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Summary

Home economics and health teachers are to be found in many parts of the world. They teach students
about food in relation to its nutritional, safety and environmental properties. The effects of such teach-
ing might be expected to be reflected in the food knowledge of adults who have undertaken school edu-
cation in these areas. This study examined the food knowledge associations of school home economics
and health education among Australian adults. Two separate online surveys were conducted nation-
wide among 2022 (November 2011) and 2146 Australian adults (November-December 2012). True/
false and multiple choice questions in both surveys were used to assess nutrition, food safety and envir-
onmental knowledge. Knowledge scores were constructed and compared against respondents’ experi-
ence of school health or home economics education via multiple regression analyses. The results from
both studies showed that home economics (and similar) education was associated with higher levels of
food knowledge among several age groups. The associations of home economics education with food
knowledge differed across several Australian states and recall of home economics themes differed
across the age groups. These findings suggest that home economics education may bring about
long-lasting learning of food knowledge. Further research is required, however, to confirm the findings
and to test the causal influence of home economics education on adults’ food knowledge.
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INTRODUCTION

with growing interest in food literacy education (Vidgen

Food in all its forms plays a central role in all cultures of
the world. It is central to the global debates relating to
human health such as the prevention and amelioration
of obesity and metabolic disease (Moodie et al., 2013)
and environmental sustainability (Khan et al., 2009).
As part of these debates, there have been calls for greater
education of the population about food matters
(Lichtenstein and Ludwig, 2010), especially about the dis-
semination of food preparation skills (Weaver-Hightower,
2011; Department for Education, 2013). This is associated

and Gallegos, 2014) and includes the knowledge required
by citizens to lead active healthy lives.

Although for the past three or four decades food
education has not been at the forefront of educational ac-
tivity, it has demonstrable utility. For example, Wardle
et al. showed that people with high levels of nutrition
knowledge were 23 times more likely to consume the re-
commended amounts of fruit and vegetables on a daily
basis (Wardle et al., 2000). Other research has shown
that people who learn cooking skills are more likely to
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consume healthy foods (Brown and Hermann, 2005;
Clifford et al., 2009; Bukhari et al., 2011). Nevertheless,
home economics, which is the key discipline for the dis-
semination of food skills and knowledge and is the only
subject area that focuses on everyday life and meeting
basic needs in the school curriculum (Smith and De
Zwart, 2010), disappeared from many educational curric-
ula two or three decades ago or has been replaced by food
technology or more ‘scientific’ subjects (Goldstein, 2012).
Some forms of food knowledge have survived in school
health courses such as nutrition, though even this has
tended to focus on single nutrients (Jacobs and Tapsell,
2007), often completely failing to deal with more relevant
forms of nutrition knowledge required to cope with the
metabolic disease epidemic.

A report from the UK Cabinet Office in 2008, however,
marks a renewal of emphasis on food issues (UK Cabinet
Office, 2008). The report noted that food is integral to
environmental and agricultural policy, health and safety
and social and foreign policy. A key point made in the re-
port is that an integrated approach to food is required in
which there is understanding of the multifaceted roles of
food in daily life and in national and international affairs.
Thorough and wide knowledge of food is usually provided
in home economics curricula to enable future citizens
to choose safe and healthy foods that do not harm their
families, other humans or animals and the environment
(Smith and De Zwart, 2010).

Recently, there has been a renewal of interest in
school food education. For example, the Department
for Education in the UK has recently mandated compul-
sory cooking education for all children between 8 and
14 years (Department for Education, 2013). For this
movement to progress further, several questions need to
be answered.

(1) Which types of food education do citizens require?
We have conducted a series of studies of experts and citi-
zens to answer this question (available from the authors,
Worsley et al., 2013). Most consumers suggest a mix of to-
pics involving both the dissemination of skills and declara-
tive knowledge relating to several areas such as nutrition
and health, food safety, sustainable environments, mar-
keting, planning and preparation of meals and a number
of ethical issues (e.g. the treatment of animals in food pro-
duction). These topics were reviewed in detail in the
Labelling Logic report published by the Australian
Government in 2011 (Blewett et al., 2011).

