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Abstract
Objective: The school setting can provide an environment that supports healthy
behaviours, including the provision of food. School food activities, that is, school
feeding, are commonplace globally, but not well understood in the Pacific Islands
region. The aim of this research is to explore learnings associated within existing
school food programmes (SFP), and adoption resistors in those Pacific Island
Countries and Territories (PICT) without SFP, with the intent of improving current
and future SFP interventions.
Design: This observational cross-sectional study utilised four facilitated workshop
sessions to explore SFP within an existing framework.
Setting: Pacific Islands region.
Participants: Fourteen participants representing the education and health sectors
from eleven PICT, and two participants representing regional organisations.
Results: Most countries reported some form of related policy, but key critical con-
straints to the use of SFP included local food environments, strategic alignment to
organisational priorities, advocacy and organisational leadership, and community
and cultural connections and collaboration. There are opportunities for integration
of SFP into existing frameworks (i.e. Health Promoting Schools), increased collabo-
ration, greater professional development and awareness activities, improvedmon-
itoring and evaluation, improved awareness of SFP and promotion of healthy
eating for the wider school community.
Conclusions: Given the current health, social and economic challenges faced by
countries and territories in the Pacific Islands region, SFP should be considered
as an opportunity for food provision and associated nutrition education for stu-
dents and their wider community. Further research is needed to understand the
critical constraints of SFP in this region and how to support stakeholders to advo-
cate for, develop and sustain SFP that are contextually and culturally appropriate.
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Nutrition transitions are underway in countries and territo-
ries throughout the Pacific Islands region as rapid urbanisa-
tion, globalisation and international trade bring about a
shift from traditional subsistence-sourced food to an
increased reliance on imported, and often highly processed
foods(1,2). Fresh food accessibility in the Pacific, particularly
for fruits and vegetables, are often constrained by season-
ality supply, low horticultural productivity, post-harvest
loss, and adverse weather and climate impacts(3–5). These

changes have significantly impacted the health of these
populations, with the triple burden of malnutrition (over-
weight and obesity, undernutrition and micronutrient
deficiencies) observed in communities throughout this
region(6). Rates of overweight, obesity and diet-related
non-communicable diseases (DR-NCD) in Pacific Island
Countries and Territories (PICT) are some of the highest
worldwide. In 2019, seven of the top ten countries world-
wide for rates of adult overweight and obesity, and nine of
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the top ten children and adolescent (5–18 years of age)
obesity rates were in this region(7). At the same time, rates
of stunting in children under 5 years of age are as high
as 48·4 %(8).

It is well recognised that nutrition status during child-
hood affects health in adulthood. Overweight and obesity,
micronutrient deficiency, stunting and wasting during
childhood increase the risk of other health complications
and can compromise cognitive and social development
in later life(9–11). It is also recognised that the eating habits
that children learn during an early age are likely to be car-
ried into adulthood(12,13). The health implications of poor
nutrition status and DR-NCD place a considerable strain
on the already limited health systems and economies of
these PICT(14). These countries and territories are reported
to spend a greater proportion of gross domestic product
(GDP) on health systems, with this likely to increase in
the future(15). Given the potential health, economic and
social impact of a generation growing up malnourished,
childhood and adolescence is an important period for
intervention.

As children and adolescents spend a considerable
amount of time in educational settings, schools are an
opportunistic setting for intervention with this group.
Schools and churches have an important role in Pacific
society, influencing societal behaviours and attitudes(16,17).
Schools play an important role in providing education and
are an avenue for the promotion of basic human rights,
including the right to adequate food and the highest
attainable standard of health, particularly for those in mar-
ginalised groups(18). The school setting provides an oppor-
tunity to provide an environment that supports healthy
behaviours(19–21), including the provision of food and com-
plementary nutrition education(22). Additionally, schools
provide a starting point for educating and supporting their
wider community to adopt healthier eating behaviours.

Targeted nutritional interventions such as school feed-
ing programmes are regularly implemented throughout
the world, particularly in low- and middle-income coun-
tries to address undernutrition and learning outcomes in
children(23,24). School feeding programmes vary in
approach taken based on need and desired outcomes;
however, they usually include the provision of food to stu-
dents as in-school meals and/or snacks or take-home
rations(25,26). School feeding programmes can help to alle-
viate short-term hunger, improve nutritional status, and
enhance both academic performance and school atten-
dance(23,27) and can therefore play an important role in
working towards several Sustainable Development Goals
(SDG)(28), including SDG’s 1 (No Poverty), 2 (Zero
Hunger), 3 (Good Health and Wellbeing), 4 (Quality
Education), 5 (Gender Equality), 8 (Decent Work and
Economic Growth), 10 (Reduced Inequalities), 12
(Responsible Consumption and Production), 14 (Life
Below Water) and 15 (Life On Land). Several strategies
including policy implementation(25) and alignment with

educational activities that promote behaviour change in
the short and long term(18,22,29,30) are likely to enhance
the success and sustainability of school feeding pro-
grammes. School feeding programmes can be a successful
vehicle for providing access to food; however, these feed-
ing programmes can require a significant investment(31).
When a formal school feeding programme is not in place,
other strategies and activities (e.g. policy that supports
healthier food choice, educational activities and school
food events) on their own or as part of a framework can
still help create a healthier school environment.

In the context of high rates of DR-NCD in the Pacific
region and very high rates of school participation where
most children attend school from the age of 5 years to at
least mid-teenage years (16 years of age), school feeding
programmes provide a unique opportunity to provide food
and educate and motivate Pacific Island students and the
wider Pacific Island community on the importance of healthy,
sustainable diets. While school feeding programmes are
established in many areas of the world(23,27,32), their use
is limited and not well understood in the Pacific Islands
region, most likely because of limited policy, knowledge,
partnering and implementation capacity(33). While recent
information on the current state and capacity for school food
and nutrition activities in some PICT is available(33,34), and
school food environments in Fiji(35) and Tonga(36) and
school food policy in Samoa(37) have been investigated,
an initial exploration of the broader concept of school food
programmes (SFP) in this region is warranted. Understanding
stakeholder perspectives and exploring opportunities and
adoption resistors can provide useful evidence for targeted
advocacy efforts. Therefore, the aim of this research is to
explore learnings associated within existing SFP, and adop-
tion resistors in those PICT without SFP, with the intent of
improving current and future SFP interventions.

