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] . H
AN EVALUATION OF THE NUTRITION

. : EDUCATION AND TRAINING PROGRAM
‘. . ] . '\ \
- .- EXECUTIVE SUMMARY sy
w.‘ , \ Y 1

The largest and most recent federal nytrition’ educatlon effort .was
approved: by the President in November 1977 when the Nutrition Education and
Training (NET) program was established with the passage of Public Law 35-166,

NET regulations state that the' bréogram is to be implemented through a
ystem of grants to state education agencies to provide for "...(a) the
/ nutritional training of educaticnal and food gervice personneL, (b) the food
. service management training of school food sgervice personnel; and (c) the
conduct ©of nutrition education act1v1ties in schoals and child care institu-

. tions."” . .

s v " - *
THE PRESENT STUDY oo P
- % Lt e
Because of widespread interest in nutrition education at the federal,
. -state, and local levels, the Office gf Policy, Planring and Evaluation within
the Food. and Nutrition Servile (FNS) contracted with Abt Associates Inc. to
conduct -a study of the NET program. The—study reviewed existing nutrition
education programs and research actlvitfés, described program operations
fationally, and assessed progranl&mpact in selected States. This is a summary
of all the. reports produced durzng the course af this effort.
y . ‘ \
NUTRITION EDUCATION ACTIVITIgs B -

b )

+

The first portzonfof the study provides an account of NET as it
gperates at the state and local project 1eveis. The following conclusions
ere drawn:

® This evaluatipn was conducted when most NET projects

were just nning to be anlemented, and NET has
made a good tart.‘ Programs are, operating in most .
-« stdtes and NET funds are being distributed and used

as intended. Some 86 percent of all NET fuhding in
1978 apd 1979 was spent on grants for almost 3,000 -
local projects Qperating in nearly 17,000 schools
. and'reaching more “than 3. 4 million children. Over
‘ . 120,000" teachers and 75,000 .food"service personnel
.o ' participated in NPT-sponsored wqushops. . .
3

A}

e The great maJority of WET state Coordinators ‘and
project directors repoft that they are $triving
toward the goals inténded by the enabling legisla-
- " tion including, foy example,” increasing children's \

acceptance of nutritipus foods; improving teachers'

knowledge of the principles and practices Qf nutri-

. tiom education; developing and dissemihating - :

curricula and other nutrition edudation materials;’

ipcreasing’ children's- knowledge of the relationships

AmoRg fd0d, nutrition, and health; and increasing R :

the use of the school ‘cafeteria as a learning- ' )
. ‘" laboratory f-o.r nutrition education.
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: ¢ :
® A.set of diverse state-level NET programs hﬁye been devel-

oped and implemented. The study identified three models' ..
for delivering NET services from the state level: (a) &

- centralized model: under which states provide a uniform

' set Of materials and/or training to multipie local sites; .
(b) a decentralized model where states provide guidance and
'Msources, but where focal projects have the regponsibility

impl t; and (c) a regional model where services are pro-
vided multiple resource centers, often located with uni-
" versities. C(Classroom instruction is included in 85 percent
of all projects, and 60 percent use of the cafeteria as a
learning laboratory.
. & "Of courde, room for improvement exists. Although most of
' .the objectives of the NET legislation are addressed by the
operating programs, therg were three areas where, in 1979,*

. - NET activities did not appear to be as, fully implemented. or
as successful as desirable incliding the training of school
food gervice personnel, the development  of integrated pro- .
grams, and the development, of brogfam monitoring and evalu-
ation materials. These topics should be:. emphasized in the
future, perhaps through altered program regulations making

" expectationd in these areas clearer, through the dissemina-
tion of information on programs that Mave been successful
in these areas, and through thé provision of technical
assistance in evaluation.

\' - , 7
NUTRITION EDUCATION QUTCOMES '

.

The second part of the study'focused on the "outcomes"” portion of the
organizing framework by conducting evaluations of two "potentially successful”
state-lqvel NET programs, and by reviewing the findings from other evaluations
. of programs funded by NET and other PNS sources. The decision to study poten-

tially successful programs was made in order to see what NET could accomplish

under che best of circumstances--to give the program a chance to demonstrate
effectiveness under favorable conditions. If no positive program impacts are
found under these conditions it is safe to say that the program will not be
successful under less favorable circumstances. On the other hand, finding
that a program demonstzates success when well-implemented enables policymakers
and program practitioners to concentrate on improving the program, on 4ns@iing
its faithful implementation, or on disseminating the tested successfu}

5
versions. . - »

-
.
.

-~
«

The Nebraska Evaluation-

7/

" The Nebragka NET program was selécte@ for study because it is nation-
ally recognized, was recommended by regional and naticnal FNS staff as well as
other nutrition education professionals, and it has a centralized' approach to
nutrition education that involves the three major target groups of the NET

legislation (teachers, food service personnel, and children) in the implemen-
tation of a cyrriculum that is the same in all participating schools: The

*NET projects were~in their formative stages when this evaluation was \
conducted. Project development undertaken since 1979 may well have
addressed these problems. . . Ct ’

’

vi -

for deciding exactly what nutrition education activities to ({
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Nebraska proqram also had some psellmlnary evzdence of effectheness, is being:-

adopted in seven other' s ates, and the Nebraska State Department of Education
was eager to help plan an partlczpate in the evaluatlon. T

v

OCur evaluat{on of the Nebraska NET program employed a strong research.

degign 1nvolv1ng the ‘random .assignment of schools to treatment ' and control

“.group status. Over 2,300 children in grades 1-6 distributed across 20 schools

were: pretested and posttested with ‘an extengive measurement battery. The
conclusions from this evaluatlon were that: s ¢ SN
v - - ¢ 7 *

: e A curriculum-oriented centralized nutrition education pro-

gram can have strong positive impacts on children's nutri* N
: tigm=-related knowledge across grades 1-6. < :

. . N
. POSlthe impacts were also found in grades on 1-3 on re-

ported and behavioral measures of food preference, and in
" . - grades 4-+6 _gn behavioral measures of willlngness to taste
new foods.

* 3

. No strong proqram-related'xmpacts were found on food atti-
. tudes, self-reported foed habits, or overall plate waste.

. N

The Gedrgia Evaluation- b -, . e,

The Georg:.a NET program was selecte’for study because it was recom=

mended as partlcularly well thought through and umplemented, and begause’

Georgia's program follows 4 "decentralized" model of nutrltzon education that
contrasts with Nebraska's ‘centralized model and that 1s typical of the NET
models implemented in many of the more populous states. The materials used
td train program teachers are comprehénsive and could be used in other stateg.
Finaitly, the Georgia State’ Department ofxEducation was eager to help plan and
partlcipate in the evaluatlon, .