(2) What are the influences on people’s food knowl-
edge? There has been relatively little examination of this
question. Most of the evidence to date focuses on demo-
graphic associations of various forms of nutrition knowl-
edge. Six studies suggest that women know more about

nutrition than men (Hendrie et al., 2008; Ozcelik and
Ucar, 2008; Grimes et al., 2009; Lin and Yen, 2010; Lin
etal.,2011; Choui et al., 2012). The relationship of nutri-
tion knowledge with age is more uncertain: five studies
have shown them to be positively related (Berg et al.,
2002; Hendrie et al., 2008; Grimes et al., 2009; Kresic
etal.,2009; Lin and Yen, 2010), two found negative asso-
ciations (Hendrie et al., 2008; Dickson-Spillman and
Siergrist, 2010), Bakhotmah (Bakhotmah, 2012) and
Charlton et al. (Charlton et al., 2010) found no associa-
tions, and Wardle et al. (Wardle et al., 2000) found that
middle-aged people had the highest level of knowledge.
Four studies have shown that duration of education is
positively related to nutrition knowledge (Hendrie et al.,
2008; Dickson-Spillman and Siergrist, 2010; Lin and
Yen, 2010); however, Grimes et al. found no association
(Grimes et al., 2009).

There has been little examination of other areas of food
knowledge though it might be expected that similar demo-
graphic trends might apply. One recent study we con-
ducted of Australians’ basic knowledge of Australian
agriculture revealed generally low levels of knowledge
and few gender, educational differences, although knowl-
edge did increase with age (Worsley et al., 2014). If similar
weak demographic associations are shown to apply to
other areas of food knowledge, then it would be possible,
for example, to focus communication efforts on demo-
graphic groups that have lower levels of knowledge.

(3) Does school education influence adults’ food
knowledge? The little amount of research into this ques-
tion mirrors the generally low priority given to food edu-
cation, despite the major physical, temporal and human
resources expended in school education in health and re-
lated curricula. To date, we have identified only one re-
port, from Ireland, which showed that home economics
education was associated with higher food safety knowl-
edge in adulthood (McCarthy et al., 2007). Probably
most people assume that school education imparts long-
lasting knowledge, but does it do so when it comes to
food knowledge? A closely related question is: Do the
different food-related curricula directed by different
regional education authorities result in higher levels and
different types of food knowledge among adults?

The main aims of this article, therefore, are to inves-
tigate the last two questions above, specifically:

(i) The influences on various forms of food knowledge in
adults, including likely demographic influences, as
well as the possible influence of health or home eco-
nomics education at school. Based on the literature
cited above, we expected that age, female gender, dur-
ation of education and the presence of children under
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18 years of age in the household will be associated
with higher levels of knowledge. We also expected
that health or home economics education would also
be associated with greater levels of food knowledge
since these are the main subjects in the school curric-
ulum that communicate about food issues.

(i) Whether the different curricula taught in the States of
Australia bring about different types and levels of knowl-
edge in adults. For many decades, the Australian States
have designed and taught their own health- and
food-related curricula, though there appears to have
been a shift about 20 years ago towards food technol-
ogy (Henry, 1990; Williams, 1994). Nevertheless, we
expected that State differences might be associated
with different types and levels of knowledge.

METHODS

Sampling and administration

Two studies were conducted in Australia as part of two
online surveys of the adult population. The first survey
was conducted in November 2011 (2 =2022) and the se-
cond in November and December in 2012 (nz=2146).
Both surveys were based on quota samples in which the
gender, age and education groups were represented to
match their proportions in the Australian population
(Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2012; Table 1). The par-
ticipants in each survey were selected from the Global
Market Insights (GMI) research database and invited to
participate via email. The GMI research database includes
individuals who have voluntarily enrolled themselves

Table 1: The demographic and education characteristics
of the respondents in Studies 1 and 2

Food survey
2011
total 7=2022

Food survey
2012
total n=2146

Age (years) 43.6 (14.2) 45.9 (16.1)
Male (%) 1019 (50.4%) 1008 (47%)
Female (%) 1003 (49.6%) 1138 (53%)
Percentage who studied 1088 (53.8%) 898 (41.8%)

health or home economics
at school (%)

Presence of children under 678 (33.5%) 672 (31.3%)
18 years of age in the
household (%)

Percentage with university 639 (31.6%) 769 (35.8%)

education (%)

All values are presented as percentages except for mean (s.d.) for age.

to take part in surveys in return for reward points.
Participants who agreed to be involved in the research
were emailed a link to an online Food and Health
Concerns Survey. Both surveys used cross-sectional de-
signs and were part of a larger project examining the
predictors of Australian consumers’ food knowledge.