Methods

This observational cross-sectional study reports on a work-
shop where school food stakeholders explored opportuni-
ties for and challenges to the use of SFP within an existing
framework(22) to complement current understanding of sta-
tus and capacity for SFP in the Pacific Islands. This work-
shop was a component of a larger project, investigating
the current state and capacity for SFP in fourteen Pacific
Island countries(33). Prior to the workshop, the research
team had surveyed stakeholders (including Ministries of
Education or (similar)/Ministries of Health (or similar),
The Pacific Community (SPC) and individual researchers)
about SFP, of which the findings were used to guide the
content and goals of this workshop. In addition, a comple-
mentary project was undertaken in the year prior (2018),
investigating the current state and capacity for school nutri-
tion education programmes(34) in the same fourteen Pacific
Islands countries.
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The authors recognise that there are several descriptions
that can be used to define the provision of food in schools.
For this study, a SFP was defined as an activity/intervention
that aimed to provide access to or influence food in or
near the school environment. For example, this could be
through the provision of lunch, or another meal/snack
while the student is attending school (typically considered
a school feeding programme) or other ad hoc provision of
food in schools, that is, using a canteen or ‘tuckshop’. It also
includes other school food-related programmes, such as the
use of policy to inform availability of foods at, or near the
school premises and integration of food and nutrition educa-
tion linked to food provision (i.e. gardening) and skill devel-
opment where access to food occurs (i.e. cooking classes).

Data collection

Stakeholders
Stakeholders from fourteen countries (Cook Islands,
Federated States of Micronesia, Fiji, Kiribati, Niue, Nauru,
Marshall Islands, Palau, Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tokelau,
Tonga, Tuvalu and Vanuatu – all members of the FAO of
the UN Subregional Office for the Pacific Islands) were
invited to take part in the SFP workshop. Representation
was also sought from The Pacific Community to gain a
broader view of SFP in this region.

The Permanent Secretary/Director of each country
Ministry of Education (or similar) and Ministry of Health
(or similar) was invited via email to nominate a represen-
tative to attend a 2-d SFP workshop held in Nadi, Fiji, in
August 2019. The Pacific Communitywas also invited to nom-
inate and send a representative. The Ministries and SPC were
part of the first stage of the larger project; however, the nom-
inated representative was not necessarily the person who
contributed to the preceding project survey. The invitational
email outlined the purpose of the workshop and included a
research participant information sheet outlining data collec-
tion and use. Workshop nominees were provided with back-
ground information on the project and an agenda prior to
attendance. Workshop attendance was funded by FAO.

Workshop sessions
Four sessions were used to explore SFP; three sessions
dedicated to discussion of the FAO School Food and
Nutrition framework(22) key areas of work, and one session
focused on considerations of sustainability, cultural factors
and a discussion on moving forward with SFP in the Pacific
Islands. The questions used in each of these sessions were
developed and reviewed by the research team.

School food programmes in the context of the FAO school
food and nutrition framework
Three sessions were used to gather data on SFP and discuss
country and regional SFP in the context of the FAO School
Food and Nutrition framework(22). These sessions were
based on the four key areas of work of this framework:
healthy food environment and school food; food and

nutrition education; enabling policy, legal and institutional
environment; and inclusive procurement and value chains.
Stakeholders were provided with a definition of the rel-
evant component of the FAO School Food and Nutrition
framework(22) at the start of each session. The fourth
session focused on sustainability, cultural factors and
forward-thinking. Each of these sessions is outlined.

Session one: healthy food environment and school food;
enabling policy, legal and institutional environment
As a primer to providing individual responses, stakeholders
were asked to consider and provide verbal responses to the
questions in small groups; Does the food environment in
your country support SFP? Why/why not? What types of
foods can be sourced locally? How do these compare in
cost to imported foods? What are the most significant chal-
lenges of the food environment in relation to SFP? What
changes are needed in the food environment if SFP is to
be successful? Stakeholders were then asked to individually
consider and record responses to the following questions
on a paper-based survey based on their country situation:
What are challenges to the success of SFP that relate to the
food environment and what are potential solutions? What
activities are you currently doing that relate to this area?
What activities would you like to do?

In small groups, stakeholders were asked to consider
and respond to the questions: Who has a national policy
to support SFP? How has this worked? What have been
the challenges? Who has a school-level policy to support
SFP? How has this worked, what have been the chal-
lenges? Who does not have any current policy to support
SFP? Stakeholders were then asked to individually consider
and respond to the following instructions on a paper-based
survey based on their country situation: Please record any
SFP-related policy you currently have in your country, and
who are your key stakeholders for advocacy?

Session two: food and nutrition education
In small groups, stakeholders were asked to discuss and
then make notes on a provided paper-based survey tool
for responses to the questions: how is food and nutrition
education integrated into your curriculum? What subjects
include nutrition? Are teachers provided with training for
nutrition-related content? Do you integrate gardening into
the curriculum? If so, how?

Session three: inclusive procurement and value chains
An overview of home-grown school feeding(38) was pro-
vided in addition to the School Food and Nutrition frame-
work(22) definition to provide context in this session. In
small groups, stakeholders were asked to consider and
respond to the following questions in a facilitated discus-
sion: Are there opportunities to use models like home-
grown school feeding in your country? Can you suggest
other models that may work? Do you know of any exam-
ples of these? Who are the key stakeholders that need to
be included?
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Session four: sustainability and cultural considerations
of school food program, moving forward
During this session, the following questions were posed to
the group: What would help to ensure the sustainability of
SFP activities in your country? And what cultural consider-
ations need to be considered for SFP in your country?
Stakeholders were asked to discuss these questions in small
groups and add their responses to whiteboards provided at
the front of the room. Additionally, during a facilitated dis-
cussion, stakeholders were asked to provide a verbal
response to the question: Where do we go to from here
when considering SFP in the Pacific Islands?

Members of the research team (n 2 two researchers)
recorded notes from each session and collated other forms
of evidence from stakeholders (i.e. paper-based surveys,
comments added to a whiteboard). Notes were summar-
ised and presented to stakeholders on both days of the
workshop for verification. It was not practical to record
the workshop due to venue limitations, and the research
team believed that authentic conversation was more likely
without participants feeling as though they needed to dis-
cuss and respond to questions in a particular way. A work-
shop summary document was developed and sent to all
stakeholders 10 d after the workshop to provide further
opportunity to verify findings. Any amendments provided
by stakeholders were updated in the data prior to analysis.

Data analysis
Participant responses were analysed using an inductive
content analysis approach with three steps: preparation,
organisation and reporting used(39). During the preparation
phase, three researchers immersed themselves in the data by
reading through these multiple times(39). During the organ-
ising phase, two researchers independently used open cod-
ing to apply initial descriptive code labels to the responses(39)

to highlight key thoughts or concepts(40). Initial code
labels were used to generate categories(41) which were
then abstracted to create key categories, providing a
description of the topic(39,41,42). Two researchers completed
this process independently to enhance category refinement
and trustworthiness. The researchers then discussed any dis-
sonance in coding together to finalise the analysis. Data are
presented collectively to preserve individual responseswithin
the regions of Melanesia (Fiji, Solomon Islands and Vanuatu),
Micronesia (Kiribati, Nauru, The Federated States of
Micronesia, Republic of the Marshall Islands and Palau)
and Polynesia (Niue, Samoa and Tonga).