- . ’

i -

Our evaluatzon of the Georgza NET program emplbyed a relatively weak
research design involving the non{andam selection of treatment ‘schools that
were already participating in N and control schools ‘that w¢re not part of
the program, Some .1,400 children in grades 1-8 .distributed across seven
-school districts were pretested 3nd posttested with‘a limited measurement’
. battery that was designed to detect gen 1 impact on nutrition knowledge,
attltudes and reported habits rather than changes" specific to the Georgia
pro7tam. Conclusions' of the evahuatio were that: - -

e A decentralized nutrition educatlon;afsgram can have a pos-

itive impact en nut$ition knowledge (at least 1n qrades 1-4
- and perhaps in grades 5 and 6). .
o . -k ’ .
® No strong program-related impacts were fo?nd on food atti- -
Yo tudes or sélf-reported food habits. ' ’

e The program.is more effe}tivp with younge¥\(grades'1 and 2)
than with older (grades 3-6) children..
< . q

£ . N
. . .

—
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. A review of six other evaluations of nutrition education programs
. funded by NET and ofher _ENS sources provides evidence corroborating the,
-concIusions drawn from the Nebraska and Georgla evaluatlons. First,, it
r ) appears relatively weasy to produce positive rmpacts on hutrition knowledge. . .
All eight studies (Nebraska, Georgia, and six others) report positive findings °* to.
‘on knowledge, flndings that are not only statlstically 51gn1ficant, but -
. ‘ meaningful. ‘ ) . { , . .

Impacts on food attltudes and reported food abits are much more dif=-
. ficult to produce. Four studies reported 3ome positive results on attitudes;

. however, with the exceptjon of one study these varied by measure and grade. <
e . Two studies did find positive impacts on food—rélateq,attitudes in grades 1
.and 2 suggesting that it may be easier to" alter attitudes for children in the

y . Summary of Nutrition Education Evaluations

. early grades. Fbur of the studies included an' examination of self-reported
\ food habits’ '‘but none 'found any strong evidence of program effectiveness in P
> this area. * - ‘ ‘ - o o ) o .
‘ . .. ‘ . . ) . 7
‘ ot Evidence on food preference‘was eppplied in only two studies. Conclu- | \.
sions are mixed because one study found a strong indication of jpositive -
impacts on reported food preferehce and wzlangness to selec§ new foods whlle

the other found no impact. - . . N
. . C oy
Find{ ngs for willingness to taste new foods and plate waste are mixed.
-« Of: the five studies that: 1ncguded someé sort of plate ‘waste measurement, onhly 1
one found -a positlve impact on total consumption. In the other studies, '
¢ ‘impacta an consumptlon variled by grade and ‘food group. One evaluation daia
) find' evidence that’ NET children® in grades 4-6 were ‘more w&lllng to taste
, previously rejectkd foods. than their non-NET peers. . ) N

] To sum up, this study has shown that'a variety of NET and other

nutrition education programs can &ncrease children's nutrition-related

e knowledge. -Positive meacts on other outcomes such 4s food-related attitudes,

. hablts, preferences, and plate waste were alsc demonstrated, but ihey teénded

. vary-from evaluation to’ evaludtion and. from grade,to grade. These findings

make a good dedl of sehse considering the short-term nature of most.nutrition

education programs. Knowledge is easily é"ﬁveyed 1n the short term; to expect

s a three< or ten-week program t® significantly meact behaviors that have been . ' -
formed for several years is quite different. E . oo
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‘ ' . CHAPTER 1 - -

INTRODUCTION

. I-The; largest and jmost recent federal nutrition educatiop effort 'was

apptoved by the President in Novembe r 1977 when the Nut:ition Educatioh and

‘e

Training (NET) program was established with the passage of, Public Law 95-166.

Because of widespread mte:est in nutrition education at the fede:al, state,
and: local levels, the Office of Policy, Planning and Evaluation (OPPE) within

the Food and Nutrition Service (?NS) contracted with.Abt Associates Inc: (AAI)

. - ~

to. conduct a study of the NET p:ogzam. To satisfy primarily the needs of the

. ‘ v
AY . - . /

nutrition education community, and to._ provide background and context for -

subsequent ac':tlvlties,\ the study included a review of existing nutrition
educat ion p:og:ams and research activities. 'Ip satisfy primarily the infor-

mation needs of senior FNS staff and ptogr am manage:s, the evaluation _was

« .,
-

st:uctu:ed to provide a descuption ¢f program operations nationally.

»

To satisfy pzimazlly the 1ntTests.of Congress, the Office of Managemént a’nd 3

Budget, fedel:al oversight agencies, and advocacy q:oups, the study included an
aasessmenﬂf p:og:am impact in selected states having projects implemented
sufflciently to manifest effects ‘on students within the time _fpame of the

a
evaluati(on. ?1nally, to meet the needs of all the above g:oups,; the\ study

called for the p:epa:atiqn of a project summa:y that integ:ated fthdings f:om

the prior reports. , The :epo:t.s p:epa:ed in these areas under thi;\ contract

are as follows: " S : e
SUBJECT REPORT \
. .
® Literature Glotzer, J., and Nestor, J. (Eds.). "Nutrition Education:
Raview ~ A Review of the Litezatu:e,‘ 1980, .
® Program - ,JFerb, T., Glotzer, J., Ne,;to:, J., and Napi :, D. The

Description  Nutrition Education and Training Program: A Status Re-
port, *1977-1980.

-

B
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e Evaluation:  St.Pierre, R., Glotzer, J., Cook, T., and Straw, R./ An
" Evaluation of Nebraska's Experience Nutrition Curriculums

-

erre,-R., and Glotzér, J.‘;AQJEvaIUation of the Geor-
Nutrition Education and Training Program. - :

N St.Pierre, R. Summary of Measures from the Nebraska and.
. georgia Nutrition Education and Training Program Evalua-
- tions. . DI ’

- . y

ot ‘ . /’- -
o‘PrOJect i St.Pierre, R. An Evaluation of the Nutrition Education dl
Summary . . apd Training Program: Projgpt Summary. ' = ‘

.
13
v 2
- -

Y

This project’ summary reviews and extends the findings of the prior
[ 4 . . . .

reports, syn;heslzes evaluation efforts in nutrition education, and ypresents

a set of conclusions. Chapter , 2 pgeéents an organizing framework relating

-

nutrition education activities to hypothésized impacts. Chapter 3 déscribes

how NéE\is interrded to work and how it has been impIementea. Thus, it inves=-
tigates how NET programs operating between 1976~80 addressed tHe "activities"
bortion of ocur nutrition education framework: It reviews the leqisizélge'man-

. > .
. 7, -
date behind the national NET program and presents a status repqegron the

program by summarizing the findings from a nitional descriptive gtudy of NET

state plans and needs agsessments, and the results from sutveys Of NET State

.

