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deverpment"of an improved dental health curriculum for e]ementan;)qnd /f

secondary grades. . \ . L
- Sec Y :

"disea§é9fs a major health problem natfonally; it often goeé untreated,/ .

&

S e

The Department of‘HéhTth;,Ed0cation and-We1f5?e contracted with the |

-
- -

TeanQQFpér;ment;of Health Resources (Bureau of Dental Health) for the -

. Tpe'heed for an effective dental health program is clear. Dentalﬁ

-"and it could, ‘in targe measure, be prevented'by adequate care of the fouth

. : o Sl 7
and” teeth. Equally unfortunate is the psychological and social suffgr-

ing that is often attendant upon poor dental health. The Tattletooth

curricutum haﬁvbeen designed.fo help alleviate these problems by teaching

" proper dental hygiene techniques and by teaching importance of goad

dental health to the social and psychological well;being of the 7
person’, \ - o
The program is humaqistic in'that'it relates dental hygieng and

and emo-

the probleis of poor dental heqlth to physical, mental; social
tional aspects of the ;ota1'pensonﬂ Perhéps most import?ntly tHe new
program provides for the involvement %f thg entire conmunity"fth thé.
brov?siqi of supportive information backages specia]]y preﬁa ed for
specific community groups. Children receive support, in tﬁéﬁr efforts to
form gobd dental habits from teachers, parents, dentists,'Jhd hygienists,
aﬁd 109a1 suppliers of foothershes, dental f]oss,‘énd digE]osing wafers,

Durihg the year's worktzchrricu1um was designeq‘bytéams of teachérs,
dentists, curriculum designers, and eva]uatofs. Four seﬂs of 10 lessops
each were prepared, Sovering grades K-2, 3-6, Jri HighISéhpoa, and Sr.
High School. These*were pilot tested in 119 classrooms in Texas in the

5 .
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Spf'ng of 1975, and this report covers the evaluation st?ategy, ins;ruments,

N
and results.

/ o The report concludes that the majerials were quite successful,

particularly i the éaﬁ1y grades. It was found that the humarfistic ap-

—

" proach was generally well received and, that the entire model for presenting»;

this subject might be equally useful for many other courses. ft was not

~ opportune,mduring the pilot test, to involve the other par;icipahts and

community support.
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‘ o I. INTRODUCTION. )

- . v

In September 4 the Educationai Development Corporation was regyested
to participate in an ongoing project, de51gned to deveiop and evaiuate a
comprehensive dentai heal th educafion curr1cu1um in Texas. This corporation
agreed to provide organization and planning expertise and as a major focus, '
- to plan and‘f%rry out an evaluation of three aspects of the project, as
follows: i '.- ~ ' .
1. a training‘and orientation conference for Education Service
‘Center personnel selected for the piTot testing of the devel-
oped curriculum meteriaJs; X !
7 2. the training sessions at whicn these Education Service Center
personnel would, in\turnj”present the curricuium to the classroom
teachers chosen to pilot the project (5 centers, 1 teachers);
3. the lesson plans produced consisting of ten lessons each for
four grade 1evels (K - 2 3-6, Junior High. and Senior High).
The p]anning and consultation efforts continued throughout the various
steps of the project; the evaluation effort is described in this report. |
The evaluation and test design required théYcooperationgof many busy people,
1nc1ud1ng dentists, Texas Department of Health Resources personnel, Education
Service* Center representatives, school administrators, and classroom teachers.
The continued assistance of George Higginson, M.B.A., was usefui in concep- *
tualizing and organizing the work. The contributions of all who gave so
freely of their time are gratefui]y acknowiedged Cheryl Levandoski, *the
Project Director, was most helpful throughout in supporting and faci]itating

the evaluation procese}

b




11. DESCRiPTION OF THE EVALUATION ‘ ’.
R O

-

A. Purpase ahd Scopei, o

At this e}age e?'the project, the evaluation was des1gned to chcen-
trate on ref1n1ng the mater1a1s produced both for the trafning sess1ons and -
for classroom" use. There was no effort to measure the cognitive or behav1ora1
1mpact of the program mater1a1s -on students, though the part1C1pat1ng“teachers
viere esked to make some judgment concern1ng the involvement of their students,

The ma'in'Agoals ere ' (

I, to provide input for improvement of . the training materials and the
presentation format;

2. ‘to gather data for
a, refinement of the curriculum materials developed,
b. possible future expansion of the program, and . .
c. more accurate grading of the lesson plans.

" In addition, it was éonsidered desirable to fequest attitude qqe opinion
aéié from the e;eﬁs of the project materials in 6¥der to judge the genera]
acceptab111ty of the concept and approach . o

The time and money con§tmaints on the evaluation research werelquite
stringent. Deve]opment of the mat!*ials was, of course, the maaordeffort‘
oﬁ\the project, requiring the great bulk of both the time and funds avail-
able, The extremely tight schedule caused specific problems in some of the
schools, resulting in limited-data, especially in the high school sample.
Many responding teachers_neted that High School gurricu]um schedules are
finatized fairly early in the school year, andpthat.addifions and changes

‘ 14 .
are rarely possiblg. This was also true, but to a lesser extent, in the junior

/ ‘ - _’( | Y




+
high schools. Thus the evaluation results are most complete and reliable

for the kindergarten through sixth grade groups. A1l available data are
presgnted, however, since it is felt that informed input is of critical value
in the formative phase of a project. . . ) |
B. Igstrumeﬁts and %rocedure, | ’

Fiye separate instrumants were constcucteg, mostly requesting immediate
experience and opinion feedback. Three questionnaires vere distributed fol-
1Qwing the training sessions, two atlthe first'conference held in Austin,

- and one_at the Regional feachef»tra{ning.sessions. These instruments were
designed to évaluat? the effectiveness of the training and the acceptability
]

of the materials and format. The remaining two questionnairés were distri-

buted along with the individual 1esson'p1an;, one tglgather opinions about the

.

