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ABSTRACT

Background: To date, few studies have been conducted to investigate the preparedness of health educators in Canadian
school systems. Purpose: This study assessed practicing and preservice teachers’ self-perceptions of preparedness to
teach health education in British Columbia K-12 classrooms. It also investigated factors related to their preparedness.
Methods: In 2006, 166 practicing teachers and 78 preservice teachers participated in a self-designed questionnaire.
Results: Significant positive relationships were found between preservice teachers' knowledge, skill, preparedness,
beliefs toward health education, and satisfaction with the provincial health curricula in assisting them to teach health
education. Practicing teachers with more experiences in health education reported higher levels of knowledge, skill, and
preparedness, as well as more positive beliefs toward health education, but their satisfaction with the curriculum was
negatively associated with those variables. They also reported higher levels of skill and satisfaction and more positive
beliefs than the preservice group. Discussion: In light of these results, further explorations are needed to understand
current contexts within Canadian school health education. Translation to Health Education Practice: Findings sup-
port the need for training and implementation of health-related programs into the education system, particularly the

deliberation on how to transform curricula into a more supportive vehicle for health education programming.

BACKGROUND

Research indicates that effective, stan-
dards-based health education teachers are
necessary in order to influence students’
health knowledge, skills, and behaviors.*?
University programs must prepare health-
literate teachers who have the capacity to
access, understand, and analyze functional
health information and services, as well as
the competence to apply such information
and services in ways that enable K-12 stu-
dents to learn health concepts and skills.®
Currently, no standardized guidelines exist
across Canada, or within British Columbia
(B.C.), that require practicing teachers to
receive mandatory training in health educa-
tion. Consequently, teachers have received
limited coursework and training in this sub-
ject area. According to the B.C. Ministry of

Education,* by adopting a health-promoting
schools approach, and by striving to provide
effective teaching and learning to achieve the
knowledge, skills, and community partner-
ships that contribute to wellness, the B.C.
school system has the opportunity to en-
hance the health and learning of all British
Columbians. The purpose of this study was
to examine the self-perceptions of how well
prepared practicing and preservice teachers
feel they are to teach health education within
B.C.scurrent K-12 school system. The study
also aimed to identify factors associated with
the self-reported levels of preparedness.

National Recognition of School
Health Education in Canada and
British Columbia
It has long been recognized that there is
a link between health and learning.>" Con-
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cern about the current relationship between
health and educational achievement of our
youths has produced a considerable interest
in comprehensive and coordinated school
health education initiatives relative to the
needs of Canada’s multicultural youths.
More than 30 Canadian organizations
have endorsed a consensus statement on
Comprehensive School Health (CSH) and
the need for an integrated school-based
approach, which incorporates instruction,
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services, social support, and environment
as health-promoting strategies.® As a federal
commitment to Canadians, the government
has affirmed that improving the health
of our nation necessitates the identifica-
tion of health priority areas,® and the B.C.
government is committed to enhancing the
health and education outcomes of all B.C.
children and youths, all toward the goal of
significantly improving the health of its
citizens by 2010.* Consequently, the need
for health education instruction within
schools is becoming more recognized across
the nation.

Around the globe, health profession-
als have agreed that “health is created and
lived by people within the settings of their
everyday life: where they learn, work, play,
and love. Health is creating by caring for
oneself and others, by being able to take
decisions and have control over one’s life cir-
cumstances, and by ensuring that the society
one lives in creates conditions that allow the
attainment of health by all its members."*
The reality of today’s successful school
health programs is echoed in the five broad
principles outlined by the Ottawa Charter
for Health Promotion (Table 1).2° Although
all of these strategies can be undertaken in
the school setting with coordinated efforts
by teachers to address health-related issues,
the fifth strategy highlights the requirement
for professional training and education to
meet the changing health needs of individu-
als in our society.

In March 2005, the Joint Consortium
for School Health was established by pro-
vincial, territorial, and federal governments
to form an intergovernmental agency to
facilitate and initiate cooperation across
the health and education sectors. The
consortium’s focus is to strengthen the
collaborative capacities, activities, and
actions of health and education through
school-based and school-linked programs
throughout the nation. In order to support
these newly advocated health-promoting
school communities across Canada in a
sustained manner, the organizational ca-
pacities of education and health systems
can be strengthened in various areas, in-

Table 1. Five Strategies of Action in Strengthening School Health
Using the Ottawa Charter for Health Promotion Strategy

health and education.

als and communities.

to health.

Build healthy public policy for school health education, which promotes both

Create supportive environments by fostering positive psychosocial and physical
environments in the school for both living and working.