GMI recruits its panels by using a mixture of methods
including opt-in email, co-registration, e-newsletter cam-
paigns, search engine marketing and traditional banner
placements. A variety of checks are used to ensure the
quality of the survey data. These include confirmation of
email addresses and locations, various fraud-screening
measures and the barring of previously rejected respondents.

Ethics permission was granted by the Deakin University
Faculty of Health Human Ethics Committee (HEAG-H127:
2011 and HEAG-H137 2012).

Study 1 questionnaire

The Food Knowledge Survey 2011 was designed to exam-
ine how much Australian adults know about the compo-
nents of a healthy diet, the nutrient content and health
consequences of foods, safe food practices and a variety
of environmental and ethical food issues such as animal
welfare and climate change. The questionnaire included
the following items.

Nutrition knowledge

Twenty-six items were arranged in four broad sets relating
to knowledge of nutrition recommendations, nutrition
composition, nutrition function and food label knowl-
edge. Four choice and true/false response formats were
used. The responses were recoded as true or false (1, 0)
answers through reference to a previous validation study
conducted by us (available from the corresponding
author) as well as previous published studies. Nutrition
recommendation, nutrition composition, nutrition func-
tion and food label knowledge scores were derived by
summing the totals of correct answers for each section
and then dividing by the number of items in each section.
A total nutrition knowledge score was then derived by
summing the nutrition recommendations, nutrition com-
position, nutrition function and food label knowledge
scores (Table 2).

Food safety knowledge

Similar to the nutrition knowledge scores above, a food
safety knowledge score was derived by summing the cor-
rect/false recoded responses across the seven food safety
items (Worsley et al., 2013; Table 2).
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Environmental and ethical knowledge

Again as for the previous forms of knowledge, the re-
sponses to the 31 items in this section were recoded and
summed to yield an environmental and ethical knowledge
score (Table 2). Full details of all the food knowledge items
used in Studies 1 and 2 are available from the authors.

Demographic and background information

The demographic characteristics of the respondents were
assessed by questions about gender (coded as 1=male
and female=2), age (a continuous variable but also
coded into age bands 1=18-29, 2=30=39, 3=40-49,
4=50-59, 5 =60 and above), educational background
(1=Year 11 or less, 2 = Completed Year 12, 3 = TAFE
or trade qualification, 4 = University qualification), home
economics/health studies completed at school (1 =no,
2 =yes) and presence of children under 18 years of age
in the respondent’s household (coded as 1 =no, 2 = yes;
Table 1).

Study 2 questionnaire

The Food Knowledge Survey 2012 was similar to that of
Study 1. The knowledge scores were calculated and coded
using the same procedures as those of the Study 1; how-
ever, because other predictive variables were included
in this study (Farragher, unpublished, available from
the authors), the number of knowledge items was reduced
though those included were the same as in Study 1. Thus,
there were 19 items about nutritional knowledge, 5 items
relating to food safety and 6 environmental knowledge
items. The scores derived from the 2012 survey included
nutrition recommendation, nutrition composition, nutri-
tion function, food safety and environmental knowledge
scores. A total nutrition knowledge score was then derived
by summing the nutrition recommendations, nutrition
composition and nutrition function scores (Table 2).

No food label knowledge scores were calculated for
the 2012 survey. Demographic and background informa-
tion was also coded in a similar manner to Study 1 with
the exception of three new questions: Did you study
home economics or a similar subject at secondary school
(e.g. domestic science, food technology, etc.)? (no=2,
yes = 1,1 can’t remember = 3), and, what do you remember
most about this subject in school? Recipes (coded as 1),
cooking techniques, e.g. how to simmer or sauté (coded
as 2), safety in the kitchen (coded as 3), preparation tech-
niques, e.g. measuring, dicing (coded as 4), budgeting
(coded as 5), something else (coded as 6) and did you
learn about food-related topics (e.g. nutrition, diet and
health relationships, environmental impact of food pro-
duction) in any other subjects at school? (no =2, yes=1).