Coérdiqaﬁors and local project directors. Finally, it includes desc}iptions

of three types Jf state-leVel NE/T: programs. Chapter 4 addresses the "impacts"

- . .

portion of'the_nuiritgbn education frahework by ﬁummarizing the results of

several NET evaluations and comparing them with fiﬁgings5frcm avaluations of

other nutrition education prqﬁiihs. _Finally, Chapter 5 sets forth the major

»

~
-

‘conclusions of the'evéi@ation.u : - . e -

N . . -

7 SN 4)
[N .

‘

.
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_— © . - . CHAPTER 2° , ¥
. AN ORGANIZING FRAMEWORK FOR NUTRITION _ o -
. EDUCATION ACTIVITIES AND IMPACTS Y - '
. NUTRITION EDUCATION EVALUATION: AN ORGANIZING . . U
FRAMEWORK OF ACTIVITIES AND HYPOTHBSIZED IMPACTS - o

)

Most nutrition education programs aim to change children s* nutrition-
*

related knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors with the long-range goal of im-

-proving nutritional and health status. To help set the stage for the descrip-

tion and ev uations of NET in Chapters*3 and 4,.an organizing ' framework of .

. . ). ¢ N . San
the causal €hange hoped for in‘nutritxon educatien programs is gzven in Pigure

1. mhe framework is in general agreement with others in the field (e.g., ‘Nes~

<
]

tor and Glotzer 1981) and with those focused specifically on the- NET progradf

It shows thlt a nutrition education Program is often

»

(e Gy Gillespie 1979).
-
composed of a.combination of products and processes including, for example,

tiaining of teachers and food setvice personnel, use of existing materials and
other resources, deyelopment of new:materials by classroom teachers, and par-

ent participation. The program almost alJavs‘includes an in-class component, :

L

1 . .. 0w
.ahd often, may involve the cafeteria. Implementation of the program inm the

‘classroom and cafeteria is hypothesized to_ impact on childreris nutrition-

( : .
related attitudes, beliefs, values, knowledge, and dietary habits/behavior.
Although the developers‘of different programs hypotheéize different relation-

ships within this group of variables, the causal’connedtions are unclear, a8’
~ - . . . ) .
shown in the framework. Changes in attitudes, knowledge, and-behavior, once.
. {
they occur, are presumed to lead to improved dietary behavior, then to im-

proved nutritional status, and finally to improved health status.

v

. *Nutrition education programs typically identify children as the pri-
mary target group. Although other constituencies include teachers and, school’
food service personnel who interface ‘with .children directly and/or modify '
their previous practices in preparing and displaying food, the intent is that ..
" involvement of teachers, food service personnel, paréhts, Qr any other group
be for the ultimate benefit of children. N
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Nutrition 'Bducation Theories , . ,
~ =
The chain of events shown in Figur,e 1 i}s such that changes in early

p oximal® outcomes (e. g., delivery and receipt of the classroar curriculum
packages) will lead to changes in later or "distal" outcomes (e. g., improved

. hgélth status). In. the apsence of arwell-articulated theory of how nutrition

v

¢ e

' .
edycation works, at least two views of the causal linkS/ among the outcomes

identified above appear reaeonable. A highly togni /theory Of the causal

\
’ rplation!hip _between educ;tion and health status postulates at’ children

first need to learn new information that is designed tﬁfect their he

/
then th\is information has to affect their beliefs and feelings about specific
nutrition-related behaviors; this new predispgsitiop then has to ‘'affect the

nutritional behavic{s in, question. Of ~these p'ehavior'_s sox'ne--but not all--will

improve nutritional status. Most educational 'programs -are designed according
.- . [N ‘.

to such a cognitive theory of personal change and"have the immediate goal of
. T . . ) ¢
affecting knowledge, the more remote goal'of changing feelings, the even more,

a ' [ ' <N
remdte goal of changing- behaviot, and the-yet mote remote goal of improving
nutritional status, ' ‘ 0

4 . -~ "
A second view of the caueal relationships shown hn N.gure 1 gould be

-

rmed *social environmental . Many nutrition education programs hempt to
ence the child's en‘ﬁronmeK in some canbination ofA:e following princi- ~~
tpal ways (3) by trhining food service personnel who change, the type of food

p.ravided in achool cafeteriu or the way food is served; (b) by havinq food

4

service personnel and teachers i:ooperate to achieve nutritional ends; and (c)

by,developing an outreach COnponent designed to int].&hnce parents. .The ebcia.];

environuent’al -view posits that the consumption behaviortwof children may éhanqe

because there are new choices in the school cafeteria), rather than because of

. f 4

what has been l’ned in classf While changes in the tertviromnent or in

. A -
-

-

»
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o 3
behaviors are nqt expected t:o impact: on knowledge duectly, such chang
' L]
phould make the classroom more conduciVe to ledrnind about nutritlon.

Irrespective of whether the favored causal theory is cognitive or

. . v . .
social environmental, the set of cgncepts that the evaluator should measure is

basically. the Same. Yet, the fact that nutrition. education is grounded, in an

ambiguou8 theory.of learning limits the—ability of any evalu‘at:io'n\\:o account
- - N .. ) v
for instructional effects. )

) Moder ator Var i'née_s . )

" The foregoing framework wou.J.d be unrealigtic if it did not take mgn&-

zance of a host: of influences termed “noderator vanables that ¢odetermine -

process and outcome. vanables. . Such influences affect ‘the sign and mhnitude
of my causal impact, and Fxgu:g 1. we. highlxght ;hree guch cl:sses of
influences. 'The first set‘o_f r;:oderat:or variables might loeosely be called
"social influences“yariables.' These include family,. peers, t:he'media,'ﬁnd

culture, all of which are presumed to have a powerful effect on kiowledge;

N o :

_beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors about nutrition. It is, after a¥l, usually