Strengthen community actions and linkages between the school and other relevant
institutions that support the process of health promotion and empowering individu-

Develop necessary personal skills and social skill development (through teaching,
curricula, and school initiatives) that enable individuals to make choices conducive

Reorient health services in the school and community to ensure that individuals are
provided access to services within the school as well as referral to external health
services. Strategies also include a greater attention to professional training and
education in the field, as well as health research.

Sources: WHO Health Organization Regional Office for Europe. Ottawa Charter for Health Promotion,
1986. Available at: http://www.euro.who.int/AboutWHO/Policy/20010827_2. Accessed November 19,
2006. WHO Expert Committee on Comprehensive School Health and Promotion. Promoting Health
through Schools. (WHO Technical Report 870). Geneva; 1995.

cluding professional preparation and staff
development.*!

Provincial Curricular Reform

The B.C. Ministry of Education’s pro-
vincially prescribed Health and Career
Education (HCE) curriculum is offered to
students K-9, while 10th-grade students
receive the mandated Planning 10 cur-
riculum—which, although a prerequisite
to graduation, affords minimal attention
to health.?? Each curriculum has a set of
prescribed learning outcomes (PLOs) of
what students are expected to know and do
at the end of the course, and evaluation and
reporting of students with respect to these
outcomes are dependent on the professional
judgment and experience of teachers. Along
with many other government initiatives
related to healthy schools, the newly revised
HCE and Planning 10 were designed with
the aim of helping students developing the
knowledge, skills, and attitudes for attain-
ing and maintaining healthier lifestyles and
managing their lives more purposefully and
effectively. Lack of teacher preparation has
been called a major obstacle to implement-
ing such quality school health instruction.?
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Teacher training can influence teachers’
knowledge and perceptions about the im-
portance of health education, their level
of comfort teaching health, as well as their
intentions to teach health.* Consequently,
a lack of training in health education can
make teachers feel unable to teach health,
uncomfortable with aspects of the health
curriculum, and ill-prepared to respond to
students with personal health concerns.*®

Role of Health Education Teacher Training

Many studies report the importance of
school health education programs in pro-
moting health for students and preventing
the adoption of many high-risk behaviors.*-
6 However, effectiveness depends on factors
such as health training for preservice teach-
ers.17 St, Leger® noted that the concept
of health literacy is very compatible with
the health promoting school concept and
could form an acceptable outcome by which
the success of a health promoting school
could be achieved and assessed. St. Leger
further identified three factors® that must
be addressed to enable schools to achieve
this outcome: first, the traditional structure
and function of schools; second, teachers’




practices and skills; and third, time and
resources.!® The preparation of prospective
health teachers by colleges and universities
plays a critical role in the success of health
programs, which must incorporate key
concepts into their professional preparation
curriculum to assist with the challenging
task of health and education reform within
our school systems.

PURPOSE

Recent studies from around the globe
have revealed the importance of skills-based
health education approaches in health-
promoting schools to enhance healthy
development among youths.?- However,
encouraging teachers to participate in and
deliver comprehensive health programs is
often difficult due to crowded curriculaand
increasing number of curriculum areas in
the school agendas.?* With teachers being a
keystone of the efforts to strengthen school
health programs, it has been suggested that
policy development for in-service training
involvement for nonteaching staff, parents,
and other adults be implemented as a sup-
port mechanism.ZA lack of current Canadi-
an studies in health educator preparedness,
coupled with a progressive national recog-
nition of school health and B.C. curricular
reform, reflects a need for further explora-
tion in the field. Hence, this study aims to
assess health teachers’ preparedness level, as
well as relationships between their overall
preparation, personal beliefs, and satisfac-
tion with current curricula. It was hoped
that the findings would be very informative
with respect to the following questions: do
we need to improve the current situation,
and, if so, why and how?

METHODS

Participants and Procedure

The survey respondents were practicing
K-12 teachers from the participating school
district and preservice teachers from the
participating university. In spring 2006, a
total of 520 surveys were distributed by mail
to practicing teachers in five elementary
schools, all 18 high schools, and six learn-
ing centers from each of the five regions

of the large school district (north, south,
east, west, and central) in western Canada.
Each elementary school was sent 10 sur-
veys, while each high school and learning
center was sent 15 surveys. Each school
package included a cover letter addressed to
the principal explaining the study as well as
preaddressed envelopes for each completed
survey and a preaddressed large envelope for
completed lottery forms from the voluntary,
anonymous participants as incentives to
enter a draw and win a gift certificate.

Surveys were also distributed to all
enrolled preservice teachers in a western
Canadian university by email listserv and
self-administered to on-campus classes.
Preservice teacher participants were also
eligible and were invited to submit a lot-
tery form to win a draw as an incentive to
complete the survey.

In total, 166 practicing teachers and 78
preservice teachers in health education vol-
untarily participated in the study. Thirty-one
participants were excluded due to missing
data. This resulted in a final sample size
of 213.