Data analysis

All statistical procedures were conducted via SPSS version
21 (SPSS, 2012). The demographic and home economics
study characteristics of the respondents to both surveys
were summarized by frequency counts (Table 1). The
percentages of respondents who answered each item
correctly were also calculated (available from the corre-
sponding author). Stepwise multiple regressions were
carried out on each of the knowledge scores in Studies 1
and 2 with age, gender, educational level, presence/ab-
sence of children under 18 years of age in the household,
and school health or home economics as predictor vari-
ables (Table 2). These were repeated within each age
band (18-29, 30-39, 40-49, 50-59, 60 years and over)
and State (Tables 3 and 4). Finally, Study 2 respondents’
recall of the topics they had learned from their home eco-
nomics education was compared in a cross-tabulation
analysis (Table 5).

RESULTS

Participants in both surveys were of similar ages (Table 1),
but fewer nominated that they had studied home econom-
ics or a similar subject in the 2012 survey. About one-third
of the respondents in both surveys had one or more chil-
dren under 18 living with them. Similarly, approximately
one-third of the respondents were university graduates.
The genders were approximately equally represented in
both surveys.

The results of the multiple regression analyses of the
knowledge scores across the two studies were similar, al-
lowing for the smaller number of items and the narrower
definition of home economics (which did not include
health) in Study 2. The amounts of variance explained
by the predictors in Study 1 were generally higher than
that in Study 2. Age was positively associated with all of
the knowledge scores in both studies. Gender was positively
associated with all the scores except Food Label knowl-
edge and Food Safety knowledge and negatively with
Environmental and Ethics knowledge in Study 2, and
Food Label knowledge in Study 2. Overall, women tended
to know more about nutrition and safety issues than men.
General education was also positively linked to most
scores in both studies except for Food Label knowledge
and Environmental and Ethics knowledge in Study 2.

In both studies, respondents who had undertaken
home economics at school recalled more about food issues
than those who had not (Table 2). The findings in Study 2,
which focused on school home economics education, were
similar to those in Study 1, which focused on school health
or home economics education. The size of the regression
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Table 5: Percentages of respondents across age groups who remembered aspects of their home economics education in

Study 2 (2012)

Study 2, 2012 Age groups
18-29, % (N) 30-39, % (N) 40-49, % (N) 50-59, % (N) 60 and over, % (N)
What do you remember most about home economics at school?
Recipes 22.9 (24) 18.7 (36) 18.4 (38) 17.3 (32) 11.5 (24)
Cooking techniques 10.5 (11) 23.3 (45) 28.0 (58) 37.3(69) 39.4 (82)
Preparation techniques 21.9 (23) 21.2 (41) 24.6 (51) 19.5 (36) 24.5 (51)
Cooking and preparation 32.4 (34) 44.5 (86) 52.6 (109) 66.8 (105) 63.9 (133)
Safety in the kitchen 34.3 (36) 20.2 (39) 11.6 (24) 8.1 (15) 10.1 (21)
Budgeting 1(1) 6.7 (13) 4.8 (10) 3.2 (6) 4.3 (9)
Something else 5 (10) 9.8 (19) 12.6 (26) 14.6 (27) 10.1 (21)
72 (P) 83. 343 (0.001)

coefficients associated with school health or home eco-
nomics education in Study 1 was similar to those asso-
ciated with gender, greater than those associated with
general education or the presence of children but less
than the relationships between age and food knowledge.
In Study 2, similar relationships were observed though
the size of the associations of home economics was smaller
than those associated with demographic variables (Table 2).

The regression analyses of the home economics/health
studies associations with the various scores by age group
were similar between the two studies, with the relation-
ships generally being smaller in Study 2 (Table 3).
Overall, the findings suggest that people up to age 50
who had undertaken home economics education tended
to have higher scores on most of the scales. Total nutrition
knowledge and environmental and ethical knowledge
appeared to extend to the age of 60 (‘over sixties’).