»

- . " r . - . -
. of these factors can codetermine the success of a program,
E 3

parent:é who decide the menu of a Eamily, despite the advice and firm urgings

’
of their offspring ad to what should be bought and laid on the table. Any

program design‘ed%to influence fe®ding habits inside or outside of the family

setting must ‘realize that pasental d.is'approval of the progfam's messgage--

’

whet:her ov&t, covert:, or inadv ‘t:--will mediat:e impact.
The second class' of moderat:or variables glates to' the attributes and

values of the child, ether ' these have thefr origin .in the family or pot.

v

-

Some children may not/’have the abil;iy at., a certain age'toj decodeha'nlut:ri-

tional message or tg see its re.ﬂeva e 'tg life; others may see the .releva“nfe

of eating ‘a certain way but just not like the diet preferred by experts. All

. &~
A - - v N .
’

-

6 L}
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“ A third set of moderator variahles cancerns gchool variables of rele-

4

vance to nutritional pract\Les. Variables in this category. include the avail-

ability and price of snack foods in the cafeteria and’elsewhere; the number
v - ) L R

L4
) R

of children eating school.lnnches and the peroentage whe receive free or par-
. - \

i fﬁal%y paid lunches, teachers' support for feedjng programs and their_beiigf

in the value of good nuirition'and nutritien education{ the physical design of
~‘i;'t’hehc.afeteria.:' the number of shifts in which eating takes plece; the amount of °
”%sihe ee: aeide for'eatin\ durind each shift;-whether"tﬁe’eating is done by

cla;ses, gradee, or ~some other eysiem; the amount of choigz offered in the

food provided, and whether the foocd is cocked on the premises.

‘

In*spite of the fact ‘that our organizing framework hypothesizes that

’
» ~

modezator variables. play 3 critical role in determining the effects of a
;qutrition education program, most progréms give little or no recognition of

Eﬁéir relationship to the student's overall nutrition enviromment. %Further,

“nutrition education feseerch has rarely agssessed the effects of moderator

variables .on nutrition-related knowladgeh;attitudes, agd behaviors.
. - ,3. 3 . .

}OCUS OF NUTRITION EDUCATION PROGRAMS :
AND IMPLICATIONS FOR EVALUATION . O

e !

L 4 't. A

. The nature of most nutrition® education programs suggests support of

the widel} héld belief that becanse the United States fofd supply is more than

-

3dequate:and beoaqse most families are able to obtain an “adequate diet, the-

deterpining‘factor in dietary adequacy is the appropriatemess of the choioeg
.4 W o ¢ -
made in selectinq foods. Yet, most nutrition edudation programs have the dual

I ~
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v

'| , Aand knowledge is a éajor factoy contributiﬁg to the lack of a strong.theory

1y t 4

. .
.
.

-

" .goals (a) of imparting nutrition knowledge so that program participants. can

«

make "ipformed"™ eating choices about the foods they eat, and (b) devéloping

u

on these goals, some believing that nutrition education should provide infor-

"degirable” egtidqhbehaviprs; Program developérs place differential emphasis

3

fﬁafion in order that pecple can make informed dietary choices and that

.

nutrition programs should not interject. values about eating habits because

that would be invading the domain of personal decision.making. Others beliéve

that the provision of information is not adequate to change dietary behavior
h

{witness the number- of overweight nutritionists, or .in the health field; the

<

number of doctors who smoke), and that the best way to develop desirable

. -

eating behaviors is to encourage them explicitly.

In spite of this focus on informed choice and desirable eating behav-
- .

iors, there is no agreed-upon body of nutrition knowledge addressed by nutri-

" -tion education. pregrams; nor is -there agreement on the key elements of such

4

knowledge. Perhaps even more distressing is that there 1s little agreement

oo

b

o

N/

. ’aboub desired behaviors. According to Guthrie (1978) "...we should not cling

‘

to anyvmethod of [nutrifion] education unless we have evidence that 1;‘br1ngs

- = -
—

about, desirable habits in food consumption” (p. 58). Yet, Contento (1980)

¢

¢

.

«++1f nutrition”education programs and curricula are going
to be increasingly evaluated on the basis of their effects
on the behavior of children, it must be assumed that it is
because we believe that there are indeed 3ome behaviors

‘which are more desirable than others. Nutrition education

cannot avoid, therefore, specifying what these are . . .

* (p‘ V-74)- M . ) . v

)

recognizes the lack of agreement on desired behaviors in pointing_out tkaig

. The lack of agreement on desirable ntitrition behaviors, attitudes,

’

linking these variables. Further, the Ebﬁstructién of valid and reliable

' .

-
.
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at

, measurement instruments’is a\most’difficult,task_whpn therefis Bngqihg dis-

“ “

agreement about exactly what the instruments’ should be measurzng. Only

4
4 o

recently have a few standardlzed" tests}of nytrition knowledge»appeargd on’
M . - ‘'

- the market (e.g., the Nutritidn‘!chlevement Test by, the National D&ary Council;

.

the Nutrition Education Aésessmeet Series by Planning, Developqent,and Evalua-

tion Associates). Even these tests 'do no&chave well established measurement

y

prOpeities. . : '

i

w

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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. . CHAPTER 3

THE STATUS OF NET . PR

I ~

This chap{;e'r focuses on NET's apprbach to the nutrition educatiovn
[} x - - * M Lo ’ .
activities and inputs,K shown in the model presented in the. previous chapter,

- . Y . ]
It first describes the national NET program, and then reviews findings from. a
' . s N . .

natibnally descriptive summary of NET programs' state plans and needs assess-
- - N LA
! ments as well as from the results of :etéent suzveys of all NE'r State Coordi-

~t

nators and a national sanple of 475 local project directors (Perb et a‘l\

1$80) It provides an account, of NET as xt operates at the state and loca.l

. <

project levels by describ‘ing NET targﬁet population ‘needs, program goals,

\ resource allocation, servic.e delivery mechanisms, and program outcomes and

S

/ obstacles. Pinaliy, it contains ‘brief descriptions of selected NET state-
4 » .

)
. level programs. ’ ' - Lo ’
.[ * -~ / .
THE NATIONAL NET PROGRAM
ce - ’ \
. I
' Legislative Background of the National NET Program

'rh{e Nutrition Educatio’n and Training ongz\'an (m)'wu established in
1977 via an amendment to the 1966 Child Nutrition Act. The purpose of NET as
st’ateq in the enabling legislation .('Public Law 95-166) is ", ..to enco,urage\'
effective dissenin;ﬁion of scientifically valid intomaiion to children
-p.;ticj.patjing or eligible 50 participate in school lunch and related chilq
nutr,ltion'p:og:sn.' Suc}a programs ue‘understood to mean .mult'idisciplmazx

v

- . ’
programs "...by -which-scientifically valid.informatien about foods and nutri-

?