’

specifichcurriquium plan and activities, and another to summarize regctiqns

to the eqtire series, and 5150 to gather some information about teagher'at- N
titudes and demography of their classes.

| The five instruments, whicﬁ were all originally co1or-coded'for elsy

recognition, are found in the Appendix, as follows:

1. Training Evaluation Sheet

(for Service Center Trainers) - blue : . .o
2, Trﬁining Evaluation Sheet  ~ ®
(fm% Participating Dentists) - green
1
3. Inservice Training Evaluation Sheet \
(for teachers) - pink e )

4. Lesson Evaluation Sheet -
(one for each teacher, for each lesson plan, for each grade level) -
yellow .

5. Summary Eyaiuation Sheet -
(one for each teacher) - gold-

o)
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» The Training Evaluation Sheets for Service Center personngl -and par-
tic$pating}dentists were distributed immediately fo]lowing the two-day con-
ference in Austin, during a scheduled evaluation per1od and they were collected
immediately. The Inserv1ce Tra1ning Evaluation Sheets vere d1strﬂbuted to :

the teachers by the Service Center Trainers. -%Ece again, they were co]]ected |

immediately after the sessions, with time allowed for their completion. They

were forwarded to Aust1\? for tabulation,
A Lesson Evaluation Sheet was included as a part of each lesson plan
- distributed to the teachers. (A conscious effort was made to construct a one-
page instrument that wou]d be "quick .and easy.") In addition, at the time
of tqain1ng, each part1c1pat1ng teacher was given two stamped addressed en- .
veIOp}s and one Surmary Evaluation Sheet. The instructions (also listed on the
sheets) were to fill out one evaluation form for each Tesson used, Each
~teacher was given a packet of ten leésons, and, after completion of the first
five, the filled-out ques@ionnaires were to be énclosed in the first enve]qpev

and mailed to the Department of Health Resources. After the remaining lessons

vere tried out; the teacher wvas instrueted.to fi11 out the Summary Evaluation -
Sheet enclose it with the remainfng five Lesson Evaluation Sheets ih the |
second envelope, and ma11 it also to the Department of‘Hea1thResources Jhe
evaluation forms were then all forwardéd 'ty the Educational Deve]opment Cor-
“poration for analysis and interpretation. . . -

. : . 0 ;
Since the main focus af the effort was to gather useful and sincere in- o

put from participants, no,effort was made to insure anonymity. The tone and .

N . Py . - ’i

p format of the training and tﬁ% approach of the curriculum materials in- o
volved interpersonal awareness and humanistic values, and the importance of

an honest and helpful evaluation was.stressed, It is felt that all who . |

a
;]
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anéwered the questionnaires gave r"espoffs%b1e and thoughtflﬂ responses, both A

/ - |
positive and negative, and tiére was .considerable evidence qf real interest

~

in the comments and suggestions received.
J . - - .
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_The phi]osophy and rationale were describedg technic

y ' I11. EVALUATION: DATA

)
A. Training Conference (Austin) S '

The first step in the pi%ot test was-a two-dgy conference, held in'

"Austin, at'which the curriculum materials were presented to representatives

of“the five Education Service Centers selected for the try-out. A number of

interested dentists also attended, ineiuding those who wouid‘have_the.respon-:

sibility of providing technical $upport in the Regions. The "Team Leaders"
" who had spear-headed the curriculum deve]opment work and the meﬂia experts who

had,designed the finighed product jgined with pr

t organizers and others
directly involved to present a comprehensive origntati raining session,
al material was

offered, and the eyayuation plan was outlined. The leading "Tattletooth”

‘characters were introduced via cut-outs and tranéparencies. The lesson plan

packages were distributed, and sample lessons nere demonstrated. An effort
was made to stress humor, informaiity, and human interaction,

Both Service Center trainees and participating dentists were asked to =~
\
evaluate this training, and their responses are summarized in the following

L}

sections. -

Service Center Represeptatives

L 4
\ . .
~ Of the five Regional Service Center representatives attending, a major-

ity found the training generally clear and sufficient, the materials helpfu].'

the presentation well-organized, both technical-dental and educational jni

etruction clear, the time uti]ized about right, and the whole training exper-

—

jence -about aVerage. -They felt that there was enough time to ask questions,

and‘they would have liked more coverage of the lesson plans.

4

11

S




.t

> . o ¢
’ JE:T1E only three of the five felt competent to teach the maferials in
thei g

egions, all felt that the tra ind'waS»necessary, enjoyab]e, and easity

- " - Pﬂ-
there was ajminimum 3:;bor1ng repet tion. .

understood. They felt that'the pres&pters knew .their materiai weii and that

too :ifwded One of the five felt that’ there was insufficient time for indi- ‘%‘ifi
viduai problems, However, two of the five felt that this training experiééié’;??-‘

was better than most, and none found it iess satisfactory than most.
Id

The majority appreciated the informal tone and approach but severai sug-

‘gestions were made that might iead to speeific improvgments. These included ° --

a. more time; ' - '
b. checking materials more carefuiiy beforehand.
. Ceo more technical back~up; — .
.d. a.technical rESOurces lists .
e., a chance to become familiar with the mater1ais and information eariier.

L4

.. Participating .Dentists ERNRSA .

A

Nine dengists attended the training conference and completed the evaluation
sheets. ‘A clear majority (7, 8, or 9) found *the training generaiiy ciear "and

sufficient the materiais helpful, the presentation weii-organized. ‘the ed-

.ucationai instructions clear, and the time utilﬁzed about right. Five foupd

the technicai-dentai instructions ciear, but one felt they were confusing, one
not quite clear, and onerthought they were too technicai for teachers. (One
did not respond.) They vere unanimous in finding that there ‘vas enough op-
portunity to ask questions and that the dental material in the packets was ac—_

curate and sufficient, -Allenine responded in identical fashion to the true-
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v .
{f{» jhlse port1on of the eva]uat:on, fee11ng that they were competeqt to tra1n =

_ teachers 1n the denta] 1nformat10n requ1red that the, tra1n1ng sess1on was B 1v3 
j;H\'_ necessaﬁy, enJoyable, and understandab1e?,that the presenters knew tLe1r matgr-
-1L' O a wel], and that there~was not'too mudh~bor1ng repet1t1on.' .
'ﬁ,1‘ i‘ ;A,( One dent;st vould: have 11ked1mne coverage of the ph1losophy and rat1ona1e, )
T X o two wanted more coverage of the 1esson plans, one wou]d have 1ncreased time

' spent on techn1ca1 denta] mater1al and two wanted to know more about the

N evaluat1on. There was considerable enthus1asm about the p]ann1ng, effect1ve-»
ness, tone,‘ and format of the training, and also about the_graph1cs and educa- - °

_tional mater1a1. Suggest1ons for 1mprovement included

a. a 11tt1e move time; - e _

b. emphasize "no toothpaste needed“' ' T : ( ‘
.  simpler dental material, como]ete]y revamped; :

d. more comp]ete explanation relating ph1losophy to c]assroom teach1ng,

e. more time between getting mater1a1s and using them in schoo]s. '

-

v B Reg1ona1 Inservice Tra1n1ng (5 Reg1ons) o @Q - ”;77 ;
. em - .

_Courses were presented in five Reg1ons w1th attendance rang1ng from -

17 to 26. The resp%nzes, by Reg1on- can: be summar1zed in the foT]ow1ng chart

A\ (Table 4\).