Results

Stakeholders
Fourteen stakeholders from eleven PICT including
Federated States of Micronesia (n 1), Fiji (n 1), Kiribati
(n 2), Nauru (n 1), Niue (n 1), Palau (n 1), Marshall

Islands (n 1), Samoa (n 3), Solomon Islands (n 1), Tonga
(n 1) and Vanuatu (n 1) attended and participated in the
workshop. Stakeholders came from education (n 9) and
health sectors (n 5). Additionally, one representative from
SPC and one from FAO Subregional Office for the Pacific
Islands also participated. Most of the participants were
female (n 10 females, n 5 males). Level of education was
not gathered from participants; however, it is assumed that
as all were working for Government Ministries or The
Pacific Community that they were experts in the workshop
topic.

Session one: healthy food environment and school
food

The local environment and challenges to the use of
school food program
During group discussions, stakeholders generally agreed
that their local environments can support SFP. However,
despite some groups noting an abundance of fruits, vege-
tables and fresh fish, some stakeholders reported food
availability and cost as challenges. Food availability was
impacted by seasonality of supply. Cost and convenience
were important as the increased availability of processed
foods affected food prices (i.e. local foods could in fact
be more expensive than imported items). For example, fish
was highlighted due to locally caught fish being perceived
as more expensive to purchase than imported fish (tinned/
canned/frozen). Stakeholders reported that imported foods
are ‘much’ cheaper and last longer but are unhealthy com-
pared with local fresh foods. One group discussed the
importance of encouraging people to think of imported
foods as being more expensive due to long-term medical
costs associated with outcomes of consuming these.
Climate change and sustainability, lack of access to kitchen
facilities and food safety practices were also highlighted as
key challenges to the use of SFP.

Stakeholders described the difficulty that occurs when
schools attempt to provide SFP when children prefer
unhealthy foods and shop owners near schools actively
promote these foods. An example of this was how water
can be provided to students at lunch, but schools are not
always aware of other drinks students bring onto and con-
sumeon school grounds. Stakeholders also highlighted that
the school environment is not directly aligned to the stu-
dents’ home environment as some parents are unable to
afford healthy food and schools are not able to control what
parents feed their children. Stakeholders believed that to be
successful, addressing the challenges raised was important,
but that ‘we need to change people’s mindsets to make SFP
successful’ (Group 2).

Challenges to the success of school food program and
possible solutions
Individual responses to the challenges faced included the
key categories of financial resources; political commitment
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and high-level collaboration; policy and documentation;
monitoring and evaluation; sustainability; advocacy, pro-
motion and awareness; and food procurement and prepa-
ration and structural factors (Table 1).

Stakeholders provided a list of solutions, and while
these were not considered in direct response to the identi-
fied challenges, responses aligned to the key challenges
identified, with the additional key category of collaboration
emerging. For example solutions included; ‘seeking spe-
cific assistance to fund the school feeding program and
related activities’ (key category: financial resources),
‘lobby for political commitment’ and ‘assign a team/offi-
cers within the Ministry to focus on school food programs’
(key category: political commitment and high-level col-
laboration); ‘review policies in place’ (key category: policy
and documentation); ‘schools to activate or use their
school committee to assist with the enforcement of selling
healthy food’ (key category: monitoring and enforce-
ment); ‘a forum platform to talk about food and nutrition
security’ and ‘public awareness programs for parents and
the community’ (key category: advocacy, promotion and
awareness); ‘work with local vendors to ensure availabil-
ity of supplies’ and ‘(find) easier ways to procure healthy,
local food items’ (key category: food procurement and
preparation); and ‘a network partnership’ and ‘network
and engage actively with partners and agencies’ (key cat-
egory: collaboration).

Presence of school food program-related policy
Seven countries were reported as having country-specific
Food Security, and/or Food Safety and Nutrition (National)
policies, while two countries reported general nutrition
guidelines/city ordinances, and nine countries a school
food-related guideline, policy and/or programme (Table 1).

Current and desired activities
Similar key categories emerged when stakeholders pro-
vided responses to questions about current and aspira-
tional (would like to do) activities. Stakeholders reported
that SFP in their countries currently included: professional
development and awareness activities; curriculum; food
provision; policy and standards; food provision; monitor-
ing and evaluation; and gardening. Aspirational activities
were similar but also included: advocacy for and integra-
tion of SFP into the WHOHealth Promoting Schools frame-
work; collaboration and sharing of practice; and raising
awareness of SFP and promotion of healthy eating
(Table 2).

Challenges to the use of school food program-related
policy
Key group discussion points were related to actual policy,
the role of modelling behaviours, food availability and
programme design. Stakeholders believed that policy
needed to be broad and not primarily focused on children.

Table 1 Challenges to the success of school food programmes presented by key category and relevant reported policy in Micronesia,
Melanesia and Polynesia

Challenges to the success of SFP key category – example
quote/s

Micronesia (Kiribati,
Nauru, FSM, RMI and
Palau)

Melanesia (Fiji, Solomon
Islands and Vanuatu)

Polynesia* (Niue,
Samoa and Tonga)

Financial resources
- ‘funding is an issue’

X – X

Political commitment and high-level collaboration
- ‘lack/no political commitment – lot of talk, no action’; ‘need
Ministry of Education to assign a committee for SFP’

X X X

Policy and documentation
- ‘Drafting the policies and process’; lack of documents’

X – X

Monitoring and evaluation (including certification)
- ‘Monitoring of the SFP related policies and its
implementation’

X – X

Sustainability
- ‘Sustainability of program goal and plan’
- ‘sustainability/climate change’

X X –

Advocacy, promotion and awareness
- ‘Advocacy and communication at all levels’
- ‘need to research about SFP’

X X –

Food procurement and preparation
- ‘Increasing imported foods in country’
- ‘procurement laws tend to slow and limits ability to procure
food items in a reasonable manner’

X – X

Structural factors
- ‘Lack of structure especially at the outer islands’

X – –

Policy reported by stakeholders
Country-specific Food Security, and/or Food Safety and
Nutrition (National) policy and/or Food Act

RMI, Kiribati Fiji, Solomon Islands,
Vanuatu

Samoa, Tonga

General nutrition guidelines/city ordinances RMI Fiji –
School food-related guideline, policy and/or programme Kiribati, FSM, Nauru, RMI,

Palau
Fiji, Vanuatu Samoa, Tonga

*Responses from Samoa and Tonga only.