N undoutand “he p:rnciples of/nutrition- and seek to maximize thei: well- lng;

[

onts is imparted in a lanny individuals :ccoiving such information will

through food consulption p:acti?:‘es.




H

Prior %o 1977, FNS. addressed these needs by funding pnqt projects ( |
under the .National School Tunch Act and :h. Child Nutrifion Act. Thesd pilot
projoctg, included sanina;i’, workshops, g'z_'anthx for nutrition’ educatiop,..involv- *
ing lcho'o]'.l and connu'nitie\l,, and for the training of Bschool food gn}ce p'er-~ ,

. sonnel.* ‘A fundamental .difference between NET and pfevious federal nutrition- .o~

. ’

- ' . . - .
" education efforts is the way that gramts were organized and ‘a‘dministerodw

‘b\:tudb of one-time grants for specific state-level pro'jectl that reached

relatively few children, the NET legislation mandated "...a system of grints

+

to State Education Agencies for the dévelopment ‘of ‘conprehensive nutritiocn
vo- b 3 .

. information and oducition programs.” \

A

The natioral NET progranm is adninintorod By the Proqran Adninistration

‘.
Section “of the Nutriti?n Education Branch-within the Nutrition and ’l'bchnical
Services Divilrj:on <;f, FNS, vigh the cooperation of seven re:;ion;ll '!'Ns’ofﬁ.cu.'
Interin regulations -qove.rninq' the NET program's adnir;isti'ation wcré-iuucd' )

‘ l'hOttly after :the logislative'mndato. In May 1979 final nqulﬁ&tionl were

published (Pederal Register, Vol. 44, No. 95)./ * The regulations begin by

stating that the .nutrition information and education effort would be carried

out by a system of grants to stjte education agencies to provide for "...(a) -
R ) . 3 - i .
\ g . ) .
the nutritional training of educational an&_food seryice persomnel; ‘(b) _tho

q food service managesent training of school food service personnel; and (c) the

- »
. . N

.conduct of nutrit‘i.on education a:ctiv'itiu',in schools and cp'.ud care institu-
tions® (p. 28282). Ptrticipltinq states are roquirod to establish advilory
councils in order to mu.:;o that the advico -and recommendations “of -intexested

o 'tuchorl, food urvicc personnel, food* mj nutritlon profonionnln and para-
) ) f ’ .
pt%iond., ddmini strators, consuur qrogpo parents, and other individualn

-
[} . > v

_*A publicatien by the USDA Nutrition and 'rochnicnl SQrvicu Divilion
(1979) ‘covers projects funded during the po:iéd 1970=717. ,

- —— - JRND G — . A ¢




conée:nu_i with child nutrition q;ge 'conaide:ed in program planning, implementa-

) < 7
®,

tion, and evaluation. ; : [ . S, -
[ 1Y

C . o
N . Finally, the regulations tspecify that _p:ojects a:e to be administered

. *

by state education agencieq, Each state wqs allocated an amount equal to $. 50

{now §$.29) pe: child en:ol]:ed in school; and institutions, buq not 1ess than

-

$75, 000 to cpver program and adminxstrative costs du:ing each fiscal year.

Y / / .
1977-78 ‘and 1978-79, 520. million for fimcal year 1979-8p,‘,and $15 million for

L .

, . r1980-81, A p:oéortion‘ of the total grant was ‘mz‘sd’e ayﬁi]:able to each state

during the first year of pa:ticipation in order to.employ a State Coordinator
1 N .

who was to conduct a needs assessment and develop a state plan,

T
- t
N
was appxo'(éd the :emaining funds were to be released, :
“+ . “ "5 .

Activities and Objectives of the National NET Prbgram
( "The tafget’ groups for the national NET program and the activities
focused at ®ach ggoup are sbmma‘:izgd belkow (USDA 1979h¥_

v -
*  Target Group , ‘ Activity .
Children (early To condugt pilot demonstration. projects )
. ¢childhood programs ; which may include, but are not limited
and grades K-12) to, development, dgmonst:ation testing,

and evaluation of curricula and classrecm
", +materials torinstruct "studente with re-

" o gard to the nutritional value of food and
- ‘ ' A the :elationship(bntween food, nutrition,
. . o and health. -
. . ?ood service pe:son- ' To develop.,and conduct training programs
‘ — m/cafete:ia per- in t.befp:inciples, skills, ‘and practices
© sonnel of food servicé management and in the re-
i T lationship between féod, .nutrition, and
= s - ‘ * health. . :
5 v . / oo - ¥
. + Teachgrs/early child- To develop and conduct t:pining programs
hood, elementary a with respect to providingsnutrition edu-
o . 'aeconda:y educational’ catioff programs; with respect to the re-
| . . personnel lationship between food, hutrition, and -
T S health;'and with respect to educational
e ‘ ) methods and techniques, and issues relat- .
N ’ ' "* ing to nutrition -education, 'nR

.
rd . 4 * -
. .

. ) . J
l . . ' PR : 13 ‘.
Q . " : ’ P S
) FRIC & e

.'IQ'.

The total entitlement amounted to app:oxmately $25 million pe: fiscal year in

Once the plan

2
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Although NET has seyeral target- groups,_children are *‘the ultimate

. « ot * -

.

~ + target of the program. The training of other groups is the educatichal means

A .
designed to impact upon students' attitud&s, knowledge, and behavior regarding
. oo \ .

nutrition and health. NET is‘intended to create Opportt.inities'for children to

N

learn a.bout the importance and applicatlon of the principles df good nutrition

N} 4

in the1r dally lives. Better understandin‘g of these pri’zclples and their

relatlonship to health-is expected to increase the probabillty of acceptance

of the nutritious foods provided through ‘food service cperations.-

14

STATE ORGANIZATION AND OPERATIONS ' . .

