— - _ 5 4 3 2 1
individual food photo-
graphs) .
jon booklet I ] 4 3 2 1
Canada Food Guide s 4 3 2 1
poster
i . _ s ¢« 3 2 1
ture)

.-~ 14 3 —_— 5 4 b} 2 1
{tesipes) : =
Teachers Supplemant il 5 4 3 2 1
(mimgogcaphad materials
from Albecta Agricul-
ture)

- 77717777 —— - R - - - e
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PART THREE (B)

In this part of the questionnaire we wish to find out what resources you usaed to

teach nutrition education in your classroom.

1. Thc:!olloviﬁq {s a list of nutrition education resource materials you received at
the Mutcition at School workshop. v
For each msterial liitgds
1. 2“3‘3 the year in which you were firpt involved in the Nutrition at School
program. , )

2. Sg:ck off all the years in which you used that resource material.

t : .
3. Cl:c;c the number in the right hand column corresponding to how effective that

‘resource material was for you in teaching nutritional concepts in your

clasgroom.
Materisls for Teachers | -1 Effectiveness for teaching
of Gradeg 4 to 6: 1976/ 1977/ 1878/ 197%/ nutritional concepts

1877 1978 1979 1980 VERY NOT

*Big Ideas in Mytpition | _ o s s« 3 2 1
Education” envelope
Bar Craphs ) — — . 5 4 ] 2 1
Food Models (small — : 5 & ] F 1
individual food photo- ;
graphs)
Handy Nytritjon booklet 1. s 4 3 2 1
H 4 g3 Food - -] 4 3 2 1
Food Trek (digestive - - — 5 4 3 2 1
system poster)
Canada Food Guide — 5§ 4 1 F) 1
poster -
Les's Talk About Food —_— — . - s 4 ) 2 1
Teacher's Supplement ' i : - 4 3 2 1
(mimeographed materials :
from Alberta Agricul-
ture)
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Were there any materials provided at the Nutrition at School tescher workshop
which you did not use 5t all?
Yas No

It yes, why did you not use them?
Didn't think ;ifi appropriate
Didn’'t have time to use
Didn:t 9:€ enough exposure on how to use

Qther (pleass specify) £ N

.once, or should soms additional materials be provided in a follow-up program?

Check one: ALl at once In a [ollow-up program

If you checked "in a follow-up program”, what materials would you lika €0 see

provided? i — — e e

At the Nutrition at School teacher vorkshop you received & list of resources you
could use in addition to the "Big Ideas” materials (ie. fllms, books, guest

spedkars, slides, printed iiti?ﬂ:l:)g

a) Which of these or other resources did you use while
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S
(b} If you were involved in the Mutrition at School program before 1979/80
which of these other resources referred to in part (a) did you use in
the years following the year you were involved in the Mutrition at Schagli
gragifg? Please specify titles and put a check mark beside those you

found especially useful:

~ - -

If you used any of the additional rescurces available, did you or your schoel

exparience any difficulties in obtaining them? Yes -

If yes, plekse specify _

The material in the "Big Ideas in Nutrition Education” packages covers several

grades. Could you tell us what you do to avoid repetition for the student as

he/she moves from one grade to the next?

B ’ 7 \ £
R £
- . i . .o - P ~ SR = s, e
;