T ;.n »,A. ey 4\;?1
Tab]e 1 ' o

i SUMMARY OF INSNRVICE TEACHER TRAINING QUESTIONNAIRE

- Reg1on . Reglon Regiod- ‘Region Rég{c
L omrco W vk IXT O XIX

~‘The tra1n1ng generally, was - c]ear and suf- i ' SE
3 . ficient. 23 .26 - 17 2t 21!
, . too sketchy 0% 0. . 0 '3 0
. S - R ~°  confusing - {' w0 0 0 -0 0;
. The training matepials weve. umhelpful . .~ . 0 0 0. 0 0]
L S ~ .only.so=s0 ;> i 0 0 -0 =0
helpful 21 26" 16 24 < 20;
The presentation well-organized 1N 25 15 20 18
. a little loose =~ 10 7 0 0 '3 2
; B S0 SN ~ sloppy 0 ., 0 0 0 0
‘The technicaI-dentahgﬁ'i h R * v , o
strdctions were; confusing 0 P 0 0+ - 0
- o not quite clear -0 1 | - 4 .- 03
o AR ‘clear L - 22 - 24 16 -20 2T
- The educational program i . R o o o ‘ aE
instructioq5 vere -;Qi confus1ng .. 0. 0O . +» 0 _ - O 0
T 478 not quite clear 2 1 0 6 2
S W clear 20 25 17 16 19
- The whole course was %< too long 0 -0 1 1 04
' L © ‘about,right 23 25 16 19 - 21
o " ~ * - too crowded 0 0 -0 4 0
Lt I felt that there was. too much time spent ' e
- . * . on, individual ques- o L o
) . . tions | 0 0 0 N 0
. enough opportunity . . -
to ask questions 23 23 17 17 21
insufficient time . ' 'x*\*
for individual 4 ’ _
. v probiems R ¢ 2 MV 5 0:
1 felt this training was better than most 13 22 I 18 14
o : ‘about average 10 4 6 5. -1
‘ . less satisfactory . '
. - than most : .0 o - 0 0 -0
I would have 1liked more- ' S -
o coverage of -the ph1losophy and ‘ o
rationale 0 2 0. 0 - 0,
the ‘lesson plans 10 5 10 12 11
‘ technical dental BT
, , material’ v 5 7 2 9 4
L _ . ' ‘the evaluation. ° Y ;
e v o procedure o 6 0 2 3
1 feel confident about my S | . ;
ability to handle the mater- o ' e
~ {als in this teaching program.true - 23 - 25 17 19 - 18
S — . false = : o 0. o 4 -2
i . really could have done with-— =~ -~ ' oo . - , I ]
' . out this inservice training. true 3 2 .2 1. 0
o - . fdlse 8 22 14 22 20
The training experience was ' ' X T

generally enjoyable, true 22 26 17 ' éé 21%
| | false » 0 .0 0 0 0




=
Table 1 ) ,
(continued) :
- Region Reg1on ~Region  Region Region
B : S 8 8 Iv- Vi - IX - XIX
- The t.ramers seemed to know the Y oo - B
o subject. N , true .23 . . 26 17 23 21
g talse 0 - 0 -0 1 .0
e -9 was bored most of the time. true T 0 | 0 0
false 22 26 15 24 20 -
Dental education. is reany needed _ - IR '
in my c]ass(es) , - true 23 21 - - 17 23 - 20
false o - 2 9 - 0 0
I feel that I understand most of ’ ) ' -
- the instructions. © true 23 2.« 17 22,20
: _false 0 S0 0 AN 0-~

I know where I can get he]p w1th' T .
/this program if I need it, . ‘true 22 26 . 17 24
: . . 1 .

21
false 0 | 0 0 {
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. -
more advance notice, more preparatien time;

a. e
b. more detailed work on lesson plans; » ' - =
c. should be given in the Fall; .

‘de’ dental health films in school 11brary, fe
e. . moré demonstration of lessons;
- f. more suggestions about where to find answers

,-,more t1me on dental 1nformat1on brush1ng andgﬁ‘oss1ng.

—
~

C Lesson Plans

) The main purpose for th1s aspect of the eva]uat1on effort was to pro@*%e
"/rﬂ—i;grmative feedback for ref1n1ng and more accurate]y grad1ng the 1nd1v1dua1

lesson plans. Comp]ete data summar1es were made available to the team work-

The fo]]ow1ng tables

i«\

ing on editing and 1mprov1ng the,curr1cu1um mater1als.
present condensed assessments of the ten lessons for each grade 1eve1.

Kindergarten - Grade Fwo

As is obvious in Table 2, the K -2 1esson ‘plans were generally h1gh1y :
acceptable to the‘teachersp The “overall assessment” was based on a com-
bination of several of the questionnaire"%ggns, involving ease’of use, whether
the teacher wodld use it again, cTarity‘of the dental health message, and B
sufficiency of the materials prorided. fhese plans, with the possible ex-

ception of Lesson 2, whish was perceived as a little difficult, were on-target;
“and there'Was'littfe criticism. Kindergarten teachers frequently reminded
the deve1opers that their students cannot read, but they generally adapted

the lessons to the appropriate level,

co

/




‘Lesson 1

.2

10

v

Table 2

~

Lesson .Plan Assessments (Majority Responses)

*Number of teachers responding

positive

_ _ Kindergarten through Second Grade .
Student . 4 Grade Overal| ‘
Response Time . Materials Level Assessment N *
| about ‘easﬂy 2, highly
enthusiastic right available but adaptable _positive 32
o about none o T
$0-S0 right  needed 3 positive 33_
. _about ¢  easily highly -
‘enthusiastic right avai]abﬂe , K-.2  positive 35"
»  “Sbout  easily  , highly
enthusiastic pight available K=2 positive - 35,
$\\about none - highly ﬁy
enthusiastic right - needed 1,72 positive 34
about’  easily highly o
enthusiastic  right available, K-2 positive 32
. . . . el
“about easily highly '
enthusiastic right  available K- itive 29 %
. about easily highly
enthusiastic_ right available K= -positiye 30
_ about  easily " highly
énthusiastic right . available K - posit;ye 21
about easily highly
enthusiastic right available K-2 13

"3_:12';




Six :

£ S Grades Three -
Table 3 shows that, aga1n, the teachers found the lesson plans highly
u.acceptab1e, that the t1nAng was appropr1ate, the mater1a1s eas11y ava11ab1e,
and. the grade-level generally correct. nStudent response qu a little more

Many'teachers urged specific graded mater-

variable than in the lower grades.

ial, stressing the differences between third and sixth graders.,

»