Instrument

Survey content was informed by a litera-
ture review, a previous focus group study
with practicing and preservice teachers, and
an analysis of the revised B.C. Ministry of
Education health education curricula. The
survey was divided into several parts. Part A
inquired about participants’ demographic
and professional information, including age,
gender, degree, employment, health training
received, and health-related teaching experi-
ences. Practicing teachers were also asked to
respond to four more items regarding health
education in their schools: the time alloca-
tion for health education during school,
health-promoting activities organized at
school, the integration of health into other
subject areas, and their comfort for such
integration. The first three items required a
yes-no answer, and the last item was rated
on a 4-point scale, ranging from “not at all
comfortable” (1) to “very comfortable” (4).

In Part B of the survey, participants were
instructed to indicate their current level
of knowledge and skill to teach 17 health-
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relevant topics (e.g., nutrition, mental
well-being, long/short-term implications of
substance misuse) on a 5-point Likert scale
ranging from 1 (“comprehensive”) to 5 (“not
at all”). Participants also rated their level of
preparedness to accomplish seven different
tasks (e.g., “develop, conduct, and interpret
results of an evaluation of a school health
program”) with the same Likert scale.

InPart C, practicing teachers ranked their
top three sources for seeking health informa-
tion and preparing lesson plan material, as
well as the most useful items and the greatest
challenges to teaching health education. This
part was not applicable for preservice teach-
ers. In addition, we constructed one item to
investigate all participants’ satisfaction level
with the HCE/Planning 10 curriculum in
helping them teach health education, using
a 4-point scale ranging from “not satisfied”
(1) to “very satisfied” (4).

Part D elicited teachers’ opinions about
general aspects of health education in
schools, including whether preservice educa-
tion should include a mandatory course on
health education instruction, how important
they felt teacher attitude toward health edu-
cation was in influencing healthy student
behavior, whether teachers have a respon-
sibility to teach their students about health,
and nine other items. Participants rated their
current attitudes and beliefs about health
education by selecting answers from a range
(“strongly agree” to “strongly disagree,” or
“very important” to “not at all important™).
All 12 items were summed up as the “beliefs”
variable. The reliability coefficient was .70
for preservice teachers (n=69) and .68 for
practicing teachers (n=144).

RESULTS

Demographic data are displayed in Table
2 for age, gender, ethnicity, academic de-
gree, certification area, employment status,
health-related training, and health-related
teaching experiences. The outcome variables
examined in this study were current skill
levels in a variety of health-related elements,
current knowledge levels in those elements,
level of preparedness to accomplish differ-
ent health-related tasks, satisfaction level
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teaching experiences (r=.37, p<.01). How-
ever, neither health training nor teaching
experience was significantly associated with
knowledge, skill, preparedness levels, or atti-
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Table 2. Demographic Information of Survey Respondents

% of Preservice Teachers % of Practicing Teachers

(N=69) (N=144) tudes toward health education, even though
Age Mean= 29.9 (SD=6.96) Mean=41.5 (SD=10.44) significant correlations were observed be-
tween knowledge, skill, and preparedness

Gender . .
Female 855 69.4 levels (p<.01)_. Beliefs and attitudes toward
Male 145 30.6 health educatlop'were only _observgd to be
. moderately positively associated with pre-

Ethnicity paredness level (r=.30, p<.05).
White 79.7 86.8 Practicing teachers. The experiences of
Asian 13.0 104 receiving health education training and

Other 7.3 2.8 . . .

teaching health education were positively
Highest degree correlated with their knowledge and skill
Bachelor 913 72.9 levels, preparedness, and beliefs about
Master 01 25.7 health education, but negatively related to
Certification area satisfaction with curriculum (Table 4). There
Science 5.8 14.6 were also significant positive relationships
Arts 21.7 43.8 between knowledge, skill, preparedness
Health education 0 4.2 levels, and attitudes toward health education
Employment status (p<.01). In contrast, teachers’ satisfaction
Part-time . 11.8 was slightly negatively associated with the
Full-time . 86.8 rest of the dependent variables except for
. knowledge level. The practicing teachers
Health-related training >4 55.6 were also asked to rate the quality and extent
Health-related teaching 17.6 62.5 of health education in their schools. In re-

sponse, 94.4% of teachers acknowledged that
their schools organize health-promoting
activities (e.g., Terry Fox Run, Jump Rope
for Heart), and more than half reported
that their schools allocate a designated
time period for health education (Figure 1).
Furthermore, 68.1% of the teachers reported

Table 3. Inter-Correlations between Outcome
Variables in Preservice Teachers (N=69)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 Health Training -
2 Health Course Teaching  .40*

3 Satisfaction 22 37* that they integrated health into other subject
4 Knowledge .05 .06 .39* ; areas, with three-fifths of these respondents
5 Skill -04 .04 .39* T7* stating that they felt very comfortable with
6 Preparedness 14 16 .39* 39*  .46% the integration, and only 5.8% expressing
7 Beliefs -05 .05 .11 14 .07 307 discomfort with it. This comfort level was

found to be significantly positively cor-
related with their levels of knowledge, skill,
and preparedness, as well as their attitudes
toward health education.