. -
; /

NET regulations require stdtes to assess the nutrition education and-

training needs of students, teachers, and fogd_service,personnel. ) In 'ddi-

’ ~ [ )
tion, ‘stat'es are required to, _prepare annual state plans which establish

‘ \ priorities tfor each target group, identify resources, set NET goals and
objectives, describe strategies for J.mplementing the program and evaluat-

ing the attamment of objectives, indicate, milestones, establish a state

L3 . - v

'?,dvisory council, and assure compliance with federal requirements for civil )
- \ [} -

‘ rights, financial mapagement, and program monitoring. Funds ares made avail-

o able to .states to have a NET State'Coordinator who is responsible for the’
\ needs assessment and development of the: _state’ plan. ) _
\ .

“

Ferb eh al. (.1980) prepared a status repart on the NET progran which

\ [
\covered tHe period 1977-80 and which was based on a review of state plans and
T . needs assegsments as well as a survey .of. State Coordinators and local project
Tam ” ! '

directors. At the time the survey was conducted (December 1979) FNS had
- s h B

' . ‘ LI M . .
approved state plans f 44 states, the District of Columbia, the Virgin.
l"Dll'l y ?
. . . -
e ! i -

- 14. 22 . e
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. Islands, and American Samoa. (All but one of the six -states that chose not to

. r . ©
participi?.e in the program a‘re minimum ‘grant states; howev‘er, no consistent
reason was given for why these states chése to-remain outside the Progr am at’
) . N '
that time: o Survey data were analyzed for all 47 states/territories which had

appr0ved plans. The following sections sumarize findings frcm Ferb et al

(1980)". . P ;

e . l
) a
. . . :

) ] State-Level Needs Assessments .

¢+ The NET piogra:i was' designed so tha,t states would have. the flexibilit.y
to determine their own needs and to implement programs 'to meet those needs.
. . . s ’

‘To this end, NE'r regulations call for a needs assessment to be conducted on an

. S ongoing basis so that states can determine their ndtritior\edx:catién and
trﬂ.n‘ihg needs. in @ categories for each year. Needs assessment information

should then be used to formulate annual state plans. Using vafious source8 of
- ' :
- 1nformation and supveys of NET's target -groups, ‘State Coordinators$ found |

that: . .

~,
[

L . . )
® nutrition education materials and curric la for teachers
were not. available widely (reported in 46 states);

e substantial numbers of teachers lacked tr aining and oppor-
tunity for traimng in nutrition gducation (45 statns)z

® substantial nuﬂ:ers of school tood service personnel lacked
important management and meal production skills and oppor-
tunity for training in such skxl},s (42 states);
' " /

e the coordination-of teachers and schoql food segvice per§on-
o . nel was hindered by problems of communication and admini&:ra-
tive, support (36 states) and by the fact that food servi
‘ staff and facilities. were not recognized as a nTtrition edu-

’ ’ cation resource (18 states);

/ ' " @ students had poor dietary intake (42 states), many hag health
v ) problems including obesity. (35 states) and high 1ncidence of
dental decay (27 states);
. ¢
’ e the food intake of students was adversely affected by income
- constraints (20 states), television (9 states), and parent
‘. : . attitudes and misinformation (11 states); and

L 3
’ Yo . IS
23
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skipping meals (20 states), high rates of plate wasté in the
school Munch program (12 states), and poor partieipation in
the school lunch program (15 states) contributed to the poor
dist of students. P .

'l‘he wfdespread nature of the 1dent1f1ed needs confirmed the factors

which contributed to the o:iginal passage of the NET legislation. Of gart‘l‘cu—

< lar 1nterest was the high incidenca of reported health problems. These 'same

concerns were reported 1n the "Ten Sta’te Nutrition $i.n'vey' (Departme;lt of ’
Hgalth', Educatijon and Welfare 1972) nearly. a decad'e ago. ’

.’ The needs agsessment process was considered to be useful by most State
Coordinators. Eowever,‘mény noted that time apd resource constraints made it
dlfficult to conduct full needs assessments\annually. Though a.n annual‘ n\"eeds
assessment was not a legal requirément, misinterpretations of th‘e ndture and
purpo'dje of the needs assessment were common and were the source of many 1nfq:-

'

mal grievances with the needs assessment process.

\a
State-Level Resource Allocation

Al

Data .on state-level planned expenditures for fiscal y{ars 1978 and

1979 were collected v:.a a survey otk NET State Coordinators. Estimated com-
g a

bined expenditures fc;r thélg two fiscal years total over,$46'm1_ll,10n. The- .
estinated‘expenditures per state range from $16,000 \to over %4 million. Of
the total funds approximately five percent were used to pai\ the salaries of
‘NET State Coordinators g;\d u‘so'éiated adnin'ist:at.iup cogts, one percent for
travel and eduipment, two percemt for supplies and rentals, and six percent

,

for evaluation and needs assessment. The majority of NET funds (86 percent)
\we:e spent on grants for local projects. L i
This apportionment, in general, indicates that NET funds are i:eing

used as {ntepdeg. All programs where 60 pércent or less of the total projccé

tund; were \allocated to piojects were in smaller states with ‘total statewide

16

24




3 . ~

-

funding of/$200,000 or less over two years. In the‘se statess, diéproportion- < .
V4

ate amount s of money were allocated to administrative costs,;although the

actual dollars spent wéré relatived.y few. Thes# programs, like the larder

'
-

programs, incurred heavy start-up costs; howeve‘r, ‘financial\and anecdotal

reports show that small states sin!i:ly cannot afford 0 meet state and federal

Administrative demands and still have funds left for local projects.

< ) . In addition to financial resources provided by USDA, State Coordina-

tors, had access to institutional and personnel. resources for nutrition educa-

tion and training. These non-fmancr‘ifm resources included consultation pri-
. . 1 A - ’
marily with' gstate: 'advisorg councils, colleges and_universities, “and ‘other

{

offices githin the, state education agency. / ' e
- 4 , '
State Program Goals " - \-/ : ’

)

. . ‘ -
State Coordinators were asked to indicate the extent to which their i
) . |

progr;ms addressed a series of 14 goals. Responses inqicated that the major-

.- ity of ‘State Coordinators are striving toward t'ﬁeAanls intended by the ena-

L ©T . ‘ =
bling legislation. The highest prioflty geals indicated by Hrate Coordina-

T .
!  tors were: ’ ; *

e to change children's food values and attitudes in order to
increasé their acceptance of nutritious foods (45 states) ;

e to improye teachers' and alministrators' knowledge of the '
principlés and practices of nutrition education (45 states);

e t& develop, promote, disseminate, and/or evaluate curricula .
and other types of educational materials for nutrition aguca- ’

tion (44 states); o N
. . ' =N
® to ‘increase children's knowledge of the relationships among »

food, nutrition, and health (43 states); and v

® to increase the use of the school cafeteria as a learning
l3bpratory for nutritional education (42 states).