Table 3 "
) . _ .
. (- Lesson Plan Assessments (Majority Responses)
_ Third Grade through Sixth Grade
- Student E Grade Overall :
Response . Time Materials Level Assessment N*
generally about none -5, - highly. ,
Lesson 1 positive right . required but adaptable positive 42
. ’ - \
e generally about easily . highly
2 positive right available . 3-6 positive . 43
; about ¥,easiﬁy . highly
3 enthusiastic right . Favailable ?_- 6 positive 42
generally " about easily *  highly
4 positive " right available 3-6 positive 42
- 'atlut easily
% 5 so-so right available 5,6 positive 38
V generally _about easily highly
6 positive right - available 3-6 positivé 34
. about  easily - highly
7 enthusiastic’ right available 3.6 positive 35
. : about eaéi]y _ ' highly g
8 enthusjastic _night available 4 -6 positive '5 29
generally:  about easily ) highly
9 positive right available 4 -6 positive 32
| about = easily ’ highly
10 enthusiastic right -available 4 -6 positive . 29
*Number of teachers responding
18




o

Junior ﬁiqh'Schoo1

14

o

A\Tabfe i "

el

Lesson Plan Assessments (Haaor1ty Pesponses)

A ¥

i Jun1or High School

Student "7 . . Grade Overall -
Response - Time, Materials " Level Assessment N *
: © about  easily - | o
Lesson 1 enthusiastiey right - available 7 positive 10
¢ ‘:‘V, - -3
~ % about norie
2 s0-s0 right needed 5; 6 neutral 11 3
" ‘generally ~ too easily | |
3 positive Jong  -avaflable 7-9 positive 10
) about easily higth
4 enthus1ast1c right available 7, 8 positive 7
. | about  easily | ' )
* 5 s0-50 right  available 7 - positive 9
: abouﬁ éasi1y : | ’
6 s0-50 . right available - 7-9 neutral 6
generally  about easily _highty . , °
7 positive right available 7-9 positive 7
generally  about none
8 positive right needed 6, 7 positive 7
~ about easin - : '
9 enthusiastic_ right  available 7.-9 neutral 7
© e ahout  none highly
10 _enthusiastﬁe right ) rneeded . 7, 8 positive 7
’ . o’ -
*Nunber of teachers respondxng » K

As previously po1nted out, adding a dental hea1th‘an1t late in the year

was much more»diff1cu1t in the higher grades, and few junior high teechers

were able to utilize the materials and complete the evaluations. Those who

Pl
k . : .
. 3 .
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did were almost all Seventh grade teadlErs, with only an occasional re-
sponse from: the eighth and ninth grade. (An 1nteresi€¢g approach vias tr1ed
1ﬁ’one schoo], vhere. the teacher asked the students to write evaluat1on letters.

4
These will be discussed’ with the surmary evaluation sheets.)

The overall -assessments were more often neutré&-and positive than inﬁtbe

earlier grades and the student response was ;:ite variab]e. Once aga1n the
t1m1ng vas appropr1ate and mater1aTs were Ufually eas11y available. S%‘iral
of the lessons viere Judged a 11tt1e juven1le. The most frequent criticisms
invo]ved the lack of preparat1on time and_the problem of. starting something
new at the end of the school year. ' o

At 1eest.some attempts at using the "1eadersh1p" approach were made in
Junior High School classes. In this approach, students prepared lessons and
taught them te younger children, 1,ﬁsu]ts wi]llbe discussed in the Summary

Evaluation Sheet section.
)

‘ " 2\




, -

~ Senior High- School

L Tables

- Lesson Plan Assessments (haaority Responses) o . LoV
High School

AN
Student . - : Grade Overall
Response Time - Materials Level Assessment M*
, . - - === :
o about easily
Lesson 1 soso . . right available 5«7 positive 3
generally: - about easin 6, 7 -
2 positive right available but adaptabTe ‘positive 4
' . /genera1ly about easin c N ~highly )
positive right available 10 -.12 - positive - 4
’ too  easily , ‘ :
4 so0-so0 Tong ~ . available 6 - 10 neutral 4
generally about  none ' highly
5 Y positive right needed 10 - 12 positive 3
~ gemerally .  too none |
6 positive short . needed 8~-10 rieutral 2 .
-too none '
7  s0-s0 short needed 10 neutral 2
too gasily .
8 s0-s0 short available 5, 9™  peutral 2
4 too easily ) .
9 " S0-s0 short available 2, Ok neutral 2
. too = easily. . .
10 so=so short ~ available 3, 9** neutral - 2

%

*Number of teachers responding

*fne of the responding teachers was using the "1eadership approach”" and
found -the material appropriate; the other responded<?o the material as
much too juvenile for his 12th graders.

. .
"

Only a few high school teachers were able to use the program, either in

whole or in part, and the evaluation results fon this group must be considered

11
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a very limited (but he]pful') indication of the prograns acceptability.

Percept1on of the value of the lesson plans depended 1n part on whether

the’"]eadership" approach was peing used. Students appeared to respond

fairly posit1ve1y to the idea of teach1ng’younger classes, but a teacher

noted that they were not so not1vated t071earn or apply denta] knowledge as
. related to their own behavior, | ) ' '
Even with this small number.of;responses, however, it would appear that‘4
" some serious revisiong in the Senior High School lessons are necessary, befdre
» 'thene cen_be ansuccessful field,test. In edditidn, participating t€achers
: must be able to plan fdr a denta1 health unit early in the schoo]kyear,
or they will not be able to fit it'in their schedules.
: .D. Note about the Artwork »!
| The Lesson EvaluationfSheets contained a question about use of the art-
work provided. The original concept involved considerable dependence on using
this artwork to make transparencies for use.with overhead projectdrs. Teach~
ers were asked if they used this technique and, 1f not, how fﬂey used the art- '
work. Fdr most of the leSSons, at all graae Ievels, a majority did make -

transparencies, However, in Kindergarten through grade nine, a number of

‘teachers made other use of the artwork, from providing copies‘for the chi]drena ’ .
to co]dr?-to using it as a stimulus to inspire students to create their own
art, to handing it around (Senior Righ School) as “comic relief," In the
lower grades espeC1a11y,\unere were a large number of original and ingenious
uses reported, and some teachere seemed to enjoy the challenge of adapting

the materials to fit their particular classroom needs and constraints.
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E. Sunmary tvaluat1on Sheets |
| Teachers vho had comp]eted the full ser1es of ten Tesson plans were
asked to compiete a Summary‘Evaluat1on Sheet, Some part1c1$5nts virote that
they did not receiue such a sheet uith their packetsa- Others evidently did
not fill in the summaries because'they did not use all pf the lessons. For'
whatever reason only about ha]f of the teachers sending in Lesson Evaluat1on