School food programmes in the Pacific Islands 459

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1368980022001951 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1368980022001951


Table 2 Key activities and examples of current and aspirational school food programme (SFP) activities in Micronesia, Melanesia and Polynesia

Key categories of activ-
ities

Current and aspirational activities by region

Micronesia Melanesia Polynesia

Currently do (example
quote) Would like to do (example quote)

Currently do (example
quote)

Would like to do
(example quote)

Currently do
(example
quote)

Would like to do
(example quote)

Professional development
and awareness activ-
ities for the school com-
munity

‘Providing teacher trainings
on different school poli-
cies’

‘Hands on training for the cooks’ ‘Nutrition talk to teachers
and students’

‘Train teachers in
nutrition topics’

‘Training and
awareness
sessions
with school
community’

‘Empower teachers
and school officers
to have clear
understanding on
SFP’

Monitoring and evaluation
(including compliance)

‘School staff and members
of the school committee
occasionally check food
sold out in the school
compound’

‘A series of random un-announced visits
to check and ensure SFP relevant poli-
cies and legislation are adhered to and
act accordingly to address the issues/
problems’

‘School visits to all schools
annually- canteen
inspection/garden
inspection’

– ‘Ongoing
monitoring
of the
schools on
the stan-
dards’

‘Conduct ongoing
monitoring’

Policy and standards ‘Collaborate with other min-
istries and organisations
to develop programs and
policies towards issues
such as SFP’

‘Policies strengthened and implemented’ ‘Provide food with the
guidance of sweet drinks
policy’

– ‘Food Act
school/food
policies and
manuals’

–

Food provision ‘Have school feeding pro-
gram receiving yearly
budget from the national
government’

– ‘Urban primary schools
and all secondary
schools (boarding and
non-boarding) have own
chefs and kitchen’

‘Further work on
boarding school
meals’

– –

Gardening ‘Implementation of the learn-
ing garden program in
schools’

– ‘School gardens (boarding
schools)’

‘Involvement of
basic agriculture
(gardening) in pri-
mary schools’

– ‘Vegetable and fruit
garden’

Curriculum ‘Incorporate health in the
school curriculum’

– ‘(have) Input into curricu-
lum’

– – –

Raise awareness of SFP
and promote healthy
eating

– ‘Raise awareness to the public on the
importance of healthy eating’

– ‘Lobby to have food
and nutrition
taught for all stu-
dents at secon-
dary schools’

– ‘Create posters that
promote healthy
eating in schools
and display around
the canteen’

Advocacy for and integra-
tion of SFP into Health
Promoting Schools

– ‘Incorporate SFP into Health Promoting
Schools’

– ‘Identify school food
program compo-
nent that will fit in
healthy promoting
schools’

– –

Collaboration and sharing
of practice

– ‘Call for a meeting between education
and health to collaborate on a compre-
hensive policy of food programs in
schools’

– – – –
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Stakeholders reported that some policies in place do not
directly refer to the school setting. There was an acknowl-
edgement that cost and funding can limit policy develop-
ment, and that translation of policy into action needs
work and resources. Stakeholders reported that food ven-
dors can be focused on making a profit at the expense of
health and, therefore, do not follow the related policy(ies).
Stakeholders also discussed the need for role modelling
behaviours and consideration of food availability in policy
development and use. Programme design challenges
included implementation, monitoring and evaluation,
which were all viewed as important aspects of policy
and the enabling environment.

Key stakeholders for advocacy
Stakeholders identified nine groups of stakeholders for SFP
advocacy including school advocates (school board/com-
mittee, Parent and Teacher Association, student council),
teachers, parents/schools, students, government ministries
& personnel, NGO’s, business owners, the community, and
food stakeholders.

Session two: food and nutrition education

Integration of food and nutrition education in the
school curriculum
Food and nutrition education discussions centred on the
inclusion of this topic across subject areas of the curricu-
lum. Six stakeholders reported that their country included
food and nutrition education at primary, secondary or both
levels, while stakeholders from two countries noted that
this was a work in progress and that consultation between
relevant Ministries was underway, or more collaboration
between departments was required. Nutrition as a subject
was included in Health/Physical education at early child-
hood level in one country. One country stakeholder
reported that specific aims and objectives were already
in place in the curriculum, while another reported that
the Ministry of Education seeks information from the
Ministry of Health to integrate food and nutrition into the
curriculum, and one used a curriculum planning team,
coordinators and teacher consultants.

Nine countries reported that food and nutrition educa-
tion was included in health and/or physical education,
seven in home economics, four in science, three in agricul-
ture science and one each in food and nutrition, and social
sciences. There are queries about howmuch exposure stu-
dents get to food and nutrition education, particularly if
they can choose subjects during the higher years of educa-
tion. Stakeholders also discussed that having an interest in
the topic of food and nutrition is important for students and
teachers.

Training for teachers
Two countries reported that teachers were not provided
with training for nutrition-related content. Seven countries

reported that training was provided; however, for three of
these this was noted as being very basic training, while four
reported that this training was provided by the school’s own
professional development programme, theMinistry ofHealth,
Ministry of Education, or other organisations including NGO’s
and consultants. When provided, teachers reportedly take
part in activities to upskill during the holiday period.

Use of gardening in the school curriculum
Methods to integrate gardening into the curriculum
included specifically through the subjects of agriculture
(n 5 countries) sometimeswith the assistance of the agricul-
ture sector, science (n 2 countries), environmental science
(n 1 country), food and nutrition/health (n 1 country), and as
extracurricular activities (n 4 countries).One country reported
thiswas done using consultation between the health and edu-
cation sectors and the Health Promoting Schools Diet and
Physical Activity training component. Stakeholders discussed
the use of gardening (including fruit trees) in different sub-
jects, and how this was often used in boarding schools.
Stakeholders also identified that parents are an integral com-
ponent of food and nutrition education.

Session three: inclusive procurement and value chains
There was a consensus that models like home-grown
school feeding(38) could be used in each country; however,
there were country- and region-specific considerations dis-
cussed. Some stakeholders reported that parents play an
important role in providing food for schools, sometimes
in exchange for school fees. Parents support the school
as an integral component of the local community that pro-
vides a service to their children. There was recognition that
informal agreements may work, and there are benefits to
these as they are done under the premise of good will,
but there is a risk to formalising agreements, including
reducing the goodwill that is already in place, and possible
a decline in quality of food. No stakeholders were able to
identify any specific examples of these models; however,
they identified the key stakeholders for these models in their
countries to be from the Ministry of Agriculture, parents,
Ministry of Health, Ministry of Education, local vendors/
small holder farmers, school Principal/board/Parent and
Teacher Association, students, and school staff/gardeners.

