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Abstract This study aims to determine the effects of an edu-
cational intervention, based on the Colombian guidelines for
educational communication in the framework of cancer con-
trol, for raising lung cancer prevention-related awareness, and
improving healthy lifestyles in female scholars from a low-
income area in Bogota, Colombia. Uncontrolled trial conduct-
ed in 243 female scholars (mean age 14 years ± 1.5 SD). Two
90 min educational sessions were carried out in March 2015
according to the Colombian guidelines for educational com-
munication in the framework of cancer control. Posters and
other educational materials were created by scholars after the
intervention. All participants completed a self-reported ques-
tionnaire—The Cancer Awareness Measure—at pre and post-
intervention, as well as 1, 3, and 6 months after the interven-
tion. Smoking prevalence (8.2% at baseline) was reduced by
3.7% at 6 months follow-up (p < 0.005). The scholars exhib-
ited low to moderate awareness of both warning signs and risk
factors for lung cancer at baseline. These variables showed
statistically significant improvements at 6 months follow-up
(p < 0.005). Similar improvements were also found for phys-
ical activity, high-fat diet, and fruits and vegetable intake. This
evaluation of the Colombian guidelines for educational com-
munication in the framework of cancer control raised aware-
ness towards lung cancer prevention, reduced smoking, and

improved other healthy-lifestyle-related factors in a group of
female scholars from a low-income area in Bogota, Colombia.
Further randomized controlled studies are needed.
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Introduction

Lung cancer is a leading cause of cancer death and the second
most common cancer in both men and women (not counting
skin cancer) [1]. The incidence of lung cancer and smoking is
higher in developed countries, where western lifestyles are
more prevalent [1, 2]. Smoking is associated with more than
30% of all cancer deaths, including 80% of all deaths attrib-
uted to lung cancer [3, 4]. Some biological mechanisms such
as DNA demethylation [5] and the production of tumor
antigen-specific antibodies [6] can support the link between
smoking and lung cancer.

Most of cancer types are preventable by adopting healthy
lifestyles [7]. In a recent meta-analysis of 28 observational stud-
ies, Brenner and colleagues [8] found an inverse association
between recreational physical activity and lung cancer risk (rela-
tive risk (RR), 0.76; 95% confidence interval (CI), 0.69–0.85).
Furthermore, physical activity levels are also associated with
lower lung cancer mortality (low physical activity, hazard ratio
(HR) 0.80 (0.69–0.92); medium physical activity, HR 0.68
(0.59–0.80); and high physical activity, HR 0.78 (0.66–0.93))
[9]. Similar evidences have been published regarding fruits and
vegetables intake (RR 0.86; 95% CI 0.78–0.94) [10].

Adolescence is a critical period when lifelong habits are
established, and is also when the onset of smoking takes place
[11, 12]. These factors are clearly integrated in school-based
programs for smoking prevention and healthy lifestyles
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promotion [13]. School-based programs for smoking preven-
tion have proven favorable effects in different groups [14, 15].
Most of these effects have been attributed to different modifies
such as behavioral intentions, knowledge, social influences,
and beliefs [16, 17].

In the Colombian context, there are scarce evidences about
educational interventions for both smoking and lung cancer
prevention, whereas the benefits of the national guidelines for
educational communication in the framework of cancer con-
trol remain unknown [18]. The current agenda for cancer con-
trol in Colombia emphasizes on the need of community-based
research for both detection and prevention [19]. This study
aims to evaluate the effects of an educational intervention
for raising awareness for lung cancer prevention and healthy
lifestyles in a group of female scholars from a low-income
area in Bogota, Colombia.

Methods

Design

Uncontrolled trial had repeated measurements at 1, 3, and
6 months post-intervention.

Participants

We selected a convenience sample of 243 female adolescents
(10–17 years old), students from a public school in a low-
income area in Bogota, Colombia. The purpose of study, in-
terventions, and dates were explained in the classroom to the
eligible students. Those who referred pregnancy,
breastfeeding, or previous participation in a similar education-
al intervention were excluded.

Ethics

Ethical approval to conduct this study was obtained from the
ethics committee of the Our Lady of the Rosary University
(Reference No. 306), after approval of the research protocol.
Written informed consent was taken for each participant.