*Significant at the .01 level
'Significant at the .05 level

with the HCE/Planning 10 curriculum in
teaching health education, and overall beliefs
toward health education. Analyses of bivari-
ate relationships were conducted for each
sample among key demographic variables
and dependent variables. One-way ANOVAS
with Scheffe post-hoc comparisons were
also used to determine mean differences in

the above five dependent variables between
preservice and practicing teachers.

Bivariate Correlations

Preservice teachers. As shown in Table
3, preservice teachers’ satisfaction with the
health curricula’s efficacy in helping them
teach health education was found to be sig-
nificantly correlated with their health-course
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Differences between Preservice and
Practicing Teachers

The results of ANOVAs with the five
dependent variables specified previously
(see Table 5) revealed that practicing
teachers exhibited higher levels of skills
than preservice teachers (F(1,188)=4.87,
p<.05); more positive attitudes and beliefs
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Table 4. Inter-Correlations between Outcome Variables in Practicing Teachers (N=144)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1 Health Training -
2 Health Teaching 31* -
3 Integration 241 .16 -
4 Comfortable .16 14 .16 -
5 Allocation .01 -.02 -.07 13
6 Activity 277 14 .07 257 A5
7 Satisfaction =271 -43* -18 A1 18" -.09
8 Knowledge .39* 23* .07 A49* .04 22* -.16
9 Skill .35* .25* 14 46> .03 197 -.20" 91* -
10Preparedness A1* 23* 217 A42* A7t A5 -24*  61*  .61* -
11 Beliefs 25T .20 13 .30* -.09 .10 -221 33* .30 45*
*Significant at the .01 level
'Significant at the .05 level

regarding the importance of health educa-
tion (F(1,211)=59.33, p<.001); and higher
levels of satisfaction with the curricula
(F(1,191)=195.77,p<.001). No other signifi-
cant group difference was detected.

DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study was to assess
the knowledge, skill, and preparedness levels
of both preservice and practicing teachers,
as well as their satisfaction with the curri-
cula and beliefs related to health education
in Canada. Previous literature in this area
mainly employed American samples reflect-
ing the current situation of health educa-
tion in the United States. This study, to our
knowledge, was the first attempt to examine
similar issues in a Canadian context.

Knowledge, Skill, and Preparedness Levels

The data from our study suggests that
in both preservice and practicing teachers,
the higher level of knowledge and skill the
teachers possessed, the more prepared and
competent they felt to teach health education.
Previous studies® showed that after imple-
menting curriculum training for school staff,
statistically significant, positive changes had
occurred in preparedness levels. In contrast,
school staff that did not receive training in
health education showed no improvement
in preparedness for any of the study content
areas. In addition, prior studies?”# showed
that health educators with more training

and experiences in health education were
more competent and confident in fulfilling
their responsibilities.

There is benefit to health education
training for teachers’ level of preparedness,
and teachers should be provided with op-
portunities for such continuing education
initiatives. However, this only applied to our
practicing teacher sample. No significant
correlations were found between health
training and preparedness, skill, or knowl-
edge levels among preservice teachers. \We
speculate that preservice teachers’ lecture
hall training does not automatically trans-
late into real-life classrooms, and practicing
teachers may have the advantage of creating
their own understanding by reflecting on
past experiences and using training oppor-
tunities in new constructivist settings.

As one past study concluded, “The
role of teacher as health educator depends
on their knowledge, their views on the
individual's health responsibility and on
their perceptions of their own influence.”?
Detected significant differences in skill level
between preservice and practicing teachers
may be attributed to more years of practi-
cal experiences among practicing teachers,
who use skills in the classroom and believe
that any such skills would be transferable
in the health classroom regardless of their
discipline. Surprisingly, no difference was
observed regarding knowledge and pre-

paredness levels between preservice and
practicing teachers. This is inconsistent with
prior research using U.S. samples. Teachers
with more experience might be expected to
have higher levels of both knowledge and
skills.®® However, with no health education
certification offered in B.C., along with a
dearth of professional teacher preparation
programs or professional development
workshops related to health education,
individuals tend to have limited exposure
to both preservice and in-service training
opportunities. This leaves us to speculate
that nonsignificant group differences in
knowledge and preparedness stem from
insufficient opportunities for absorbing
knowledge and lack of the pressures typically
associated with certificate acquisition.