' Sheets completed the Summary Evaluation Sheets. ' . |
Kindergarten - Grade Two

R

A1 but ope of the 17 teachers reported us1ng these lesson plans in &
regular classroom, and all classes were of both boys and g+rls. Two classes
were racially honogeneous; all the rest were mixed, Ha1f of the teachers felt
that dental problems were widespread in the1r c]asses, about ha]f felt they
viere about nonna], and one reported that they were rare. Of the 17, five:
had never prgsented.a dental health unit before, 9 had occasionally pre-
sented such a unit, and 3 had frequently done so. Fourteen said that they
thought teaching programs could have a positive effect on dental health, while
three were a 1ittle dubious about this. Most felt that the technical support

vas sufficient; though a small minority complained about this. Eleven teachers

spread the lessons out, wbiie six used them in a concentrated block. Seven of

the classes brushed and flossed while ten did not. A1l but one wanted a wider

es._‘son[ plans in dental health, A1l the teachers found their inscir-

two found the technical aspects a little sketchy. The two favorite lesson
plans were nunbers 4 and 9, and the least liked were numbers 2 and 1. - The

{

training realistic and sufficient concerning the educational aspect, but

18
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frequent]y mentioned were \; . ‘

3 in a special subJect c]ass, and one 1n spec1a1 education. Twenty-six of
the c]asses "were of boys and gir1\3 one of giris only, and one of boys only.
" Seven of the c]asses‘were considered ethnically homogenebus, vhile 21 vere
‘mixed. Five teathers felt that‘dentai_probiems were widedpread in their

‘classes; 21 said they were nomally distributed; and only one considered them

sionally, and 2 never, Twenty-three teachers felt that teaching prognams can
"have aﬁpositive effect on dental neaith, vhile five were not cerfain.’ A |
majority of the‘respondénts felt that they hed enough technical support, but
a significant group (6 and 8) wanted more from local dental sources and 1i-
brary references, Sixteen teachers spread the lessons throughout tne trial
period, while seven used them in a concentrated b{ock Eighteen of the ciasses
brushed and f1ossed, uhiie five did not, Fourteen teachers wanted devel-
opment of a uider range of dental health lessons; three did not, and six had
no opinion, A1l teachers found their inservice training realistic and suffi-
clent in 1ts educational aspect, while two found the technical aspect too
sketehy. The favorite lesson plan was number 8, with 6, 7, and 10 aiso‘gen-
erally liked, Least favored was number 5, and it is interesting that mumber

8, which was the majority favorite, was also the second most disliked. The

, v )
* overall opinions_expressed were high]& positive. Among the suggestions most

a. more pictures, 1ess words for kindgrgarten and first grade classes;
b, -more follow-up activities; :

c. more information about visiting a dentist; .

d. moré information about losing baby teeth,, P} .

Grades Three - Six

Of the 28 teachens responding, 24 used the 1essons in & regular classroom,

Nine, teachers had presented dental health units frequently, 17 occa~

7
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overall op1h1on vas quite pos1tyye, vith many respon{;nts nent1on1ng the
need for such a program and commending tne tone and approach. Among the most -

g frequent suggestions vere
) a. simplify the vocabulary;. ' ) ,
» b. let students create their own characters, . b B .
c. dgal realistically with low=-income problems; :
d. introduce the tooth characters at al] levelss
e. more parent involvement, . ' : 3 .

Junior High School,k - ) ]

Only seven teachers completed the program and fi]led in Summary Eval- ¢

. / ,

uation Sheets. It is d1ff1cu1t to draw any reliable eonclus1ons from such a Y .
small sample, but the resu]ts vere tabulated, and some general statements

—

are possible, These lessons were mostly used in spec1a| subject-classes, con=

sisting of both Eoys and girls, racially and ethnical]y mixed, with & normal "
numbef of aenté] problems. Unly one reporting teacher had never given a den-
tal health unit before, and only one had any question about the effeé;ive-
ness of a teaching prégram on dehtél ﬁealth hébits. llost of the teachers
fe]t they needad more technica1¢§yEPort in- training,-from local dental sources,
and from library references, !lost of the units were taught in a concentra-
ted block, and all of these classes brushed and flossed (5‘were 7th grades,,
one was Sth, and one a- "1 - 8" physical edutation class). There vas someidi-
Vis1onnof opinion abodi a wider development of lesson plans, tﬂbugh most teach-
ers vere positive, These teachers. were also somewhat critical of their in-s
serVice training, finding it a 1ittle sketchy, especially the technical aspects.
The févorite lesson was number 1, while 5 was least-1iked. The overall opin-

" {ons were guardedly bositive, but there were a number of suggestions, including
\. a. more preparat1on timey’ ' '

4 b, would prefer Shorter program; "
c. something on tooth decay and heredity;

2D
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S~

el . o : a‘ . ) ’ . / s .
d. more technical ma)‘éfdents- - ‘ o
e. gréater range of mate¥ial; ’
N ~ f. denta} health tauo/;yan science rather than physicai education. N

- Probably the nost p051t1ve comments came from teachers who usea\the

“1eadersh1p training“ approach. Their students becane really invo]ved in
<

preparing lessons and teaching them to fifth grade chi]dren. "One 9th.grade
teacher (1n a letter) stated that the reaction was SO favorab]e, both from ;

the Junior High students and their fifth-grade upﬂ]s, that the idea wi]] be
B O
continued and expanded next year. Also, a numb r of phy51ca1 education stur

.dents from Houston were given the opportunity to eVesﬂate the dentaf*hea]th .
. ;_x'i:'i ' -

prpgram. Their letters were quite direct and generally positive. They
shovied an interest in their teeth and their aPpearance, and they appreciated*

'the "awareness" appects of the progfam. Hany students, however,- found the

materials too juvenile. :

/

-’

’Senior High School

Only one teacher completed the Swumary Eva]uation'Sheet, nhich is too
o sma]] a sarple to serve as a base for any conc]usions at all. The prograﬁ
was used in a phy51ca1 educationr class for an ethnical homogeneous group
of girls onlj. vwith a normal number of dental prob]ems e teacher had oc-
casionally given dental health un1ts before, and had% ome questions about the
effectiveness of teaching programs in this area._ Te::hjcal support was seen
as adequate, and the inservice training as %ufficient.\ The lessons were used

'] L

in a concentrated block, and the students did not brush and floss.- The
teacher's favori

te lesson was number 10, while nurber 1 was least liked. ~The
main comments involved the difficulty of scheduling the program late in the
year and the desirability of giving deqtal health instruction outside.of the

physical education class. : : ’ .

) Q ‘ ' 2\)
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F. Note about Emphas1s on Transparenc1es

At a1l grade leve]s, the teachers uere asked toucheck a statement about

The hesuits were as follows:

I .found the overhead projector

‘transparencies easy to make

and use and would 1ike to see

I. 11ke these lesson p]ans in

- this medium, but I would 1like
- to see future lesson plans de-

signed Tor something other than
transparenc1es. ) ‘

I used transparencies, but
I wish some of these lesson

plans, as vell as future ones,

coufd be designed for other
d1a.

I d1s]1ke the emphasis on
overhead projector trans-
parencies and wish this

approach would he dropped.