Data Collection

Lung Cancer Awareness: Warning Signs and Risk Factors

We used the Cancer Awareness Measure (CAM) [20–22],
which was developed and validated in 2007–2008 by the
Cancer Research UK, the University College London, the
King’s College, and Oxford University. The CAM is a vali-
dated questionnaire planned to assess awareness of cancer
among the general population. The CAM collects information
about warning signs, help-seeking, and risk factors of the most

common cancers. CAM developers suggested the question-
naire can be used at national, regional, and local levels to
monitor/track awareness over time, compare between groups,
identify information needs, and monitor the impact of
awareness-raising interventions. Responses were measured
using the nominal scale of BYes^ and BNo.^

Healthy Lifestyle

Scholars’ lifestyles were evaluated by using the Spanish ver-
sion of the Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System pub-
lished by the Center for Disease Control and Prevention
(CDC) [23]. The following domains were evaluated: smoking,
high fat diet, physical activity (>150min/week), and fruits and
vegetables intake. Weekly use/consumption was measured
using the nominal scale of BYes^ and BNo.^

Questionnaire Validity

All modules were translated into Spanish by one researcher
and back translation was conducted and checked by one inde-
pendent bilingual translator to ensure equivalence. The final
version of the questionnaire was then piloted in a subgroup of
50 students who provided feedback regarding feasibility, clar-
ity, and understanding. No lingual difficulties were identified.

The questionnaire was completed by all participants under
supervision of one researcher (PAAR), as suggested by the
Cancer Research UK [20]. Cronbach’s alpha was used to as-
sess the internal consistency, and Pearson’s correlation test
was used to evaluate the test- retest reliability over a 7-day
interval. Sensitivity to change is interpreted with the study
results (i.e., changes scores).

Educational Intervention

The educational intervention was developed in accordance with
the national guidelines for educational communication in the
framework of cancer in Colombia [18], by incorporating the
use of clear language, flexible and understandable vocabulary.
In order to facilitate the adherence and completion, the interven-
tion contents were articulated into the school curriculum. The
two 90-min educational sessions were carried out in
March 2015 emphasizing on the normal lung, lung cancer warn-
ing signs and risk factors, smoking, and the role of healthy life-
styles on lung cancer prevention (Table 1). One researcher and
teacher (PAAR) supervised both sessions and procedures. The
intervention content was discussed and approved by all authors.
The pedagogical resources were videos, presentations, and open
discussions. The students prepared various posters and placed
them on the most crowded areas of the school. At the end of
the sessions, each participant received a copy of the educational
content provided. The scholars did not receive any other educa-
tional information in their school curriculum, apart from the two
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90-min sessions of the intervention, related to the aim of this
study. Follow-up assessments were undertaken at 1, 3, and
6 months after the intervention.

Statistical Analysis

Descriptive statistics were used to present the sociodemographic
characteristics of students (i.e., frequency, percentage, mean, and
standard deviation). A multilevel regression model was used to
estimate the change coefficients in the different scores with re-
spect to pre-intervention measurements; each measurement was
then assumed as a hierarchical source of variability [24]. Alpha
levels of p < 0.05 were considered as significant. The data were
analyzed using the Stata version 22.0.

Results

1. Questionnaire performance and reliability

Cronbach’s alpha provided scores over 0.7 for all items in
the questionnaire, which suggested a strong level of internal
consistency. Similarly, Pearson’s correlation test showed
strong the test-retest reliability (over 0.72) for all items
(p < 0.05) over a 7-day interval.

2. Sociodemographic characteristics of study participants

A total of 243 female students participated in the educa-
tional intervention and received the whole content. Their
mean age was 14 years ± 1.5 standard deviations (SD) (range
12–17). All students are residents in a low-income area in
south Bogota, Colombia. Around half of the participants live
with both parents and less than half of the parents have com-
pleted academic studies (Table 2).

3. Effects of the educational intervention on awareness of
warning signs for lung cancer

Baseline measurements revealed low awareness of the
warning signs for lung cancer. Awareness of all warning signs
for lung cancer showed exponential increases across all mea-
surements (p < 0.0001). See Table 3.

4. Effects of the educational intervention on student’s aware-
ness of lung cancer risk factors

More than half of the students identified smoking as the
main risk factor for lung cancer, and this outcome increased by
12.3% at 6 months post-intervention (p < 0.0001). Similar
patterns were observed on the awareness of secondhand
smoke. Students’ awareness for other behavioral risk factors
such as sedentarism and fruits and vegetables intake showed
similar exponential increases. The educational intervention
increased the recommendation by students of physical exer-
cise for both prevention and treatment of lung cancers up to
6 months follow-up (Table 4).