“ -
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Coordinators' zesponses also 1ndicated that NET funds are not being used to .

e S

duplicate t_he efforts of othez similar programs’and that NET has introduced

Abasicl nutrition education in many areas where virtually none existed'before.

o

A key area where state pz.ogzams may be falling ébozi: of NET obj'gct;ives

is in the development OSf "integrated" approaches to .nut:rit:ioh .education.*
. < { e . -

-

Fourteen states have indigdted that, at the present time, the- dev‘é}iopment of
. . o

[y

"integrated™ ‘approaches to nutrition education &nd team§ involviny teachers,

food se_zvi‘ce'pe_zsonnel,‘qnd adnir}ist:zators is not a major goal. The need for
N . B ﬂ' . o

active- and integzate'd involvement of teachers and food servicé personnel.in
nutz»ition education 'was; zecogni;ed ‘ir’a the NET legislation and regulatio'ns.

. . '
The fact that this goal is not being addressed by a number of state NBT pro~

* - 7

grams reflects a continuing need for' cuzncula and materials with.such a

@'
% A\ , .
multidfsciplmuy focus. k

7o

' Obstacles to State Program Implementation
L4

Threé obstacles to program, success were reported by ove;fvhalfof the .
/

-

State Coozdfpatozs: esyblishing systems of monitoring, feedback, and evalua-

tion for state and local progr-ams ; gettiné results tha; others will believe

e .

are evidence of program success; and "red tape" and forms zequized by -state’

-agencies, and by FNS zegional and national offices. )

e State Coozdinatpfs' concerns ?bout: "red tape" and forms are to be
expected. Any progza;n ;nust'incl,ud‘e a degree of administzat:.i\ve burden which
conflicts with ’the éelivezy o.f' .services. | However, the State Coordinators

"

b ) .
have had a2 substantial reporting burden during the first years of NET, bein_g L/ =
required to conduct needs assessments and prepare three state plans in a
v . '
*An integrated approach is one which involves students, teachers, food
service personnel, and school administrators, gnd which combines in-class les-
sons with experiential cafeteria-based activities. '

’
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C _ ‘ .
per.iod'o‘f roughly 18smonths. This reporting burden has nd doubt contributed

4 , - ‘ ) o . - . v o,
- to the State rdinators' concerns.

. ' .

z ;’% ' Dooumenting ogress e‘tne ef.feotiveness o‘f services is diffj:cult to
denpqstrete without effective monitoring and ‘evaluation. State coordinet;rs
are hend’icapped by the lack of treinmg and met!'l;dologies in the field of
nutrition educat ion. 'rhey also have ditficulty in identifying useful and
relevant evaluation tools, in obtaining data’ and identifying t-erget%puletion

needs, and in developing needed materials.
1

LOCAL PROJECT ORGANIZATION AND OPERATION ‘

Ah estimated 2'95519“1 projects have been funded through state NET

[ ‘; .
« .programs during'1977-198‘6. Thesd projects have invokved a variety 'of types of

organizations and activitles with. different goals and participants:
_ ' s R o N
\ e ® 35 percent of the projects were located in lbcal schools;’
.o : o 37 percent of projects were besed in school districts;

® 10 perc&nt of ths\Projects were sponsored by child care
" institutionsy o

e 7 percent were sponsoréd by colleges and universities; end

. ® the remaining projects were housed by regional educational *%
J organizations, private non-profit organizations, and steﬁe
agencies other thq,f the State Bducation Agency. . ‘

~

- Although schools, school districts, and child care institutjons

4 A

eccount fo mor e tnen 80 percent of the projects, they heve received just over

‘50 percent ot the total £unde. By contrast, colleges and universities account .

. e -
/ A ] .
for just seven percent of e projects and have received 26 percent of‘ avajil-

-~ able £und°e. The d\istribut on of" £unde ”eflects -t-he NETApro;rem'e obj‘ectivee‘
’ not only to provide nu?trition education to etudents but also to train teachers-

T and £ood eegce personnel and to develop meterials en} ::P;rricule.\ -t '
. .. . e,

[ - P
. .

O
-1
i

7
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. local Project Goals »
- The various o:ganizatior'ral hosts have prioritizod their project goals

and uplemnted activities that are responsive to the NE'I‘ legislative mandate.

Moat NET projects, 1uespective of the hoet otganization, place priprity.on

A

the same student-level goals rated highly by State Coo:dinato:s. In addition,

colleges and unlvo:qities place. high priohty on a series of goals related to

-«

the nells of food service persopnel and teachers. These include:
. ) . f

o .increasing food service 'per.lonm'l s pa:ticibation in the

- utrition education process (81 percent of colleges and
' universities); ..

increasing food service personnel s knowledge and appli- °

cation of nut:ition principles and nutrition education (80

percent) ; - ke

e improving food service personml skills in mkal planning

and p:epcration (73 pe:cent) .

NET goals conce:ned with the developnent of an integrated educational

.

approach through nutrit}on education teams and increased use of the school

food service faqility. as a learning laboratory for nut@Mition education were

given high priority in only slightly more than half of the projects. -It 13\‘

clear that as a standard mode for nutrition éducation, the lnteqrated appr oach

L]

is currently weak because critical, eln@.nti of this. approach’ are being ad-

. oy
dressed-by operating NET programs only moderately.

-

Particip_g! in Lbocal Projects

. 'rho N!'r legilhtion specifies that the p:og:an nha.ll be designed to

meet the m‘qal ot toachou, food selvice pﬂ:sonﬂel, and students at all grade
;ovols. 'm. highlights of participation by these various groups are:

e More than 3.4 million students or seven percent of the student ”
population have. been reached by NET projects. More than three
millionh elementary children and 100,000 junior high and high
/achool students in nurl{ 17,000 schools have teceived class-
room instruction in nutrition education.

20 . '
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gvecial nutrition education needs or special educational. needs.

®' Over 11,000 schools have participated in projects that use .

" the cafetéria as a-learning laboratory, involving over 2.5
million students; and nearly one pillion studonts have, ™
participated in nutrition-related activities outside the
cluuoas or catotetia.

e 120,000 teachers or four percent of the nation's teachers

" participated in NET-spénsored ‘workshops and 75,000 food.
urvic)\peuoml 15 percent of the nation's total) par-
ticipated in workshops sponsored by NET. .