The comparisons across the larger States of Australia
showed some distinct differences, especially in Study 1
with regard to the higher regression coefficients observed
among respondents who had been educated in Western
Australia (Table 4). This trend was not repeated for
South Australia in Study 2, but the Western Australian
regression coefficients appear to be larger than those
associated with the other States as in Study 1. Within
the findings for each State, it is clear that some regression
coefficients were larger than others. For example, in Study
1 the Victorian results show that nutrition function
knowledge, nutrition recommendations knowledge and
food label knowledge were associated with bigger differ-
ences between home economics educated and non-home
economics educated respondents than the other scores
(Table 4). In Study 2, however, these differences were
attenuated.

In Study 2, an additional question was included: What
do you remember most about home economics at school?

The greatest number of respondents chose cooking techni-
ques (39.4%, Table 5) followed by preparation techniques
(24.5%), with budgeting being the least recalled (4.3%).
There were major differences in the age groups’ recall of
cooking techniques. Almost four times as many respon-
dents aged 60 and over recalled cooking techniques com-
pared with those aged 18-29 years (Table 5). In contrast,
over three times as many 18-29-year olds compared with
the over sixties recalled safety in the kitchen (Table 1). No
statistically significant differences in recalls were asso-
ciated with either State of residence or the presence of ab-
sence of children under 18 years in the household. Ninety
respondents mentioned other things they remembered
about their HE courses. Sixteen remembered all the listed
topics, 28 reported they could not remember anything, 13
mentioned cooking or sewing, 4 recalled food manufac-
turing or farming, 17 had negative memories either
being bored or disliking the teacher and 12 mentioned
miscellaneous topics.

DISCUSSION

The demographic characteristics of the two samples were
similar. The findings of greater nutrition and safety knowl-
edge among women and the generally greater knowledge
of older and higher educated people are consistent with
those from previous studies (gender: 18, 19, 20, 21, 22,
23; age: 19, 20, 21, 24, 25; education: 20, 21, 27, 28).
These findings support the external validity of the two
studies. The lower standardized regression coefficients ob-
served in Study 2 may be a consequence of the lesser num-
ber of items making up the knowledge scores in that study.

The findings from both studies strongly suggest that
health or home economics education is related to the vari-
ous forms of food knowledge. The replication of the find-
ings from Study 1 by the shorter scores from Study 2
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suggests that these relationships are fairly stable between
samples, and the size of the relationships appears similar
to those associated with general education and the pres-
ence of children in the household. The interpretation of
these findings, however, requires caution. At face value,
the results suggest that home economics (or similar) edu-
cation may result in people having food knowledge than
those who have not undergone such education. Given
the content of home economics education, this is an entire-
ly reasonable explanation. However, other explanations
of these correlations may be equally plausible. For ex-
ample, respondents who were more interested in food
and health matters may have selected to undertake these
forms of education or may have been more attentive to
the information provided in the various courses they
undertook.

Furthermore, the respondents may have continued to
learn about food and health interests throughout life
because of their interest in these areas. Longitudinal or
experimental approaches are required to clarify the direc-
tion of the home economics—food knowledge relationships
observed in these studies. Nevertheless, the findings do
suggest that home economics education may have effects
on people’s food knowledge long after their schooling
has been completed. To our knowledge, only McCarthy
et al.’s study of Irish students’ food safety knowledge has
shown similar links with home economics education
(McCarthy et al., 2007).

The observation that people who had undertaken
home economics education at school had higher levels of
various types of food knowledge than others many years
afterwards (Table 3) suggests that this form of education
may have long-term effects. Again, this may be due, at
least in part, to a prior interest in food and health matters,
but it is consistent with the notion that home economics,
with its high relevance to daily life issues and practices,
communicates learning for a lifetime. Again, more inves-
tigation is required in future studies to examine, for ex-
ample, the reasons for some types of knowledge having
greater longevity than others (Table 3) and whether home
economics education ‘primes’ people to continue learning
about food and health issues after they have left school.
Cardemil et al’s work on the skills required to recover
from failures in Philadelphia school children suggests that
the provision of skills during education enables people to
learn from their mistakes and experiences to develop skills
(Cardemil et al., 2007). Similar skills development may
occur in food transformation processes such as cooking,
the provision of basic skills during education, allowing
people to continue to develop them during their lives.