5. Effects of the educational intervention on healthy life-
styles for lung cancer prevention

The educational intervention decreased weekly self-report
of smoking at 6 months after the intervention (3.7% decrease;
p < 0.05). Improvements were also observed on the practice of
physical activity and the intake of high-fat food, vegetables,
and fruits. See Table 5.

Discussion

Main Findings, Agreements, and Disagreements
with Other Studies

Our findings demonstrated an educational intervention, based
on the national guidelines for educational communication in

Table 1 Educational intervention for lung cancer prevention

Educational intervention for lung cancer prevention through healthy
lifestyles, key components

• Introduction to healthy lifestyles and cancer prevention

• Review of the learning objectives

• Normal lung (basic anatomy and physiology)

• Warning signs for lung cancer

• Lung cancer risk factors (i.e., modifiable and non-modifiable)

• Symptoms of lung cancer

• Early detection of lung cancer

• Treatment options of lung cancer

Table 2 Sociodemogra-
phic characteristics of
study participants
(n = 243)

Characteristics n Percentage

Age (years)
<15 181 74.5
>15 62 25.5

Home composition
Both parents 138 56.8
Only father 20 8.2
Only mother 85 35

Father’s education
Primary school 36 14.8
High school 100 41.2
University 107 44

Mother’s education
Primary school 27 11.1
High school 97 39.9
University 119 (49)
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the framework of cancer control, raised students’ awareness of
both warning signs and risk factors for lung cancer, as well as
healthy lifestyles up to 6 months follow-up.

Awareness of Warning Signs and Risk Factors for Lung
Cancer Similar findings have been reported in a controlled
study in four UK schools, where the authors assessed the
effectiveness of an educational intervention delivered by
Teenage Cancer Trust [25]. Besides, fairly similar awareness
of lung cancer risk factors was observed among both British
and Colombian adolescents [25]; while higher levels of aware-
ness have been found in German high school students, 92% of
the German scholars identified smoking as a risk factor for
lung cancer [26].

The present educational intervention raised female
scholars’ awareness on lung cancer prevention through
healthy lifestyles. Our findings align with those found in a
similar single-group, pretest/posttest program evaluation of a
teacher-led version of the St. Jude Cancer Education for
Children Program (SJCECP) in fourth-grade students from

10 local schools in Memphis area [27]. Moreover, other sim-
ilar educational approach, the program BI do not smoke, I
exercise^—a theory-based smoking prevention program that
promotes exercise as an alternative of smoking—yielded pos-
itive effects on adolescents’ awareness for lung cancer preven-
tion in Greek secondary schools [28]. The authors highlighted
the importance of integrating physical activity into smoking
prevention strategies, especially to improve students’ attitudes
towards smoking and awareness about the health conse-
quences of smoking [28].

Healthy Lifestyles for Lung Cancer Prevention

In spite of some lack of statistical significance, our educational
intervention improved healthy lifestyles in the students. The
students in this study exhibited significant reductions in
smoking throughout the follow-up periods with a 3.7% reduc-
tion at 6 months. These effects align with those reported in a
recent Cochrane review [29], which also found significant
reductions in smoking prevalence for school-based programs

Table 3 Effects of the
educational intervention on
awareness of warning signs for
lung cancer

Warning sign for lung cancer Prea Post 1 month 3 months 6 months
n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%)