Satisfaction with Current Curricula

Preservice teachers with higher levels
of health knowledge and skills felt more
satisfied with the health curricula’s ability
to help them teach health education. They
also considered health education as more
important and imperative in the schools.
These attitudes were not replicated among
practicing teachers, however. The negative
correlations between satisfaction with the
curricula, on the one hand, and knowl-
edge, skill levels, overall preparedness, and
beliefs, on the other, led us to search for
sensible explanations.

Prior background in this field by practic-
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Figure 1. Practicing Teachers’ Ratings of Health Education
in Their School
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Table 5. Means and Standard Deviations of Health Training, Knowl-
edge, Skill, Preparedness, and Beliefs toward Health Education

Measures Practicing Teachers Preservice Teachers F
Knowledge 56.83 (13.96) 56.76 (11.23) .00
Skill 56.54 (14.58) 51.58 (14.39) 4.87*
Preparedness 20.96 (7.23) 22.62 (6.89) 242
Satisfaction 3.8(1.60) 0.65 (1.13) 195.771
Beliefs 43.36 (4.91) 38.13 (4.01) 59.33"

*Significant at the .05 level
'Significant at the .01 level

Note: The numbers in the parentheses are standard deviations.

ing teachers may have been an influential
predictor, prompting teachers to informally
critique the provincial curriculaand, inturn,
producing more negative self-satisfaction
regarding the newly revised innovation. The
teachers’ decrease in curricular satisfaction
could also be attributed to the fact that
their health education background (25.7%
of the practicing teachers already held a
master’s degree when they responded to the
inventory, as opposed to .01% of preservice
teachers) allowed for a greater awareness
that schools cannot affect health through
curriculum alone, and that a whole-school

approach is needed that combines curricu-
lum, environment, and services.** More spe-
cifically, they may have been more likely to
realize that today’s health education should
consist of sequential, skills-based K-12
courses accompanied by interdisciplinary
efforts throughout a whole-school process,
all complemented with coordinated school
health practices.®

In addition, according to the survey on
the sources practicing teachers use to seek
health information and health lesson plan
material, the three most frequent sources
were the internet, in-service workshops, and
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fellow teachers. Health education training,
guest speakers, and health resource manuals
for teachers were ranked the most helpful to
teach health education. However, only 41%
reported that they had adequate materials
and resources to teach health education.
Meanwhile, the three greatest challenges
practicing teachers face are lack of time,
lack of resources, and too much teaching.
Although most of the teachers reported
participation in school-based health ac-
tivities (88%), they did not view these
activities as collaborative efforts to teach
health education or enhance their work, but
rather as isolated and intermittent efforts.
With implementation being a considerable
challenge in of itself, the educational lit-
erature indicates that an innovation is often
modified to fit the program with the school’s
goals, values, and level of training.® To meet
the prescribed learning outcomes (PLOs)
of the B.C. provincial curricula, teachers
reported individually seeking teaching assis-
tance from staff in other disciplines to assist
in the fulfillment of requirements. It could
be that greater participation in fragmented
health teaching and school-based health
activities reinforced a sense of isolation when
confronting perceived curricular barriers. All
of these results assist in identifying perceived
challenges related to the health curriculum,
which influences teacher satisfaction.

Beliefs about Health Education

Our results clearly showed that the higher
a practicing teacher’s levels of knowledge,
skill, and preparedness, the more positively
he/she regarded health education. But this
pattern was not replicated for preservice
teachers, among whom only preparedness
was associated with beliefs. With respect
to the differences between preservice and
practicing teachers, the stronger beliefs
about the importance of health education
in general reported by practicing teachers,
coupled with higher skill levels, indicate that
perhaps these teachers had a greater oppor-
tunity to practice their health-related skills
in the classroom, guided by their individual
health-related beliefs. Alternatively, it is also
possible that practicing teachers’ beliefs may
be strengthened by their health-teaching
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experiences. It may be that prior practical
teaching experiences in health education
by practicing teachers contribute to greater
health literacy levels, thereby influencing
health-related beliefs.

Study Limitations

Limitations to this study should be con-
sidered when examining the results. The
teachers who volunteered to complete the
surveys from the participating schools may
have a greater interest in and/or played a
more active role in health education. It is not
known whether the preservice and practic-
ing teachers answered the survey questions
in a socially desirable manner, which would
represent a threat to internal validity. All of
the teacher surveys and online preservice
surveys (in-class preservice surveys) admin-
istered by the investigators were completed
in the absence of the investigators, creating
room for possible misinterpretations of
questions as well as influential dialogue
among colleagues and/or students. In ad-
dition, the relatively smaller sample size of
preservice teachers (n=69) and the modest
level of reliability of the “attitudes and beliefs
of health education” scale present a caution
to generalize the findings.