The State comparisons shown in Table 4 provide some
evidence to suggest that local conditions may affect

respondents’ food knowledge. Both Western Australia
and South Australia in Study 1 displayed stronger associa-
tions of home economics education with several forms of
food knowledge. This was only partially replicated in
Study 2, where the associations among the Western
Australian group of respondents were generally higher
than among the other respondents. One possible explan-
ation may be differences in the content of the home eco-
nomics curricula taught in the States or differences
between the ways these curricula were taught, though des-
pite searches of the Australian home economics literature
and discussion with experienced home economics educa-
tors, these remain elusive. Although these associations
were not very stable between the studies ( perhaps because
of the use of differing knowledge measures), they lend sup-
port to the view that home economics education results in
higher levels of food knowledge.

Further evidence about the likely effects of home eco-
nomics education was provided by the respondents in
Study 2, who were asked what they remembered from
their school home economics subjects (Table 5). The two
major age group differences in these reports suggest that
over the last 40 years, cooking skills have become less sa-
lient and food safety more salient. This appears to mirror
the changes which have taken place in home economics
curricula during this time (Curriculum Corporation,
1996). This again supports the view that home economics
teaching has long-term effects on food knowledge.

Implications for teaching

These findings support the influence of home economics
curricula on the general population of consumers over
several decades. They provide some evidence to support
the maintenance and extension of home economics teach-
ing in Australian schools. The age group differences in re-
called learning (Table 5) suggest that the shift towards
food technology that occurred in the curriculum
20 years ago may have weakened the emphasis on cooking
and preparation in favour of safety issues, though this
might also be a result of the drift towards risk aversion
in Anglo societies (Furedi, 2005). Overall, the State and
age group differences in food knowledge and the differ-
ences in the recall of home economics learning between
the age groups suggest that home economics teaching
has lasting effects.

Limitations and further research

These two studies have several limitations that influence
the interpretation of these findings. First, they were cross-
sectional studies and, as noted above, causal attributions
cannot be made from them alone. Further examination
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of the influence of home economics teaching on food
knowledge and skills is required. A longitudinal monitor-
ing study of a representative sample of students over 10 or
20 years or longer would help establish the causal role of
home economics education. Alternatively, randomized
control trials of home economics programmes with long-
term follow-ups may provide similar evidence in a shorter
time. A second limitation lies in the nature of the food
knowledge scores. Although these were composed of vali-
dated items, they could be improved. In particular, more
environmental knowledge items are required. Further,
the relevance of the items to individuals’ lives needs to
be assessed. For example, several food safety items to do
with the cleaning of chopping boards may be redundant
with changes in the meat supply, chopped meat being
readily available for cooking (Wills et al., 2013). The on-
line quota samples might restrict the generalizability of the
findings although the replication of the findings across the
two studies suggests this was not a serious problem.

CONCLUSIONS

The two studies confirmed the associations of age, gender
and general educational status with various forms of food
knowledge. They also showed that home economics (and
similar) education was associated with higher levels of
food knowledge among several age groups. The differen-
tial influence of home economics education between
States, and the differential recall of home economics
themes across age groups, suggests that different curricula
have different effects on food knowledge. Overall, sub-
stantial evidence suggests that home economics education
brings about long-term changes in food knowledge.
Further research is required to confirm and extend these
findings.

FUNDING

This research was supported by an Australian Research
Council Discovery grant (DP1094493).

REFERENCES

Australian Bureau of Statistics (2012) 2011 Census QuickStats.
Australian Bureau of Statistics. http://[www.censusdata.
abs.gov.au/census_services/getproduct/census/2011/quickstat/0
(retrieved 15 April 2014).

Bakhotmah B. A. (2012) Nutritional knowledge and desire to
change of food preferences among Saudi women in
Jeddah, Saudi Arabia. Ecology of Food and Nutrition, 51,
313-328.