p value p value p value p value

Unexplained lump or swelling 97 170 160 136 188

39.9 30.0 25.9 16.0 37.4

(0.000)b (0.000)b (0.000)b (0.000)b

Persistent unexplained pain 138 195 143 159 179

56.8 23.4 2.0 8.6 16.8

(0.000)b (0.624) (0.040)b (0.000)b

Unexplained bleeding 134 223 180 188 203

55.1 36.6 18.9 22.2 28.3

(0.000)b (0.000)b (0.000)b (0.000)b

Persistent cough or hoarseness 83 100 114 122 152

34.2 06.9 12.7 16.0 28.3

(0.109) (0.003)b (0.000)b (0.000)b

Persistent change in bowel or bladder habits 96 161 155 138 177

39.5 26.7 24.2 17.2 33.3

(0.000)b (0.000)b (0.000)b (0.000)b

Persistent difficulty swallowing 53 80 92 102 138

21.8 11.1 16.0 20.1 34.9

(0.009)b (0.000)b (0.000)b (0.000)b

A sore that does not heal 66 208 131 129 141

27.2 58.4 26.7 25.9 30.8

(0.000)b (0.000)b (0.000)b (0.000)b

Unexplained weight loss 78 202 132 123 160

32.1 51.0 22.2 18.5 33.7

(0.000)b (0.000)b (0.000)b (0.000)b

The percentages reflect the score change with respect to pre-intervention values
a Affirmative responses to each variable
b Statistically significant differences
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Table 4 Effects of the
educational intervention on
student’s awareness of lung
cancer risk factors

Lung cancer risk factors Prea Post 1 month 3 months 6 months
n
(%)

n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%)
p value p value p value p value

What is lung cancer? 124 225 214 226 230

51 41.5 37.0 41.9 43.6

(0.000)b (0.000)b (0.000)b (0.000)b

Smoking 183 213 201 210 213

75.3 12.3 7.4 11.1 12.3

(0.000)b (0.025)b (0.001)b (0.000)b

Secondhand smoke 165 209 176 197 208

67.9 18.1 4.5 13.1 17.6

(0.000)b (0.217) (0.000)b (0.000)b

Low intake of fruits and vegetables 40 96 75 60 97

16.5 23.0 14.4 8.2 23.4

(0.000)b (0.000)b (0.045)b (0.000)b

Sedentarism 59 120 85 75 132

24.3 25.1 10.6 6.5 30

(0.000)b (0.013)b (0.126) (0.000)b

Would you recommend exercise for lung cancer
prevention?

209 238 237 229 222

86 11.9 11.5 8.2 5.3

(0.000)b (0.000)b (0.000)b (0.016)b

Would you recommend exercise for patients with
lung cancer?

200 218 223 215 220

82.3 7.4 9.4 6.1 8.2

(0.008)a (0.001)a (0.028)a (0.003)a

The percentages reflect the score change with respect to pre-intervention values
a Affirmative responses to each variable
b Statistically significant differences

Table 5 Effects of the
educational intervention on
healthy lifestyles for lung cancer
prevention

Domains of lifestyle (weekly use) Prea Post 1 month 3 months 6 months
n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%)

p value p value p value p value

Smoking 20 8 9 4 11

8.2 −4.9 −4.5 −6.5 −3.7
(0.007)b (0.013)b (0.000)b (0.043)b

High fat diet 162 148 150 145 158

66.7 −5 −4 −6 −1.6
(0.164) (0.232) (0.091) (0.691)

Physical activity (>150 min/week) 159 174 158 181 166

65.4 6.1 −0.4 9.0 2.8

(0.141) (0.922) (0.031)b (0.492)

Fruits intake 170 195 186 201 187

70 10 6.5 1.2 6.9

(0.007)b (0.082) (0.001)b (0.065)

Vegetables intake 195 200 202 208 209

80.2 2.0 2.8 5.3 5.7

(0.538) (0.388) (0.109) (0.084)

The percentages reflect the score change with respect to pre-intervention values
a Affirmative responses to each variable
b Statistically significant differences
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that included social competences and social influences curric-
ula (odds ratio 0.88; 95% CI 0.82 to 0.95). Similar effects on
smoking have also been reported from Latino-American
countries [30]. It has been recently suggested that school-
based smoking prevention curricula programs can provide
larger results (12% reduction) in never-smokers age 5–18
[29]. Both social competences and influences must be incor-
porated into such interventions, even if there is no evidence on
these factors in Latino-American countries [29, 31].

The current educational intervention improved the practice
of physical activity (>150 min/week) in the students evaluat-
ed. Comparable findings have been communicated in a
Cochrane review (44 studies involving 36.593 children and
adolescents), which concluded that educational interventions
combining printed educational materials and changes to the
school curriculum that promote physical activity during
school hours can lead to positive effects in increasing duration
of physical activity from 5 to 45 min more per day and other
outcomes such as the time spent watching television from 5 to
60 min less per day, and physical fitness [32]. Considering
some context-related differences, we are able to recommend
school-based interventions for the promotion of physically
active behaviors.