I was unable to make or

-use transparencies at all.,

o

K- 2

326

- the1r op1n1on of - the progran S emphas1s on OVerhead.phOJector transparenc1es.

- Sry High

future lesson plans emphasize
- this medium, '

"4

o

a

Jr. High

N

.The 1ahge majority responded favorably to transparencies.as a convenient

medium, but there was also heavy support for utilizing other media, both in

these lessons and those developed in the future.

(It is particularly sig-

Total

nificant that sore teachers were not able to make or use transparencies at all,)

[
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IV, 'DISCUSSION

Though the eva]uat1on resu]ts are qu1te var1ab1e mak1ng jt d1ff1cu1t |

'=to draw sweep1ng genera1 conc]us1ons, there are some trends that seem fair]y
’c]ear. The curr1cu1um mater1a1s uere most enthu$1ast1ca11y rece1ved in the

; earﬂy grades, with teacners in. the h1ndergarten through second grade being

most posat1ve, and the grades three through s1{'on1y s11ght1y 1ess soi The o i
1fmore ready acceptance may. -at 1east part1y represent a response to nove1ty,v L 'tn
since there are :ot many dental hea]th mater;a]s spec1f1ca11y,a1med at the - }
kihdergarten and'elementary school 1eue1s, while hea1th-curricu1a in the junior

¥
and sen1or high schools often offer at least some denta] coverage.

o

¢

‘ In add1t1on, houever, the evaluation comments-suggest that the Tatt]ev :
tooth program materials indeed are genera]]y more su1tab1e for younger ch11dren, '
and that success.u] teach1ng mater1a1s for Jun1or and senior high schools need . |
to have both greater range and more f1ex1b111ty. Some successfu] "1eader- B
ship" approaches mostly reinforce the 1mpresS1on that the nater1a]s are bet=
ter aimed at the lower groups. N |

| It is obvious, of course, that the program did not really h&ve'a fair
trial in the Jun1or and sen1or h1gh schoolse Teachers were just not ab]e to

fit the program 1nto a1ready crowded and demand1ng schedules, suggest1ng that

preparations for any extended field test would need to be communicated ‘to

teachers very early in the school vear. Those who did use the program in ad-
vanced grades frequently felt under-prepared and insufficiently supported from
a technical standpoint, especially where available reference vorks are con=-

cermed,

-

o

Where the program was used,/especia11y in K = 6, the-teachers showed im= *

ro.
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pressive creativity in integrating these lessons into their'bﬁgoing instruc-
tion plqhs. Use of the;provided\i;twork was often ingenious, aqg“several

teachers sent examp]és of imaginative units. In addition, some teachers

worked with parents and communities, showing excellent use of pubiic réla-
tions and media coverage, and givingfsuggestions of how application of the

program can;”be facilitated by appropriate cooperation with comiunity groups.

W,
ik

a
¢
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Aé a result of this evaluation as well as other factors, the cur-
) ricufumldeve]opmentveontract,-as>desqribed in the Abstra&t,.was effended‘

for a year. ‘The work to Be done was along these lines:

()

(2)

(3)°
- ()

\

- (5)
(6)
(7)

This additional work has been started and is progress1ng through the

1975-76 schoq] year.

EPILOG

I

Rev1se curr1cu1um mater1als as 1nd1cated by eva]uat1on.
Create new mater1als so that there will be 10 lessons each ’
at 9 1eve1s, -as fo]]ows _ K—6 Jr. High, Sr. H1gh. o

P11ot test new and revised mater1als and reV1se as necessary
Create new materials for other than classjroom use 1nvo]v1ng
the'community; such as dentist and hygienist instructions,
parent‘g?ide]fnes, adminiétrater summary , media releases of ,

sevéral types, and others.

Cdnduct'fie1d“test using all components.

Revise if netessary, and prepare implementation plan.

Perform eva]uat1ons of appropriate stages.

~

Additional reports will be prepared.
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APPENDIX
Evaluation Sheets: : o,
. o R
A. Training Evélhation Sheet . , ' -
i (for -Service: Centér Trainers) (blue) _ 27-28
: » B. Training Evaluation Sheet : .
o (for Participating Dentists) (green) : 29-30
: ‘ y U : ' . :
C. Inservice Training Evaluation Shéet S ,
. (for Teachers) (pink) , 31-32
‘D. Lesson Eva1uat1‘bn Sheet ' .
(for Teachers) (yellow) , L, ( °}33
£ o ' \"
E. Summary Evaluation Sheet VA al :
(for Teachers) (gold) ' ‘ 34-35 .
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; . APPENDIX A - \
§ - (blue) |
TRAINING EVALUATION SHEET , R
- %%éégglleﬂ (for‘Service Center Trainers) :

We need to hear from you!:

You have just nart1c1pated in a training session designed to prepare ,
you. to teach an inservice course for teachers in your Region. The goal
is to present an innovative "humanistic¢" approach to dental health edu®
cation, stressing motivation, interpersonal awareness, and humor, and
the lesson plans proviﬁed arc all newly developed. Since the training
materials and format are also new, we need your help in evaluating them,
in order to improve them for broader application:

UUUUUUUUUUUUUY ST DU U U UYL UU R U R UY YUY U UG UY SUUU U U DU UUCUUUTUUUU

Name . ' , ' . Region

: 7
please check the appropriate answer.
l. I feel that this“training was genprally :
o o clear and suff1c1ent
too sketchy.
confusing.

2. The training materials were mostly
: ‘ . unhelpful,

' only ‘so-so. .

helpful. A

3. The presentation was well-organized.
) ~a little loose. v
sloppy. ‘

4. The instructions involving technical-dental material were
: confusing.

not quite clear.

clear.,

-

5. The instructions involving the educatlonal program were e
confusing.
not quite clear,
clear.

4
6. The whole training course was too long.
: about righp.“
N ] too crowded.

7, I felt that there was ) ' too much time spent on 1nd1v1-
' dual questions.
enough opportunity to ask qucstlor
insufficient time for individual
problems.

CERIC ' 3z | ovar
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8. Oh the whole, I feel that this training experience was
better than most.
about average.
less satisfactory than most.

3

9. I would have liked to have more coverage of ' L
. _ the phllosophy and ratlonale.
. o ’ ' ~ the lesson. plans.
: ) ' - technical - (dental) material.
the evaluation procedure,

o -

Please circle T (for true) or F (for false). o f 3
10. T F I feel competent to teach this -material»in my Region.,

11. T F I feel that this training was not really necessary.
12. T F This training experience was generally enjoyable.
13. T F The trainers knew their material well.
14. T F There was too much)boring\repetition.
~15. T F I understood the instructions. ' -
'16. T F Overhead progectors are generally avallable to schools in

my Region.

“17. Please give your reaction to this tralnlnq effort, ineluding the
general tone and approach, in your own words.