TRANSLATION TO HEALTH
EDUCATION PRACTICE

While the purpose of this study was
not to generalize the preparedness of all
practicing and preservice teachers through-
out the country, the findings still offer
importantinput for educators and research-
ers in health education, both nationally
and internationally.

Professional Teacher Programs

One implication arising from the find-
ings pertains to the nature and type of
coursework that a teacher in training should
experience. Exposure to comprehensive
and coordinated school health program
approaches for all preservice teachers is an
option that should be considered during
curriculum design. The link between health
and learning has long been recognized,
and increasing teachers’ self-perceptions of
preparedness has important implications
for creating healthy school communities.

In addition, offering teacher practica that
involve opportunities for preservice teachers
to deliver health content in their respec-
tive disciplines as well as pedagogy-based
concepts to develop teacher health literacy
is important to help create health-promot-
ing schools. Furthermore, this study raises
the question of the need and practicality
of integrating mandatory health education
training in all professional teacher prepara-
tion programs. Prospective teachers would
greatly benefit from one or more required
courses in health education. Professional
accreditation bodies in Canada should estab-
lish such courses as a requirement in order
to ensure standardized content, skills, and
objectives, similar to what governing bodies
in the United States have already instituted
(e.g., NCHEC, SOPHE, AAHE, NCATE).
These study findings reinforce the need for
the initial development and implementa-
tion of national health educator roles and
competencies guidelines as a basis for use
within undergraduate, professional prepara-
tion, and graduate programs to guide and
promote promising practices. This also
reminds the boards of NCHEC, SOPHE, and
AAHE of their recent significant milestones
regarding the verification of entry- and
master-level health education responsibili-
ties, competencies, and subcompetencies as
a result of the National Health Educator
Competencies Update Project®—a reflec-
tion of their ongoing dedication to quality
assurance in professional preparation and
practice of health educators.

Health Curricula Reform

If health education is to continue its
increase in acceptance and importance in
B.C. and the rest of the nation, there is a
need to evaluate recent curricula as part of
the comprehensive and coordinated school
health program reform and school improve-
ment efforts. An ongoing evaluation of the
newly revised B.C. Ministry of Education
curricula and teachers’ use of the curricula
is an important component of this rela-
tionship. Process evaluation can be useful
to document, monitor, and assess progress
toward the new curricula in conjunction
with a health-promoting school program,
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and to identify supports and barriers to
completion of the program among all of its
participants.® Few Canadian studies have
explored the health curriculain contextand
in relation to teachers, students, and school
communities. Similar to studies conducted
in the United States using the School Health
Education Profile (SHEP)®—wherein prin-
cipal and health teacher questionnaires were
developed by the Division of Adolescent
and School Health, the National Center for
Chronic Disease Prevention and Health Pro-
motion, and the Centers for Disease Con-
trol and Prevention in collaboration with
representatives of state, local, regional, and
national departments of health and educa-
tion—provinces and territories throughout
Canada could benefit from a pan-Canadian
mechanism. Conducting a thorough data
analysis that includes teachers’ views could
help determine the extent to which gaps
exist in school health education and how
local, regional, or national collaborations
and policies could address such gaps through
curricula, preservice and professional de-
velopment, and community engagement.
This isimportant because formal evaluation
studies of health education programs con-
clude that effective curricula implemented
by well-prepared teachers can reduce risky
behaviors among youths.® Furthermore,
process evaluation can be employed within
a school to document the level or extent of
dissemination of a new health education
curriculum or the quality of a school-wide
interdisciplinary effort to identify barri-
ers that teachers have encountered while
implementing a given curriculum.® Future
directions regarding the design, implemen-
tation, and evaluation of health curricula
in provinces, territories, and states merit
attention for ongoing research as an im-
portant component in the larger notion of
health-promoting schools.

In-Service Programs

This study shows a disconnect between
teachers’ satisfaction with the role of the
current health curriculum in relation to
higher levels of self-reported knowledge,
skills, preparedness, and beliefs regarding
the importance of health education. These
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findings suggest that the B.C. Ministry of
Education may want to revisit its curricular
design and offer in-service programs to
teachers to disseminate resources and assist
with the implementation and evaluation
processes of their mandated curriculum
packages. Although practicing teachers
reported higher skill levels and exhib-
ited stronger beliefs about health education
than preservice teachers, results indicated
that no significant group differences were
found in knowledge or preparedness levels.
Ongoing school-wide professional develop-
ment opportunities could be offered for
teachers in recognized areas that tend to be
problematic and marked for improvement,
toward the goal of increasing levels for pre-
paredness to specific school contexts.