Session four: sustainability and cultural
considerations, and where to next with school
food program in the Pacific Islands

Sustainability
Strategies to ensure sustainability of SFP included alignment
of SFP to higher-level priorities, plans, agendas and the SDG;
‘We may have to link the SFP to our Government priorities/
World Education Agenda/SDGs’ (Group 2). Incorporating
SFP into and strengthening the Health Promoting Schools
programme was proposed. Stakeholders also noted the
importance of extensive consultation with local communities
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and stakeholders to inform SFP programme development;
‘Stakeholder involvement including community outreach
programs to inform and get feedback for better implementa-
tion, monitoring, evaluation, way forward’ (Group 3).
Regular monitoring and evaluation on monitoring docu-
ments, as well as an increased awareness of relevant docu-
mentation, was proposed to increase ownership of these
and support sustainability.

Cultural considerations
Cultural considerations for SFP were focused on the
engagement and involvement of community and church
leaders and groups to ensure beliefs and practices were
considered and healthy eating/lifestyles were enforced in
cultural activities and gatherings; ‘Utilise community and
cultural affairs to help and support SFP regulations (exam-
ple, regulating food consumption, connecting cultural
norms and eliminating NCD related behaviours/risks)’
(Group 1). Stakeholders suggested that local and commu-
nity land could be utilised for school gardens.

Where to next?
Stakeholders believed there is great potential for SFP in the
Pacific Islands region, for example, ‘SFP can be the way for-
ward’ and ‘[Country X] has focused more on WASH, but
there is a need to bring SFP into the agenda’ (WASH refers
toWater, Sanitation andHygiene). However, consideration
of other existing programmes and complementary activ-
ities is crucial in moving forward; ‘any discussions moving
forward need to consider the Health Promoting Schools
framework’, ‘if schools and teachers were expected to do
this program, it cannot be an extra load, but something
that is seen as complementary’, ‘let’s reinforce the programs
that already exist’. There was also a focus on being able to
access relevant documentation; ‘all the documents and pol-
icies need to be made available online or shared with
everyone’. Stakeholders expressed their gratitude for being
able to share and collaborate with other like-minded indi-
viduals; ‘this was a very important workshop and it was
great to see what other countries are doing that is SFP
related’ and ‘after returning home learnings will be
shared’. A desire to be responsible for and to contribute
to advocacy and empowerment was also highlighted for
example; ‘if not us, then who?’[will advocate for and make
SFP happen] and ‘if not now, then when?’, as well as ‘when
going back home there is a need to strengthen and
empower everyone’ and we need to ‘help make education
embrace SFP’. Stakeholders also saw an opportunity for
local foods to be incorporated into SFP; ‘there could be a
good link between healthy school food and local produc-
tion’ and ‘the synergies with a focus on local foods’.

Discussion

This study aimed to explore learnings associated within
existing SFP, and adoption resistors in PICT without SFP

with the intent of improving current and future SFP inter-
ventions. Given the current health, environmental, social
and economic challenges faced by countries and territories
in the Pacific Islands region, SFP should be considered as
an opportunity for food provision and associated nutrition
education for students and their wider community. There
are opportunities for the integration of SFP into existing
frameworks, increased collaboration, greater professional
development and awareness activities (particularly for
teachers), improved monitoring and evaluation, and
improved awareness of SFP and promotion of healthy eat-
ing for the wider school community. However, key critical
constraints to the use of SFP identified in this study were
related to local food environments, community and cultural
connections, strategic alignment of SFP to organisational
priorities and policy, advocacy and organisational leader-
ship, and collaboration.

There was consensus that local food environments are
somewhat supportive of SFP; however, stakeholders also
identified several factors that may constrain the use and
effectiveness of SFP. While several food items can be
sourced locally, that is, fish, fruits and vegetables, there
was concern about increased access and availability of
highly processed, imported foods; however, we did not
explore if this based on physical and/or economic acces-
sibility. Evidence shows that physical availability of these
highly processed foods has increased throughout some
PICT in recent years(1,2,6,43,44). Stakeholders discussed these
foods in reference to convenience; however, we did not
explore what this convenience looks like, that is, conven-
ient access to or convenient for consumption. While stake-
holders discussed highly processed foods in the context of
procuring food for school meals and as what students are
exposed to in, there is very little published literature
describing Pacific Island school settings. In 2020, a map-
ping activity of the 400 m radius about 187 Fijian schools
found that 80 % of the outlets sold sugar-sweetened bever-
ages, 63 % sold confectionery and 57 % sold fried beans(35).
Previously Tongan school students have been reported to
obtain ‘unhealthy’ foods from in and around school envi-
ronments(45), and more recently the prevalence of these
foods outside Samoan schools has been reported as a con-
cern(37), but work in this area is limited. Further work to
explore the environments within and surrounding schools,
as well as children’s food behaviours (i.e. if they purchase
foods out of school and determinants of food choice),
would be of benefit in this region. Additionally, given that
highly processed foods may be perceived as a less expen-
sive option, further investigation of food procurement
processes in schools and the presence of supportive nutri-
tion standards is warranted.

Stakeholders expressed concern that while the school
environment can be designed to be more supportive of
healthy food choices, this was often at odds with the com-
munity and/or home environment. It can be difficult to
encourage children and adolescents to adopt healthy
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eating behaviours if these are not modelled at home, or in
their local community(46). While a whole of school
approach has been discussed in Australian literature(47),
the emphasis placed on cultural considerations and com-
munity by stakeholders in this study and other similar work
across FAO Subregional Office for the Pacific Islands
member countries and in Samoa(34,37) suggests that a ‘whole
of community’ approach may be more appropriate for SFP
in the Pacific Islands setting. The importance of culture in
Pacific Island communities necessitates that local involve-
ment and ownership of SFP is priority. While stakeholders
noted that some cultural norms, that is, feasting, do not nec-
essarily support promotion of healthy eating behaviours,
which is also acknowledged in Fotu et al.’s work in
Tonga(45), engaging community and church leaders in SFP
discussion could facilitate a connection of cultural norms,
behaviours and community wellbeing. Stakeholders also
emphasised the need for professional development activ-
ities for both the school and wider community. Providing
complementary nutrition education for parents and the
wider school community may enhance the success of
school-based activities. It would be of interest to explore
communities to assess if school guidelines can be extended
further into the community or community uptake of these
guidelines. Community connection may also provide
opportunities to connect local food production with the
provision of food in schools and related activities (i.e. inte-
gration of food production and processing activities into
the curriculum). While there is literature outlining the
mutual benefits of community-based food production
models, that is, home-grown school feeding(30,38), no such
information is available for the Pacific Islands. Further
exploration of community involvement in SFP in the
Pacific Islands region, particularly for boarding schools
where significant parent/caregiver input has been identi-
fied, may help to identify models, that is, approaches to
school/community gardens that may work in other PICT
regions. It would also be of interest to investigate the fea-
sibility of local community integration in and contribution
to food and nutrition curriculum in this setting and if this is
associated with food sovereignty.