Berg M. C., Jonsson L., Conner M. T., Lissner L. (2002) Relation
between breakfast food choices and knowledge of dietary
fat and fiber among Swedish schoolchildren. Journal of
Adolescent Health, 31, 199-207.

Blewett N., Goddard N., Pettigrew S., Reynolds C., Yeatman H.
(2011) Review of Food Labelling Law and Policy: Labelling
Logic Report. Commonwealth of Australia, Canberra.

Brown B. J., Hermann J. R. (2005) Cooking classes increase fruit and
vegetable intake and food safety behaviors in youth and adults.
Journal of Nutrition Education and Bebavior, 37, 104-105.

Bukhari A., Fredericks L., Wylie-Rosett J. (2011) Strategies to
promote high school students’ healthful food choices.
Journal of Nutrition Education and Behavior, 43, 414-418.

Cardemil E. V., Reivich K. J., Beevers C. G., Seligman M. E. P.,
James J. (2007) The prevention of depressive symptoms in low-
income, minority children: two-year follow-up. Behaviour
Research and Therapy, 45, 313-327.

Charlton K., Yeatman H., Houweling F., Guenon S. (2010)
Urinary sodium excretion, dietary sources of sodium intake
and knowledge and practices around salt use in a group of
healthy Australian women. Australian and New Zealand
Journal of Public Health, 34, 356-363.

Choi M., Ko M., Kim M. (2012) Adolescents’ estimation of en-
ergy content of standard portion size of foods and its associ-
ation with body mass index. Food and Nutrition Sciences, 3,
1340-1348.

Clifford D., Anderson J., Auld G., Champ J. (2009) ‘Good
Grubbin’: impact of a TV cooking show for college students
living off campus. Journal of Nutrition Education and
Behavior, 41, 194-200.

Curriculum Corporation. (1996) Home Economics in Secondary
Schools. Curriculum Corporation (Australia), Canberra.
Department for Education. (2013) The National Curriculum in
England. Framework Document for Consultation. Department

for Education, London, UK.

Dickson-Spillman M., Siergrist M. (2010) Consumers’ knowledge
of healthy diets and its correlation with dietary behaviour.
Journal of Human Nutrition & Dietetics, 24, 52-60.

Furedi F. (2005) Culture of Fear: Risk-Taking and the Morality
of Low Expectation. Bloomsbury Academic, London.

Goldstein C. M. (2012) Creating Consumers: Home Economists
in Twentieth-Century America. University of North Carolina
Press, Chapel Hill.

Grimes C. A., Riddell L. J., Nowson C. A. (2009) Consumer
knowledge and attitudes to salt intake and labelled salt infor-
mation. Appetite, 53, 189-194.

Hendrie G. A., Coveney J., Cox D. (2008) Exploring nutrition
knowledge and the demographic variation in knowledge
levels in an Australian community sample. Public Health
Nutrition, 11, 1365-1371.

Henry M. L. (1990) Transforming home economics: a curriculum
for the 1990s [online]. Journal of the Home Economics
Association of Australia, 22, 114-118.

Jacobs D. R. Jr., Tapsell L. C. (2007) Food, not nutrients, is
the fundamental unit in nutrition. Nutrition Reviews, 65,
439-450.


http://www.censusdata.abs.gov.au/census_services/getproduct/census/2011/quickstat/0
http://www.censusdata.abs.gov.au/census_services/getproduct/census/2011/quickstat/0
http://www.censusdata.abs.gov.au/census_services/getproduct/census/2011/quickstat/0
http://www.censusdata.abs.gov.au/census_services/getproduct/census/2011/quickstat/0
http://www.censusdata.abs.gov.au/census_services/getproduct/census/2011/quickstat/0
http://www.censusdata.abs.gov.au/census_services/getproduct/census/2011/quickstat/0
http://www.censusdata.abs.gov.au/census_services/getproduct/census/2011/quickstat/0
http://www.censusdata.abs.gov.au/census_services/getproduct/census/2011/quickstat/0

HE education and food knowledge

935

Khan S., Khan M. A., Hanjra M. A., Mu J. (2009) Pathways to
reduce the environmental foodprints of water and energy
inputs in food production. Food Policy, 34, 141-149.