Health-Promoting Schools

Teacher preparation programs should
provide opportunities for preservice teach-
ers to become health-literate practicing
teachers who feel qualified and competent
to participate in a comprehensive and coor-
dinated school health program. In-service
workshops should continue to advocate
the importance of a school-wide interdis-
ciplinary approach that fosters cooperation
between individuals, families, and com-
munity members. As each provincial/ter-
ritorial health and education ministry has
jointly named a school health coordinator
and agreed on a mutual approach to school
health, itisimperative that introductions are
made and relationships are formed with uni-
versities, research networks, school districts,
local health authorities, and appropriate
organizations in the field to synchronize
and coordinate efforts. Due to the increase
in recognition of school/community-wide
and culturally relevant population health
approaches in B.C. and beyond, systemic
capacity-building is gradually strengthening
between provincial/territorial jurisdictions
in both education and health ministries
(and their local agencies) and the developing
university teacher training programs that
integrate health-promoting schools. This
may underscore to other nations the im-
portance of participation as communities
of practice in the delivery of programs,

activities, and services that serve our ethno-
cultural society in local contexts.

CONCLUSION

This study investigated practicing and
preservice teachers’ self-perceptions and
preparedness to teach health education in
British Columbia K-12 classrooms and the
factors related to individual perceptions of
preparedness. The findings reinforce the no-
tion that teacher training in health education
isan important component in enhancing the
knowledge, skills, preparedness, and beliefs
that support health-related curriculaand the
competence to teach school health education.
Further provincial/territorial and national
studies could provide additional data to local
Canadian studies such as this one.

Canada is rethinking health education.
Today, the changing face of health educa-
tion reflects a renewed attention to student
and teacher health literacy and broadening
school and community partnerships to meet
the needs of diverse ethno-cultural societies.
Standards-based health education in the
United States is a mechanism that uses the
alignment of instruction, curriculum, and
assessment to promote both student and
teacher health literacy. Given the lack of
similar national standards in Canada, uni-
versity professional preparation programs
could develop and implement a framework
that is appropriate for their context and
useful for both standards-based learning
and teaching.

With a growing interest in the link be-
tween health and learning and producing
qualified health educators, a national Ca-
nadian study could provide further insight
into the need for professional organizations
to partner with the health education disci-
pline. Thisin turn could create and promote
health-related standards and verify roles
for health educators similar to NCHEC,
SOPHE, AAHE, and NCATE in the United
States. Hopefully, this study will contribute
to research dialogue and advocacy regarding
effective teaching and changing the nature
of preservice and in-service training to re-
flect the broader notion of creating healthy
school communities. A further examina-
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tion of teacher preparedness, professional
teacher preparation, effective school health
education programs, and health-promot-
ing schools is needed to increase account-
ability, enhance the nation’s commitment
to well-being, and support our ambition to
collaboratively improve the health status of
all individuals.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

This study was supported by a President’s
Research Grant (PRG) from the authors’
institution.

REFERENCES

1. Parker JT. School-Based Sex Education; A
New Millennium Update. (Digest No. EDO-SP-
2—1-10). Washington, DC: ERIC Clearinghouse
on Teaching and Teacher Education; 2001; ED
460 130.

2. US. Department of Health and Human
Services. Healthy People 2010. McLean, VA: In-
ternational Medical Publishing; 2000.

3. Peterson F, Cooper R, Laird J. Enhancing
teacher health literacy in school health promo-
tion: a vision for the new millennium. J Sch
Health. 2001;71:138-144.

4. British Columbia Ministry of Education.
Health Promoting Schools: Background Paper for
the Health-Promoting Schools Forum, Vancouver,
BC. 2005. Available at: http://www.bced.gov.
bc.ca/health/background.pdf. Accessed Decem-
ber 14, 2006.

5. Health Canada. Toward a Healthy Future:
Second Report on the Health of Canadians. Sep-
tember 1999. Available at: http://www.phac-aspc.
gc.ca/ph-sp/phdd/report/toward/report.html.
Accessed August 20, 2007.

6. McGinnis JM. Health problems of children
and youth: a challenge for schools. Health Educ
Q. 1981;8(1):11-14.

7. World Health Organization, Expert Com-
mittee on Comprehensive School Health Educa-
tion and Promotion. Promoting Health through
Schools. Geneva; 1997.

8. Canadian Association for School Health.
Consensus Statement on Comprehensive School
Health. 2007. Available at: http://www.school-
file.com/cash/consensus.htm. Accessed January
24,2007.

9. Canadian Public Health Association.




292

Public Health Goals for Canada: Background
for a Discussion. 2005. Available at: http://www.
healthycanadians.ca/PDF/BkgrndDisc.pdf. Ac-
cessed January 4, 2007.