Our improvements in fruit and vegetables intake are similar
to those published by Evans and collaborators [33] in 2012
summarizing evidences from 27 school-based programs in-
volving 26.361 children, who reported increases of nearly
0.25 portions of fruit and vegetable daily intake. We did not
evaluate the number of portions.

Strengths and Weaknesses

This study is the first evidence in evaluating the Colombian
guidelines for educational communication in the framework
of cancer control. We followed international recommenda-
tions when constructing and evaluating this education inter-
vention, which has been reflected in the use of the CAM
questionnaire for collecting the data; similar British studies
do so [27]. It is also important to highlight the relevance of
involving low-income groups in educational interventions
against cancer, since most of the massive campaigns in the
country do not reach these individuals [18, 19]. However,
the lack of a random assignment, probabilistic sampling
methods, and a control group preclude our potential to draw
stronger conclusions about the effects of our educational
intervention.

Implications for Research

The study of adolescents’ awareness of lung cancer risk fac-
tors, as well as other cancers, will benefit from further exper-
imental research. Well-conducted randomized controlled trials
(RTCs) can provide more rigorous evidence about the effects

of educational interventions in improving females’ potential
for lung cancer prevention through healthy lifestyles. Such
RCTs must incorporate large sample sizes and adequate
methods for allocation concealment, sequences generation,
and outcome measurement. The use of objective measure-
ments for lifestyle-related outcomes is also warranted.

Community-level influences in scholars’ lifestyles were
not measured in this study. The Travis Country CATCH trial
concluded that community involvement in school-based obe-
sity prevention programs in undeserved population could en-
hance program outcomes, such as scholars’ behaviors, knowl-
edge, and perceptions towards healthy living [34]. In line with
this evidence, we recommend that further research should fa-
cilitate and sustain a dynamic community involvement in
school-based programs for cancer and other non-
communicable conditions.

Implications for Practice

The results from this study are articulated with the priorities of
the cancer risk control and prevention strategies of the
Colombian ministry of health [18, 19] and those from other
international authorities.We recommend a detailed analysis of
the applicability of our study findings since most of the current
evidence comes from high-income countries, which precludes
its potential for transferability to the Colombian context.

Conclusion

An educational intervention based on the Colombian guide-
lines for educational communication in the framework of can-
cer control raised awareness for lung cancer prevention and
improved healthy lifestyles in female scholars from a low-
income area in Bogota, Colombia. Further randomized-
controlled studies are warranted.

Compliance with Ethical Standards

Conflict of Interest The authors declare that they have no conflict of
interest.

Open Access This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative
Commons At t r ibut ion 4 .0 In te rna t ional License (h t tp : / /
creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use,
distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided you give appro-
priate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the
Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made.

References

1. Ferlay J, Soerjomataram I, Ervik M, Dikshit R, Eser S, Mathers C,
Rebelo M, Parkin DM, Forman D, Bray F. GLOBOCAN 2012
v1.0, Cancer incidence and mortality worldwide: IARC

J Canc Educ (2018) 33:1294–1300 1299



CancerBase No. 11 [Internet]. Lyon, France: International Agency
for Research on Cancer; 2013. Available from: http://globocan.iarc.
fr, accessed on 11/February/2015

2. American Cancer Society. 2017 Key statistics for lung cancer.
Available from http://www.cancer.org/cancer/lungcancer-non-
smallcell/detailedguide/non-small-cell-lung-cancer-key-statistics
[Accessed 10th January 2017]

3. Pesch B, Kendzia B, Gustavsson P, Jöckel KH, Johnen G,
Pohlabeln H et al (2012) Cigarette smoking and lung cancer—rel-
ative risk estimates for the major histological types from a pooled
analysis of case-control studies. Int J Cancer 131(5):1210–1219

4. Seki T, Nishino Y, Tanji F, Maemondo M, Takahashi S, Sato I et al
(2013) Cigarette smoking and lung cancer risk according to histo-
logic type in Japanese men and women. Cancer Sci 104(11):1515–
1522

5. Zhang Y, Elgizouli M, Schöttker B, Holleczek B, Nieters A,
Brenner H (2016) Smoking-associated DNA methylation markers
predict lung cancer incidence. Clin Epigenetics 8:127