Kresic G., Jovanovic G. K., Zezelj S. P., Crijanovic O., Ivezic G.
(2009) The effect of nutrition knowledge on dietary intake
among Croatian university students. Collegium Antropologicum,
33, 1047-1056.

Lichtenstein A. H., Ludwig D. S. (2010) Bring back home eco-
nomics education. Journal of the American Medical
Association, 303, 1857-1858.

Lin C. T, Yen S. T. (2010) Knowledge of dietary fats among US
consumers. Journal of the American Dietetic Association,
110, 613-618.

Lin W., Hang C. M., Yang H. C., Hung M. H. (2011) 2005-2008
Nutrition and Health Survey in Taiwan: the nutrition knowl-
edge, attitude and behavior of 19-64 years old adults. Asia
Pacific Journal of Clinical Nutrition, 20, 309-318.

McCarthy M., Brennan M., Kelly A. L., Ritson C., de Boer M.,
Thompson N. (2007) Who is at risk and what do they
know? Segmenting a population on their food safety knowl-
edge. Food Quality and Preference, 18, 205-217.

Moodie R., Stuckler D., Monteiro C., Sheron N., Neal B.,
Thamarangsi T., et al. (2013) Profits and pandemics: preven-
tion of harmful effects of tobacco, alcohol, and ultra-
processed food and drink industries. Lancet, 381, 670-679.

Ozcelik A. O., Ucar A. (2008) Gender differences in adult’s
knowledge about dietary fats, cholesterol, fiber and energy.
Pakistan Journal of Nutrition, 7, 234-239.

Smith G., De Zwart M. L. (2010) Home Economics: A Contextual
Study of the Subject and Home Economics Teacher
Education. Teachers of Home Economics Specialist
Association (THESA), British Columbia. http:/bctf.ca/thesa/
pdf/inquiry_contextual.pdf.

SPSS (2012) SPSS Base 21 User s Guide. SPSS Inc, Chicago.

UK Cabinet Office (2008) Food Matters: Towards a Strategy for the
21st Century (ref: 288497/0708). The Strategy Unit, London.

Vidgen H., Gallegos D. (2014) Defining food literacy and its com-
ponents. Appetite, 76, 50-59.

Wardle J., Parmenter K., Waller J. (2000) Nutrition knowledge
and food intake. Appetite, 34, 269-275.

Weaver-Hightower M. B. (2011) Why education researchers
should take school food seriously. Educational Researcher,
40, 15-20.

Williams P. (1994) Home economics: between a rock and a hard
place. Journal of the Home Economics Association of
Australia, 1, 8-17.

Wills W., Meah A., Dickinson A., Short F. (2013) Domestic
Kitchen Practice: Findings from the ‘Kitchen Life’ Study.
University of Hertfordshire Report for the Food Standards
Agency (UK).

Worsley A., Wang W. C., Byrne S., Yeatman H. (2013) Patterns
of food safety knowledge among Australians—a latent class
approach. Journal of Food Protection, 76, 646-652.

Worsley A., Wang W. C., Ridley S. (2014) Australian adults’
knowledge of Australian agriculture. British Food Journal,
117, 400-411.


http://%20bctf.ca/thesa/pdf/inquiry_contextual.pdf
http://%20bctf.ca/thesa/pdf/inquiry_contextual.pdf
http://%20bctf.ca/thesa/pdf/inquiry_contextual.pdf
http://%20bctf.ca/thesa/pdf/inquiry_contextual.pdf
http://%20bctf.ca/thesa/pdf/inquiry_contextual.pdf
http://%20bctf.ca/thesa/pdf/inquiry_contextual.pdf


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile ()
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.5
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo false
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings false
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Preserve
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
    /Courier
    /Courier-Bold
    /Courier-BoldOblique
    /Courier-Oblique
    /Helvetica
    /Helvetica-Bold
    /Helvetica-BoldOblique
    /Helvetica-Oblique
    /Symbol
    /Times-Bold
    /Times-BoldItalic
    /Times-Italic
    /Times-Roman
    /ZapfDingbats
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 175
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG2000
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 20
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 175
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG2000
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 20
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages true
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 175
  /MonoImageDepth 4
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /ENU ()
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


