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Abstract

Background: Childhood obesity is increasing worldwide as well as in Thailand. Besides
academic teaching, schools where children spend most of their day time can also influence
children’s behavior through their environment.

Objective: To investigate the association between school environment and changes of
nutritional status of primary school children.

Materials and methods: A cross-sectional study using interview and survey was
conducted in all schools in the Hat Yai district from November 2005 to February 2006.
Independent variables included school environment - types of foods, snacks and drinks available
in and around school premise, marketing activities of food & beverage industry in school and
physical activities organized by the school; family factors - income, parental occupation,
education, body weight and height; and student personal data - age and gender. The dependent
variable was the change of nutritional status of students over the past two years. Statistical
analysis (Chi — square test, unpaired t-test, and logistic regression) were performed by using Stata
version 7.0

Results: 77 (95%) out of 81 schools and 4,710 grade 6 students in Hat Yai district were
included in the study - 56 (72.7%) public schools, 21 (27.3%) private schools. Prevalence of
becoming and remaining obese over the past two years was 4.1% and 12.2% respectively. Result
of multiple logistic regression analysis indicated that important risk factor of becoming obese and
remaining obese over the past two years were types of free milk distributed in School Milk
Program. Comparing with students who did not obtain them, free sweet milk and drinking
yoghurt increased the likelihood of becoming and remaining obese over the past two years. The
odds ratios were 2.9 and 3.4 respectively [95% confidence interval (CI) 2.00-4.15and 95% CI
1.65-6.80, respectively), while non-sweetened milk reduced the risk (OR 0.1, 95% CI 0.04-0.22).
Besides, the risk was increased in children who were in schools having fried snack sold after
hours (OR 10.7, 95% CI 5.37-21.19]. Types of foods, snacks and drinks sold in school, physical
activities and marketing activities of food & beverage industry did not have significant influence
on becoming and remaining obesity.

Conclusions: Results of this study supported the influence of school environment on

changes of nutritional status of primary school children.