6. Myšíková D, Adkins I, Nad'a H, Ondřej P, Šimonek J, Pozniak J
et al (2016) Case-control study: smoking history affects the produc-
tion of tumor antigen-specific antibodies NY-ESO-1 in patients
with lung cancer in comparison with cancer disease-free group. J
Thorac Oncol S1556-0864(16):31176–31175

7. Weiderpass E (2010) Lifestyle and cancer risk. J Prev Med Public
Health 43(6):459–471

8. Brenner DR, Yannitsos DH, Farris MS, Johansson M, Friedenreich
CM (2016) Leisure-time physical activity and lung cancer risk: a
systematic review and meta-analysis. Lung Cancer 95:17–27

9. Wang A, Qin F, Hedlin H, Desai M, Chlebowski R, Gomez S
(2016) Physical activity and sedentary behavior in relation to lung
cancer incidence and mortality in older women: the Women's
Health Initiative. Int J Cancer 139(10):2178–2192

10. Vieira AR, Abar L, Vingeliene S, Chan DS, Aune D, Navarro-
Rosenblatt D (2016) Fruits, vegetables and lung cancer risk: a sys-
tematic review and meta-analysis. Ann Oncol 27(1):81–96

11. Casey BJ, Tottenham N, Liston C, Durston S (2005) Imaging the
developing brain: what have we learned about cognitive develop-
ment? Trends Cogn Sci 9:104–110

12. Warren CW, Jones NR, Peruga A, Chauvin J, Baptiste JP, Costa de
Silva V (2008) Global youth tobacco surveillance 2000- 2007.
MMWR Surveill Summ 57(1):1–28

13. World Health Organization. 2017 Health promotion. Available
from: http://www.who.int/topics/health_promotion/en/ [Accessed
20th January 2017]

14. Gorini G, Carreras G, Bosi S et al (2014) Effectiveness of a school-
based multi-component smoking prevention intervention: the LdP
cluster randomized controlled trial. Prev Med 61:6–13

15. Castro R, Castro S (2013) Prevention of tobacco use in adolescents
through motivational behavior change and analysis of campaigns in
Chile. Rev Chil Salud Pública 17(1):54–58

16. Bate SL, Stigler MH, Thompson MS et al (2009) Psychosocial
mediators of a school-based tobacco prevention program in India:
results from the first year of project MYTRI. Prev Sci 10:116–128

17. Giannotta F, Vigna-Taglianti F, Galanti RM et al (2014) Short-term
mediating factors of a school-based intervention to prevent youth
substance use in Europe. J Adolesc Health 54:565–573

18. Wiesner Ceballos C, Cortés García C, Donoso Suárez I. 2008.
Guidelines for educational communication in the framework of
cancer control. Available at http://www.cancer.gov.co/files/libros/
archivos/Guia.pdf Accessed 26 August 2016

19. National Ministry of Health of Colombia. 2012. Ten year plan for
cancer control in Colombia 2012–2021. Available at: http://www.

iccp-portal .org/s i tes /default /f i les /plans/PlanDecenal_
ControlCancer_2012-2021.pdf Accessed 26 August 2016

20. Cancer Research UK. 2015 The Cancer Awareness Measures
(CAM). Available from: http://www.cancerresearchuk.org/health-
professional/prevention-and-awareness/the-cancer-awareness-
measures-cam#collapseCAM3 [Accessed 10th June 2015].

21. Stubbings S, Robb K, Waller J, Ramirez A, Austoker J, Macleod U
et al (2009) Development of a measurement tool to assess public
awareness of cancer. Br J Cancer 101(Suppl 2):S13–S17

22. Simon AE, Juszczyk D, Smyth N, Power E, Hiom S, Peake MD
et al (2012) Knowledge of lung cancer symptoms and risk factors in
the U.K.: development of a measure and results from a population-
based survey. Thorax 67(5):426–432

23. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). 2014.
Behavioral Risk Factor Surveil lance System Survey
Questionnaire. Atlanta, Georgia: U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention.
Available at http://www.cdc.gov/brfss/questionnaires/pdf-ques/
2014brfss_spainish.pdf Accessed 26 August 2014

24. Dziak J, Nahum-Shani I, Collins LM (2012) Multilevel factorial
experiments for developing behavioral interventions: power, sam-
ple size, and resource considerations. Psychol Methods 17(2):153–
175

25. Kyle RG, Nicoll A, Forbat L, Hubbard G (2013) Adolescents’
awareness of cancer risk factors and associations with health-
related behaviours. Health Educ Res 28(5):816–827