Any future discussion and action towards SFP in this
region needs to recognise and consider how SFP can
complement existing activities, priorities and resource
use. A similar project across the same fourteen countries
reported that capacity for school food and school nutrition
education programmes is constrained by policy, knowl-
edge, partnering and implementation capacity(34), which
is likely due in some part to geographical location and
access to human, physical and financial resources.
Stakeholders in this study reinforced that links to existing
programmes is crucial, citing that with limited resources
it is important that we don’t reinvent the wheel. Strategic
alignment of SFP to organisational priorities and policy
was seen in the stakeholder’s desire to align to Health
Promoting Schools. Many PICT were already using or were

aware of the Health Promoting Schools framework and saw
this as a strategic opportunity for integrating SFP(33). The
Health Promoting Schools framework includes a diet and
physical activity component, which has been successfully
used in other countries, including some PICT(34,48). Health
Promoting Schools also emphasises the interaction of the
school, students, teachers and non-teaching staff, and com-
munity links(49), which aligns to the need for significant
community involvement in the Pacific Islands region.
Further investigation of the potential of Health Promoting
Schools and Pacific Island-specific resources and curricu-
lum would be of benefit to stakeholders considering
Health Promoting Schools as an avenue for the integration
and promotion of SFP.

A high level of motivation for the use of school food and
nutrition education activities is observed in this region(33,34).
Many stakeholders report using multiple and innovative
food provision and nutrition education activities for school-
children and the wider community to promote healthy and
sustainable diets, but these can be constrained by a lack of
resources(33,34). Several solutions to the identified chal-
lenges were proposed by stakeholders. However, stake-
holders see challenges related to raising the profile of
SFP on political and high-level agenda and gaining sustain-
able commitment for funding and policy, and effective
monitoring and evaluation. This apparent disconnect
between the high-profile issue of DR-NCD and the poten-
tial benefits of SFP may be due to a lack of high-level politi-
cal awareness of the benefits of SFP or a lack of resourcing
to support advocacy. In Samoa, Reeve et al identified
school foodwas not prioritised by non-health stakeholders,
impacting the effectiveness of school food policy(37). With
limited physical, financial and human resources to support
healthy school food environments, there is a need for con-
tinued, collective advocacy to promote and raise aware-
ness of the benefits of school-based food and nutrition
activities, including SFP(50). While there are several nutri-
tionists working in PICT, the collaboration displayed
between health, education and agriculture sectors demon-
strates a diverse group of stakeholders who are already
working collectively to raise the profile of food and nutri-
tion in the school setting. It is recognised that investment in
school feeding programmes can provide a significant ben-
efit for every dollar invested(31). This warrants further inves-
tigation, with activities such as a cost–benefit analysis a
viable opportunity to demonstrate financial benefits of
SFP in this region.

Collaboration was viewed as an essential component of
SFP in the future, with stakeholders expressing a desire to
participate in collaborative activities and to learn from shar-
ing experiences. However, this appears to be limited due to
geographical isolation, funding and human resources, and
limited forms of communication. Specific examples of sol-
utions were provided by stakeholders from Micronesia
only, possibly reflecting the geographical isolation of these
countries. We found that monitoring and evaluation
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presents a significant challenge in this region, and that
knowledge capacity is somewhat limited. Reeve et al. have
also reported that ensuring compliance to school food
policy in Samoa is challenging(37). This presents an opportu-
nity for sharing and reflecting on practice within the Pacific
region and with the wider global school food community to
identify strategies that may result in more manageable and
sustainable monitoring and evaluation practices. This high-
lights the need to discuss how collaboration can be facili-
tated in this unique setting, with stakeholders from
multiple sectors and diverse needs. However, this requires
recognition of the significant geographic reach of the
Pacific Islands and consideration of how collaboration can
be supported. Stakeholders saw potential for more strategic
collaborations; however, further work is needed to under-
stand how to best support this in the region.

While we recognise that we have only captured the per-
spectives of the workshop participants, who may not have
been able to answer all the questions posed and may have
reflected personal views in the answers provided, this
study includes informed stakeholders from eleven PICT,
education and health sectors and a regional organisation
providing a broad reach of perspectives. We believe the
information captured through this study has not been pub-
lished and this work provides an important contribution to
advancing the dialogue of how to create healthy school
food environments in this region. The unique setting of
the Pacific Islands region gives rise to significant chal-
lenges, for example, geographical dispersion and lack of
communication channels, that may not be seen elsewhere,
highlighting the novelty of this information. The informa-
tion provided by stakeholders only represents views at
the time of the workshop, and these will likely change
based on other internal/external events, that is, changes
in government, climate events, etc., but this work provides
an important foundation for discussion of the future of
school food environments in the Pacific Islands region.
We recognise the overlap between school food and nutri-
tion education, school feeding programmes and school
food activities and hence have used a definition of SFP that
captures a range of activities, including school feeding pro-
grammes. This was presented to workshop attendees to
ensure they understood this context. While recently devel-
oped, the FAO School Food andNutrition Education frame-
work(22) provided a structure in which to frame discussions
about SFP in this region.

Conclusion

SFP should be considered as an opportunity to promote
sustainable, healthy eating behaviours and improve health
outcomes in the Pacific Islands region. Food provision and
associated nutrition education in schools provides an
opportunity to target students and the wider school

community. There is a high level of motivation for SFP
activities in the region; however, local food environments
and a lack of strategic alignment of SFP to organisational
priorities and policy, advocacy and organisational leader-
ship, and opportunities for collaboration may be con-
straining the use of these programmes. Addressing these
constraints and considering opportunities to integrate
SFP into existing frameworks, a whole of community
approach, mechanisms for increased collaboration, greater
professional development and awareness activities (particu-
larly for teachers), and improved monitoring and evaluation
could improve awareness of SFP and enhance the use of SFP
in the region.