) N : .
18. How could it be changed to meet your needs rore completely?

A

——————




.- APPENDIX B - | ~ (green)
imﬂmﬁlgﬂ i‘RMNING EVALUATION SHEE'I:
Plﬁé;; o - (for PagticipatingsDentists)
g N ‘

4

ﬁe-need;to hear from you, too!

The training sessions’ you have been attending are generally designed to
presenﬁ,an'innovative'“humaniStic"‘approach‘to dental education, empha-
sizing ‘motivation and interpersonal awareness. The format stresses
humor, color, brevity, and reality, and an attempt was made to relate
- the training materials to the general theme. Please help us to evalu-~
ate this training effort so that it can be improved and used in a broad
variety of settings. : - v

UUUUUUUUUUUUUUGUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUBUUUUUUGUUVU@UUUUUUUUUUUUU

<

pPlease check the appropriate answer.

1. T feel that this training.#§s generally
3 clear and sufficient.
too sketchy.
confusing.

2. The training materials were mostly
. , ) unhelpful.
' only so-so.
. helpful.

3. - The presentation wass. well-organized.
a little-loose.
sloppy.
4. The instructions involving technical-dental material were
’ : confusing.
not quite clear.
clear.

5. The instructions involving the educational program were
' confusing.
not quite clear.
clear,

6. The whole training course was too long.
about -right.
too crowded.

‘ 7. I felt that there was too much time spent on indivi-’
| dual questions. Coa
) enough opportunity to ask questic
. insufficient time for individual
{ : ‘ problems. -

3‘1 o a : over




8, I would have llked to have more coverage of -
- N the phllosophy and’ ratlonale.
“ ' rhe lesson plans.
' technical (dental) material.
the evaluation procedure.

&

9. The dental material presented in the inservice training packets is
acturate and sufficient.
technically accurate, but too

skimpy.
sufficient, bhut technlcally
inadequate. ,
i neither accurate nOr;suff1c1ent._ ;
. y . . "
Please circle T (for true) or F (for false) : - St
110. T F I feel competent to train teachers in the techp@cal dental
- A information required- in this progran., e :
. 211, T F I feel that this tralnlng was not really necessary.
12. T F Th;s training e?perlence was generally enjoyable. -
13.. T F The trainers knew their material well.
14. T F There was too much borinag repetition. .
15. T F I understood the instructions.

e

16. Please react to the general tone and format of this training effort.
; ]

\ | _

- -
17. How could it be changed to meet your needs more completely?

’

a
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o " , APPENDIX C L NI

,ﬁINSERVICE TRAINING £VALUATION SHEETA
(for teachers)

B We need to hear from you! .

You have just participated in a training experience designed to prepare
you to implement a new ."humanistic" approach to dental health education,
stressing motivation, humor, and interpersonal awarcness. <The lesson
plans are newly developed; so are the inservice training materials.
Your help .is needed in evaluating these materials and the training ¢ °
methods used, in order to improve them for broader application.

UUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUHUUUUUUUUUUUUUUEUUUUUUUUU

Name ’ ¢ Grade (s) taught

Ll

School ‘ City - Region

. Please check the appropri&te'answer.

1. I feel that this training was generally ,

: ’ © clear and sufficient.
too sketchy.
confusing.

. .
2. The training materials were mostly ,
: ' unhelpful,
only so-so.
‘ helpful.

3. The presentation was ' well-organized.
a little loose.

sloppy.

4. The instructions involving technical-dental material were
' confusing.
not quite clear.
clear.

5. The instructions involving the educational program were
) confusing.
‘ not quite clear.
clear. .

6. The whole training course was too long.
about right.
too crowded.

4 7. I felt that there was " too much time spent on indivi-
Y : dual questions. ; v
‘ enough opportunity to ask questio
insufficient time for individual
. problems.

3t

over




7.

8.

L4

I feel that this inservice training experience was
better than mgst.
about average.
less satisfactory than most.

I would: have llked to have more ‘coverage of

the philosophy and rationale.
the lesson plans.

technical (dental) material.
the evaluation procedure.

L

Please circle T (for true) or F (for false)

9.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
lé6.

17 L]

18.

T F I feel confident about my ability to handle the materlals
(in¢luding brushing and flossing) in this teaching - program.

I really.could have done without this inservice training.
The trainingpexperience was generally enjoyablé.v

The trainers seemed to know the subject.

I was bored most of tie time.

Dental education is really needed in my class(es).

L0 I BLES B ILCS BL

I feel that I understand most of the instructions.

B B3 B3 13 2 1343

F I know where I can get help with this program if I need it.

Please give your reaction to this training effort in your own wdrds. =

S

o
W ‘ 1

e

e

How could it be Ehanged to meet your needs more eqpplétely? /

37
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. APPENDIX D : . (yellow)
ALY LESSON EVALUATION SHEET :
KA AbIoN C
PE&T”‘ Lesson Title and/or iumber

Grade Level: '(Please circle one) -
: — s

i

. . We really need to hear from xoulv

The lesson plans in this series are meant to be used, and we need your
help, both to improve them and to expand the 'series. . Please give us
the benefit of your experience!

-~

*%* (NOTE: If this is the fifth lesson you have tried, put your first five
completed evaluation sheets in the #1 §elf-addressed stamped
envelope, and mail it.) .

*kk (NOTE: If this is the ténth (or last) lesson yod have tried, please
also fill in the SUMMARY FVALUATION SHEET, then mail the final

<

SiX sheets in the £2' self=-addressed stamped envelope.)

'

>

va"V'TVEWVVVV!V'Q'!'J""WVLJJ%lJJJJ"'V'
Name Grade (s) taught__, -
Please check dne answer for each of the following gquestions.
1. This LESSCH PLAN was ( difficult, easy) to use.
. 2. The students' response was | enthusiastic. .
E ) “generally positive.
—a ‘ "’ ' S0=5S0.
- , ’ generally negative.
3. The materials needed were impossible for me to get.
. ", difficult for me to get.

easy for me to get.

: "(no extra materials were needed) . -
4. For my class the visual aids were

helpful, sO~So, unhelpful.
- 5. My class found the approach
too juvenile, about right, too advanced.

6. The technical information provided was .

~ ' ' "gufficient. :

OK, but a little sketchy or vague.
‘ : totally insufficient.

7. The LESSON PLAN itself was . detailed enough to be helpful.

: OK, but a little sketchy. or vague.

too skimpy to be really useful.

8. The time required was :
. too long, _ about right, too short,
9. The activities called for in this plan were, o,
: at the right agegslevel for my class.

‘ easily adaptable for the age level of my clas

more suitable for a ¢lass in grade___ .

Please circle T (for true) and F (for false) for the folloying items.