10. WHO Ottawa Charter for Health Promo-
tion. Health Promotion. 1986;1(4):iii-v.

11. Joint Consortium of School Health.
Introduction to Comprehensive School Health
Promotion/Health Promoting Schools. Available at:
http://www.jcsh-cces.ca/index.asp?Page=Intro_
SH. Accessed December 19, 2006.

12. British Columbia Ministry of Education.
Health and Career Education: Considerations
for Program Delivery. Available at: http://www.
bced.gov.bc.ca/irp/program_delivery/hce.htm.
Accessed November 20, 2006.

13. Myers-Clack SA, Christopher SE. Ef-
fectiveness of a health course at influencing
preservice teachers’ perceptions toward teaching
health. J Sch Health. 2001;71:462-467.

14. Maes L, Lievens J. Can the school make a
difference? a multilevel analysis of adolescent risk
and health behavior. Soc Sci Med. 2003;56:517-
529.

15. Mukoma W, Flisher AJ. Evaluations of
health promoting schools: a review of nine stud-
ies. Health Promotion Int. 2004;19:357-368.

16. Veugelers PJ, Fitzgerald A. Effectiveness
of school programs in preventing childhood
obesity: a multilevel comparison. Am J Public
Health. 2005:95:432-435

17. Ubbes VA, Randall R, Aushermann JA.
Professional preparation of elementary teachers
in Ohio: status of K-6 health education. J Sch
Health. 1999;6:17-22.

18. St. Leger L. Schools, health literacy and
public health: possibilities and challenges. Health

Promotion Int. 2001;16(2):197-205.

19. Rabak-Wagener J. Challenge and con-
text in school health education. J Sch Health.
2003;73:251.

20. Kikbusch 1. Improving health literacy
in the European Union: towards a Europe of
informed and active health citizens. Presentation
delivered at the European Health Forum Gastein,
October 2004.

21. Leurs M et al. Developing of a collabora-
tion model to improve school health promo-
tion in the Netherlands. Health Promotion Int.
2005;20(3):296-305.

22. Lister-Sharp D, Chapman S, Swoden A.
Health promoting schools and health promotion
in schools: two systematic reviews. Health Tech
Assessment. 1999;3(22):1-219.

23. Tompkins NO, Kamal M, and Chapman
D. The West Virginia health education assessment
project. J Sch Health. 2005;75:193-198.

24. McBride N, Midford R, Cameron I. An
Emperica model for health promotion: the West-
ern Australia school health promotion model.
Health Promotion Int. 1999;14(1):17-25.

25. National Foundation for Educational
Research. A Survey of Health Education Policies
in Schools. London: Health Education Author-
ity; 1993.

26. Hausman A, Ruzek S. Implementation
of comprehensive school health education in
elementary schools: focus on teacher concerns.
J Sch Health. 1995;65:81-86.

27.Jacobs WJ, Wylie WE. Who teaches health
education in Texas secondary schools? J Sch
Health. 1995;65:365-368.

28.Vamos S. Experiences of beginning health
educators and changes in their high school stu-

Sandra Vamos and Mingming Zhou

dents’ health behaviors and attitudes. Health Educ
Behav. 2007; 34:376-389.

29. Kermode A. Attitudes and influences.
Nursing Mirror.1985;161:46-48.

30. WHO Expert Committee on Comprehen-
sive School Health and Promotion. Promoting
Health through Schools. (WHO Technical Report
870). Geneva; 1995.

31.Vamos S. Creating a Healthy School Using
the Healthy School Report Card Canada. Alexan-
dria, VA: ASCD; 2006.

32.MacDonald M, Green L. Reconciling con-
ceptand context: the dilemma of implementation
in school-based health promotion. Health Educ
Behav. 2001;28:749-768.

33. Marx E, Hudson N, Deal TB, Pateman B,
Middleton D. Promoting health literacy through
the health education assessment project. J Sch
Health. 2007;77:157-163.

34. Lohrmann D, Blake SM, Windsor R,
Sawyer R. Process Evaluation Manual Coordinated
School Health Program Infrastructure Develop-
ment. Atlanta, GA: Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention; 1997.

35. University of Wisconsin-Madison Com-
prehensive Cancer Center. 2002 Wisconson
School Health Education Public Report. Available
at: http://www.dpistate.wi.us/dip/dlsea/sspw/
df/02shep.pdf. Accessed December 24, 2006.

36. Lohrman D, Wooley S. Comprehensive
school health education. In: Marx E, Wooley S,
Northrop D, eds. Health Is Academic: A Guide to
Coordinated School Health Programs. New York:
Teachers College Press; 1998:43-178.

37. Lohrmann D. Process evaluation for
school health professionals. J Sch Health.
2006;76:154-155.

American Journal of Health Education — September/October 2007, Volume 38, No. 5