Acknowledgements

Acknowledgements: The authors would like to acknowl-
edge the workshop participants and their organisations
for their contribution to this work. Financial support:
This work was supported by the FAO of the UN
Subregional Office for the Pacific Islands. Conflicts of inter-
est: The authors have no conflicts of interest to declare.
Authorship: S.B., A.H. and F.L. were responsible for
research design and methodology; D.C. and S.U. provided
technical input for methodology; S.B., D.C., B.H. and B.J.
were responsible for data collection and analysis, with
assistance from A.H. and F.L.; S.B., D.C., B.H. and S.U. con-
tributed to the manuscript draft. All authors contributed to
and approved the final version of this manuscript. Ethics of
human subject participation: All subjects gave their
informed (written) consent for inclusion before they par-
ticipated in the study. The study was conducted in accor-
dance with the Declaration of Helsinki, and the protocol
was approved by the Human Research Ethics Committee
of the University of the Sunshine Coast (A191211).

References

1. Sievert K, Lawrence M, Naika A et al. (2019) Processed foods
and nutrition transition in the Pacific: regional trends, pat-
terns and food system drivers. Nutrients 11, 1328.

2. Charlton KE, Russell J, Gorman E et al. (2016) Fish, food
security and health in Pacific Island countries and territories:
a systematic literature review. BMC Public Health 16, 285.

3. Underhill SJR & Singh-Peterson L (2017) Improving non-
communicable disease remediation outcomes in Tonga:
the importance of domestic fruit production systems: an
analysis. J Agric Rural Dev Trop Subtrop 118, 91–103.

4. Underhill SJR, Joshua L & Zhou Y (2019) A preliminary
assessment of horticultural postharvest market loss in the
Solomon Islands. Horticulturae 5, 5.

5. Underhill SJR, Sherzad S, Zhou Y et al. (2019) Postharvest
loss in fruit and vegetable markets in Samoa. In Food
Security in Small Island States, pp. 111–131 [J Connell and
K Lowitt, editors]. Singapore: Springer.

6. FAO (2018) Dynamic Development, Shifting Demographics,
Changing Diets. Bangkok: FAO.

464 S Burkhart et al.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1368980022001951 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1368980022001951


7. WHO (2019) Global Health Observatory (GHO) Data.
https://www.who.int/gho/ncd/risk_factors/overweight_
obesity/obesity_adolescents/en/ (accessed April 2019).

8. FAO, IFAD, UNICEF et al. (2021) The State of Food Security
and Nutrition in the World 2021. Transforming Food
Systems for Food Security, Improved Nutrition and
Affordable Healthy Diets for All. Rome: FAO.

9. Anett E, Jianghong E, Siobhan E et al. (2013) The role of
nutrition in children’s neurocognitive development, from
pregnancy through childhood. Front Hum Neurosci 7, 97.

10. Victora CG, Adair L, Fall C et al. (2008) Maternal and child
undernutrition: consequences for adult health and human
capital. Lancet 371, 340–357.

11. Bryan J, Osendarp S, Hughes D et al. (2004) Nutrients for
cognitive development in school-aged children. Nutr Rev
62, 295–306.

12. Nicklaus S, Boggio V, Chabanet C et al. (2005) A prospective
study of food variety seeking in childhood, adolescence and
early adult life. Appetite 44, 289–297.

13. Nicklaus S & Remy E (2013) Early origins of overeating:
tracking between early food habits and later eating patterns.
Curr Obes Rep 2, 179–184.

14. Hawley NL & McGarvey ST (2015) Obesity and diabetes in
Pacific Islanders: the current burden and the need for urgent
action. Curr Diabetes Rep 15, 29.

15. Chand SS, Singh B & Kumar S (2020) The economic burden
of non-communicable disease mortality in the South Pacific:
evidence from Fiji. PLoS ONE 15, e0236068.

16. Fletcher SM, Thiessen J, Gero A et al. (2013) Traditional cop-
ing strategies and disaster response: examples from the South
Pacific region. J Environ Public Health 2013, 264503.

17. DewesO (2010)Obesity Prevention in Pacific Adolescents: Is
There a Role for the Church? Auckland, New Zealand: The
University of Auckland.

18. UnitedNationsSystemStandingCommitteeonNutrition(2017)
Schools as a System to ImproveNutrition: ANewStatement for
School-Based Food and Nutrition Interventions. https://www.
unscn.org/uploads/web/news/document/School-Paper-EN-
WEB-nov2017.pdf (accessed April 2019).

19. Hawkes C (2013) Promoting Healthy Diets through Nutrition
Education and Changes in the Food Environment: An
International Review of Actions and their Effectiveness.
Rome: Nutrition Education and Consumer Awareness Group,
Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations.

20. Andrade J, Lotton J & Andrade J (2018) Systematic review:
frameworks used in school-based interventions, the impact
on Hispanic children’s obesity-related outcomes. J Sch
Health 88, 847–858.

21. Knapp MB, Hall MT, Mundorf AR et al. (2019) Perceptions of
school-based kitchen garden programs in low-income,
African American communities. Health Promot Pract 20,
667–674.

22. FAO (2019) School Food and Nutrition Framework. http://
www.fao.org/3/ca4091en/ca4091en.pdf (accessed May
2019).

23. Jomaa LH, McDonnell E & Probart C (2011) School feeding
programs in developing countries: impacts on children’s
health and educational outcomes. Nutr Rev 69, 83–98.

24. Chakraborty T & Jayaraman R (2019) School feeding and
learning achievement: evidence from India’s midday meal
program. J Dev Econ 139, 249–265.

25. Bundy D (2009) Rethinking School Feeding Social Safety
Nets, Child Development, and the Education Sector. http://
siteresources.worldbank.org/EDUCATION/Resources/278
200-1099079877269/547664-1099080042112/DID_School_
Feeding.pdf (accessed April 2019).

26. FAO (2019) Nutrition Guidelines and Standards for School
Meals: A Report from 33 Low and Middle-Income Countries.
Rome: FAO.

27. Visser J, McLachlan MH, Maayan N et al. (2018) Community-
based supplementary feeding for food insecure, vulnerable
and malnourished populations – an overview of systematic
reviews. Cochrane Database Syst Rev 11, CD010578.

28. World Food Programme (2017) How School Meals Contribute
to the Sustainable Development Goals. https://www1.wfp.
org/publications/2016-how-school-meals-contribute-sdgs
(accessed May 2019).

29. Global Panel on Agriculture and Food Systems for Nutrition
(2015) Healthy Meals in Schools: Policy Innovations Linking
Agriculture, Food Systems and Nutrition. Policy Brief.
https://www.glopan.org/sites/default/files/HealthyMeals
Brief.pdf (accessed June 2019).

30. Sidaner E, Balaban D & Burlandy L (2013) The Brazilian
school feeding programme: an example of an integrated pro-
gramme in support of food and nutrition security. Public
Health Nutr 16, 989–994.