10. T F I would use this ‘lesson again.

11. T F The students really got involved.

12. T F The dental health message seemed to get throuagh to the students.
T F 1 used the artwork provided to make transparencies for this

13,
o lesson. (If wour answer is "F", please tell us how you usec
the artwork.) -
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. APPENDIX E . s 34
- SUMMARY EVALUATION anﬁT ’ (QOId):
an ““"‘“E;' { (to be completed after you have
e e, .tried all ten lesson plansg and
R efilled in tne ten evaluatiﬁn
Peeed o ghgdts)

- Grade Levcl.
K-2;  3-6;

-

wr

: We reallv reed to.hear from you just once rore!l. .
3 well, vou've®given this new dentadl egucaLLOn program a trial rug. From -
P the point of view of vour total experignce. w;th the leogson plan , please 1
PR answer, thoese fiew Qu@aﬁlﬁnu, slip his shrc* into the «2 golf-a sEed 1
: h stamped envelgpe along with your second ‘five evaluation shoets anav
«gﬂ : . mail it--the sooner the be tez. We're really anxious to° hear your .
| opinicnv ~ f : 1]
Y R LI - .
L ' UE@UUé“ UVE?UUEUEB“UUGUU“UCHQUUUEB"UUUUUU9E”VHSUUUQ“UBU“”V
; . Name 7 N : . Grade(ﬂ) taught
v e . j
. T, . ‘ -
A Please check the apprepriate answers. {1f you checlk more th n one, '
. please explain.) B ) I '
o . 1. Did‘'you use thegSe plans B in a reguilar classyoom?
& e : T _snecial subject clags?
{‘ ' oo ’ nthzbr (daioriba)? i .
% 2. Were your classes made up-of . boyc and c:lrls1 - . .
- , P . \ _ Thbovs conly? “\?}\ ‘
) . : girls only ﬂ'
P 3. Would you describp your class as ethnically or racially \
; ” ' \ . nixed? A
' Y - \ - — homogeneous? : {“
sj ‘ Briefly give any trelevant demograpaic data=--about dominant ethnic,
. racial, uul*ur1l o¢ socio-econonic factors oporatlng.
o1 . e
AR s ‘ — .
] ) 4, Do you feel that dental problems 1n your class (or clasaes) are
B - widegpread? /[ |
‘o ‘ — “about normal? J ;
, g ‘ ‘ rareﬂ /' . ;
: 5. Beforo Sart1c1pat1nq in this program, have you pvcsentedza dental :
g health unlt , frequently? | P g
o ‘. . "occasiqnally? b |
i never? . . . g
[ 6. Do you feel that teaching programs like . this can have a positive 5
) ! effect on daental health habits? |
. g vas no | maybe no opinion ' »o
g : ——
' o
'i ' &% f
3 - . i : 0
! ) . ‘ I over
". - N . 3 G . / \ : s
b ‘ ) ) b . e v t . o »
E MC " " PP e Ak fakasta " it e o . ‘l, wek T wapkos s ﬂt,t&-‘:‘?’:ﬁ‘_‘;_t:—kml‘&_wm,
v : ’ . / : . . |




ECaRR T

e N e e seemoigirye G oot

R

T T In usinq tﬁg g 1esson4, dmﬁ you generallj f@el that you had.enoughS\s

) ;_echnlcax-sunworﬁ SRR B SIS S SRR v
| Cada) ;n tlie ﬁﬁteflals wrovwﬂéd? J* o _oyes. .7 pot.
-a(H) the inservice *ra*rlnq séssi onsv_f'k“. ves, T no
. {e) from local dental sources? T T yes . no
Ady” fron neadllv ava;lable rgferencas”_w~- ,yus na

“5$In te“ch;ng tdegh 1nssons, éld vou‘i"
S . ; e v ‘“T,. &0 thcn 1n a concentrated

) "blork, ‘i.el, tenin. a~row9
- f-qprvaé then throuqhout,the
ot trial cerlod° P o’

;Dldvyourlclass brush ané flcss ln ‘,zs broaran?

vas T 'ﬂo S

- IE "es i

,}lo WSQ}& vou . 11 @ to_~99 davelonmenu~of a txdnr vanae of es"o;”ylaﬁs
e dental’ healtﬁ?;,,‘” ves o ;'f, no. opmﬁlon. Sl s
= Pleasn checks one Ehe follow;nq stat tements: e
‘}'g« (a)j,; 2 found the overhead nrencctor trannnaxencle easy:
A T ~ te malie and use ana vould like Po*sen ;u_ure l@sqon 5
: Coa L oplaps. envhas 1no this wcdmt - ' BTN
'aﬁlh)ﬁ-pf"u_I Lilre thase lesson nldha- &Y‘ 1& 1¢diu1, ou* I woulﬂ S
L _:ﬁ¢'~fl;ra t6 sea ﬁu“urn iesgon nlar s ae ioned ‘or somgt hlna
ST e e 0 bther than trarrwarnrc pg. B
o ey . U I-used transparancies, hut I Ulah s af those Jes-‘.,f;,
' T n. . T mon plans,.as well aa futu*ﬁ orés, conlc e devignnﬁ.| R
- c . - for other hec;a.' S : W e
“,"'r__(d):?y~', L 01511 tha érphasis on ov*rhaa& ﬁrogﬁctor trnn A
S WL T ,parcneies and wish ghis avwrcach woulé e dronvea., R
e bﬁ)- .,-'.;I~Mﬂ9 unahle tc.mako or u LY Axar spaxanc; e at alsi. *- 7

:“12. Aa vou“row lovk back on ,your lnGPerFQ‘trﬂlﬁIHQﬁ do vnu find Lha‘ Tt
' (a) “the aental tecxwmcal asﬁvct vas : :

- o S T reallstlc ard ‘ﬁfflcientf
R ’ o A .too” shetehy? ' -
T oy s miqloaclnq?
. (b) the educational aspect was = . _ v
S L . . __replistic anc gufficient?’
o L tbo slhetchv? . . .
S N ;} . misléading? . . . BN Co
- . '.." . . . i “‘ . ;
13. Dlease glV@‘the name and/or number of vour faverltv lesson plan~, - ;
; or ‘the ten orovmde& . o o - o
; . [ "_r .. - T ' v
i 14 Plnasc qlve the. nane and/or number of the Tdssoh ‘plan you liked
I -V,_, S e - , M . - r
' ,;';- Y T ' — ' ’ - ' . L
15, PleaSQ aivc your . overall oplnlon of this praqram ef*ort in YQur o Cx
. own (well—chcsen, of ecoursel) WOrQaa SV T R
, . » on . . [} ' e ' ) ' ’
.. 16. Can you wucnesu an acL~"it; or legsof toric you would like to gee' T
.cﬁvared_ln a Eutarh dentnl heath unit? e ' ' o