26. Heuckmann B, Asshoff R (2014) German high school students’
attitudes and interest in cancer and factors influencing proactive
behaviour for cancer prevention. J Cancer Educ 29(3):497–505

27. Ayers K, Li Z, Quintana Y, Van Kirk Villalobos A, Klosky JL
(2016) St. Jude Cancer Education for Children Program: the impact
of a teacher-led intervention on student knowledge gains. J Cancer
Educ

28. Kolovelonis A, Goudas M, Theodorakis Y (2016) Examining the
effectiveness of the smoking prevention program BI do not smoke, I
exercise^ in elementary and secondary school settings. Health
Promot Pract 17(6):827–835

29. Thomas RE, McLellan J, Perera R (2013) School-based
programmes for preventing smoking. Cochrane Database Syst
Rev 4:CD001293

30. Alonso-Castillo MM, Esparza-Almanza SE, Frederickson K,
Guzmán-Facundo FR, López-García KS, Martínez-Maldonado R
(2008) Efecto de una intervención para prevenir el consumo de
alcohol y tabaco en adolescentes de escuelas secundarias de
Monterrey, México. Investigación en Enfermería: Imagen y
Desarrollo 10:79–92

31. Thomas RE, McLellan J, Perera R (2015) Effectiveness of school-
based smoking prevention curricula: systematic review and meta-
analysis. BMJ Open 5(3):e006976

32. Dobbins M, Husson H, DeCorby K, LaRocca RL (2013) School-
based physical activity programs for promoting physical activity
and fitness in children and adolescents aged 6 to 18. Cochrane
Database Syst Rev 2:CD007651

33. Evans CE, Christian MS, Cleghorn CL, Greenwood DC, Cade JE
(2012) Systematic review and meta-analysis of school-based inter-
ventions to improve daily fruit and vegetable intake in children aged
5 to 12 y. Am J Clin Nutr 96(4):889–901

34. Hoelscher DM, Springer AE, Ranjit N, Perry CL, Evans AE, Stigler
M et al (2010) Reductions in child obesity among disadvantaged
school children with community involvement: the Travis County
CATCH Trial. Obesity (Silver Spring) 18(Suppl 1):S36–S44

1300 J Canc Educ (2018) 33:1294–1300

http://globocan.iarc.fr
http://globocan.iarc.fr
http://www.cancer.org/cancer/lungcancer-non-smallcell/detailedguide/non-small-cell-lung-cancer-key-statistics
http://www.cancer.org/cancer/lungcancer-non-smallcell/detailedguide/non-small-cell-lung-cancer-key-statistics
http://www.who.int/topics/health_promotion/en/
http://www.cancer.gov.co/files/libros/archivos/Guia.pdf
http://www.cancer.gov.co/files/libros/archivos/Guia.pdf
http://www.iccp-portal.org/sites/default/files/plans/PlanDecenal_ControlCancer_2012-2021.pdf
http://www.iccp-portal.org/sites/default/files/plans/PlanDecenal_ControlCancer_2012-2021.pdf
http://www.iccp-portal.org/sites/default/files/plans/PlanDecenal_ControlCancer_2012-2021.pdf
http://www.cancerresearchuk.org/health-professional/prevention-and-awareness/the-cancer-awareness-measures-cam%23collapseCAM3
http://www.cancerresearchuk.org/health-professional/prevention-and-awareness/the-cancer-awareness-measures-cam%23collapseCAM3
http://www.cancerresearchuk.org/health-professional/prevention-and-awareness/the-cancer-awareness-measures-cam%23collapseCAM3
http://www.cdc.gov/brfss/questionnaires/pdf-ques/2014brfss_spainish.pdf
http://www.cdc.gov/brfss/questionnaires/pdf-ques/2014brfss_spainish.pdf

	Raising...
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Methods
	Design
	Participants
	Ethics
	Data Collection
	Lung Cancer Awareness: Warning Signs and Risk Factors
	Healthy Lifestyle
	Questionnaire Validity

	Educational Intervention
	Statistical Analysis

	Results
	Discussion
	Main Findings, Agreements, and Disagreements with Other Studies
	Healthy Lifestyles for Lung Cancer Prevention
	Strengths and Weaknesses
	Implications for Research
	Implications for Practice

	Conclusion
	References