31. Kristjansson EA, Gelli A, Welch V et al. (2016) Costs, and
cost-outcome of school feeding programmes and feeding
programmes for young children. Evidence and recommen-
dations. Int J Educ Dev 48, 79–83.

32. Kristjansson EA, RobinsonV, PetticrewM et al. (2007) School
feeding for improving the physical and psychosocial health
of disadvantaged elementary school children. Cochrane
Database Syst Rev 2007, CD004676.

33. Burkhart S, Craven D, Horsey B et al. (2019) School Food
Programmes Scoping Study and Capacity Needs
Assessment, Final Report.

34. FAO (2019) School Nutrition Education Programmes
Scoping Study and Capacity Needs Assessment – Final
Report. Apia: FAO.

35. Burkhart S, Craven D, Horsey B et al. (2021) The Role of Diets
and Food Systems in the Prevention of Obesity and Non-
Communicable Diseases in Fiji – Gathering Evidence and
Supporting Multi-Stakeholder Engagement. Apia: FAO.

36. Cacavas K, Mavoa H, Kremer P et al. (2011) Tongan adoles-
cents’ eating patterns: opportunities for intervention. Asia
Pac J Public Health 23, 24–33.

37. Reeve E, Thow A-M, Bell C et al. (2021) Identifying oppor-
tunities to strengthen school food environments in the
Pacific: a case study in Samoa. BMC Public Health 21, 246.

38. FAO & WFP (2018) Home-Grown School Feeding Resource
Framework (Synopsis). Rome: FAO and WFP.

39. Elo S & Kyngäs H (2008) The qualitative content analysis
process. J Adv Nurs 62, 107–115.

40. Hsieh H-F & Shannon SE (2005) Three approaches to quali-
tative content analysis. Qual Health Res 15, 1277–1288.

41. Burnard P (1991) A method of analysing interview tran-
scripts in qualitative research. Nurse Educ Today 11,
461–466.

42. Polit DF & Beck CT (2004) Nursing Research. Principles and
Methods. Philadelphia, PA: Lippincott Williams & Wilkins.

43. Bottcher C, Underhill SJR, Aliakbari J et al. (2021) Food
access and availability in Auki, Solomon Islands. J Hunger
Environ Nutr 16, 751–769.

44. Bottcher C, Underhill SJR, Aliakbari J et al. (2019) Food pur-
chasing behaviors of a remote and rural adult Solomon
Islander population. Foods 8, 464.

45. Fotu KF, Millar L, Mavoa H et al. (2011) Outcome results for
the Ma’alahi youth project, a Tongan community-based
obesity prevention programme for adolescents. Obes Rev
12, Suppl. 2, 41–50.

46. Scaglioni S, De Cosmi V, Ciappolino V et al. (2018) Factors
influencing children’s eating behaviours. Nutrients 10, 706.

47. Love P, Booth A, Margerison C et al. (2020) Food and nutri-
tion education opportunities within Australian primary
schools. Health Promot Int 35, 1291–1301.

48. World Health Organization (2014) Promoting Health Habits
among Pacific Kids. http://www.wpro.who.int/southpacific/

School food programmes in the Pacific Islands 465

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1368980022001951 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://www.who.int/gho/ncd/risk_factors/overweight_obesity/obesity_adolescents/en/
https://www.who.int/gho/ncd/risk_factors/overweight_obesity/obesity_adolescents/en/
https://www.unscn.org/uploads/web/news/document/School-Paper-EN-WEB-nov2017.pdf
https://www.unscn.org/uploads/web/news/document/School-Paper-EN-WEB-nov2017.pdf
https://www.unscn.org/uploads/web/news/document/School-Paper-EN-WEB-nov2017.pdf
http://www.fao.org/3/ca4091en/ca4091en.pdf
http://www.fao.org/3/ca4091en/ca4091en.pdf
http://siteresources.worldbank.org/EDUCATION/Resources/278200-1099079877269/547664-1099080042112/DID_School_Feeding.pdf
http://siteresources.worldbank.org/EDUCATION/Resources/278200-1099079877269/547664-1099080042112/DID_School_Feeding.pdf
http://siteresources.worldbank.org/EDUCATION/Resources/278200-1099079877269/547664-1099080042112/DID_School_Feeding.pdf
http://siteresources.worldbank.org/EDUCATION/Resources/278200-1099079877269/547664-1099080042112/DID_School_Feeding.pdf
https://www1.wfp.org/publications/2016-how-school-meals-contribute-sdgs
https://www1.wfp.org/publications/2016-how-school-meals-contribute-sdgs
https://www.glopan.org/sites/default/files/HealthyMealsBrief.pdf
https://www.glopan.org/sites/default/files/HealthyMealsBrief.pdf
http://www.wpro.who.int/southpacific/mediacentre/releases/2014/healthyhabits/en/
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1368980022001951


mediacentre/releases/2014/healthyhabits/en/ (accessed
June 2019 ).

49. TurunenH, SormunenM, JourdanD et al. (2017) Health pro-
moting schools – a complex approach and a major means to
health improvement. Health Promot Int 32, 177–184.

50. Burkhart S, Singh P, Raneri JE et al. (2022) Growing our
future: introducing the Pacific school food network to
support healthy school food and nutrition environments
for better nourished children in the Pacific Islands. Lancet
Reg Health West Pac 18, 100338.

466 S Burkhart et al.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1368980022001951 Published online by Cambridge University Press

http://www.wpro.who.int/southpacific/mediacentre/releases/2014/healthyhabits/en/
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1368980022001951

	School food programmes in the Pacific Islands: exploring opportunities and challenges for creating healthier school food environments
	Methods
	Data collection
	Stakeholders
	Workshop sessions
	School food programmes in the context of the FAO school food and nutrition framework
	Session one: healthy food environment and school food; enabling policy, legal and institutional environment
	Session two: food and nutrition education
	Session three: inclusive procurement and value chains
	Session four: sustainability and cultural considerations of school food program, moving forward

	Data analysis

	Results
	Stakeholders
	Session one: healthy food environment and school food
	The local environment and challenges to the use of school food program
	Challenges to the success of school food program and possible solutions
	Presence of school food program-related policy
	Current and desired activities
	Challenges to the use of school food program-related policy
	Key stakeholders for advocacy

	Session two: food and nutrition education
	Integration of food and nutrition education in the school curriculum
	Training for teachers
	Use of gardening in the school curriculum
	Session three: inclusive procurement and value chains

	Session four: sustainability and cultural considerations, and where to next with school food program in the Pacific Islands
	Sustainability
	Cultural considerations
	Where to next?


	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements
	References