'
.

3

Local Project Activities

Funds for local ptojgcts were spent on materials 'developnent, teach;:

4

among ~p:ojocts are those serving students.

r- ‘-

e Classroom instruction of studonts is included in 85 percent _

of all projacts. Sixty percent of the projects have used

the cafeteria as a learning laboratory, and 51 percent haye .
included some other studént-oriented)activity, such as nutri-

. tion fairs or gardening projects.

e Schools and school districts provide the greatest number of .

activities aimed at students, accounting for 82 percent of
such activities., ¥ ) .

e Colleges and universities provide the least number of proj-

ects with only a third including student-oriented activities

and accounting for only two percent of the projects that
provide student instruction.

and food service personnel 't:aini'ng‘, instruction for children, regional nutri-

hutrition education and training. By far, the most extensive activ#ities

4

tion centers, and" og:i:e: dgrants and ocontracts that involved the delifvery of

NET projects have designed activities targeted toward students with

have language difficulties or whose food choices and eating patterns may be

influenced by culture or ethnicity.

e Nineteen percent of all projects have conducl:od' activities.
reachinge total of more than 30,000 obese ‘uudon\s.

21
~ .

29

Among these

students are pregnant teens, obese children, and mentally retarded students.

[

Also included among c]fil&nn with lpocia.l needs are minority students who nay‘




- : F 4
. Nine percent of the ptojocts sponsoud ptogtnu for more than
o 11,000 pregnant teens. «

\..7,'

° 8pociaI nutrition education actiﬂtiu for mentall) retarded
. students have been conducted in 23 percent of all ptojects,
reaching over 18,000 of these students.
e Thirtey po:cont of ail projects have included ac:ivitiu for
° mord -‘than 104,000 linouty students.

Wockshops toz toqchou and food service personnel are: intended to

- i
ptovide training in the principles of éfuld'»_nuttition and nutzition education,

procedures for the use of the cafeteria u a leatnlng.'labontoty, methdds of

Classcoom inottuctlon for teachers, and methods of .improved food service for

. ' }

cafeteria staff. o . - \

° Sixty-aix percent of the projects provided workshops for
teachers; 5,000 workshops were held for a total of 120,000

. tescHers. The average workshop involved teachers who re-
'aivod, on the average, more than 16 bouu of imttuction.

° ro:ty-lix pezcent ot the projects ottoud workshops for food
service pononncl, ircluding a total of 75,000 food service .
.~ staff who reCeived an.average of more than 11 houu ot 1n— .
) struction.

° I.ocal schools and school districts sponsoted temcher training
in roughly two-thirds of their projects, but only a littl
over a third of school and school district projects oﬂot
training for school food service personnel. .- 0

- o Colleges and universities offered teacher training in only
“%alf of their projects, But 80 percent of- thou ihcludod
: tzaining for food service personnel.

’

Materials were provided for future use in virtually all workshops for

i éuehou and food utvicc pouonml, 'mou wtklépc focused on topics that

uo Proad in scope md uIatc td p:j.-uy NET quoctivu. A relatively -.n
percentage (39 po:cont) of r.ucho: uo:lubopo 1ncludod tuiniug in use of the

caféteria as a leacning labout.o:y, suggesting tlut much of tho matecial dis-

tzibuted does not 1nc1|.;do guidance fo integration of classroom &nd cafeteria- -

i

based nut:ition education. - - \\'

i
»
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Obstacles td local Project Success ~

’ Among all projects’, the obstacles percoived as most problematic are

-

"red tape and foru nquiud by state agencies (rated as pz\éhlmatic or
extremely problentic by 36 percont of all project administrators) and "red

) tape” and forms requirod by tho FNS regional or national office (32 perccnt). 1
. Pg -
. The next most difficglt obstacles relate.to zequirmn,ts to set up monitoring,

evaluation, and feedback systems and to gptain projeat results that 'prpvide

-evidence of progre'u, both rated as prcblematic or extremely problematic by 34

\

par'cent~ of the project administrators. These diff'icﬁl\ei;es mirror thos\o'noted

4

! STATE-LEVEL NET MODELS ' " L

atﬁhe s‘ta.te latel.

~ ~,

" As described above, the national NET progrm provides a system of

-~

i ‘granfs to' states in part for the development ot. educational materials and

curricula. There is no puticular model of nutrition education advocated by

the NET program fQr use on a national basis. ‘Instead, state education aqen:w/ ‘
S '
cies haye the responsibility for devoloping state-level ’srogrm

|

- In the present study we distinguish between three types of models. for

€

-

delivering NET services from the state. level: {a)_a centralized nodel under |
which states. provido a uniform set of uterials and/or training to multiple ‘
local sites; (b)‘ a decentralized molel where states provide guidance, train-
ing, resources, fand a fran—owork for nutrit,io'n,education, b.ut.vhere local
projects havo the responsibility for docidinq exactly which nutrition educar .,
'tion activities to imlount; and (c) a regional model where nutritiorl infor-
. mation and training is provided Fo local prbjects by multiple, resource cen-

ters, often located within univerfities. To illustrate these thr"ee'mdels we

give brief descriptions of the state-level NET models implemented in Nebraska,:

23" ARl T
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s ™~
Georgia, and New York. Many other state programs could have been included, l

VU, and the u;ectfcn of these only indicates that they are representative of
. , . , )
" others in a g:;&.ip.

.

-

. ’ The Nebraska NET Program R — .

-~

. - N i
The Nebraska NET program is centrally-administered with all partici- B
» ) " -

pating school didtricts implementing the same curriculum, known as "Experience

-

Nutritiong® which‘conaist‘s;\éf 11 prepared packages of instroction for grades -
' K-6. Each package bomi_sts of several separate activities, and 'st'eps' for
- the ilplenent;tiori of each. activity are specified. In addition, there is ° L )
specifiéu p:.ovision f‘o: delivery “of the pack.agea to stu_dents--each package
includes 12 to 20 class hours of ;ctivw'instruction ,and, to varying degrees,
all involve food se:vicg personne‘I,‘ teachers, and students ;n one or sgveral
activities within packages. . - |
‘ » The program inte&at\cs nutritioh concepts with basic curricula such;as
health, social studies, language ar%s, math, science, art, and music th:o-.;gh
acti;iiiés such as cc‘nparing food coéts; writing ;nd acting out skf-i:s, tstir:q

a wide variety of foods, following :ecipes,'planning menus, and conducting

»

__scientific exnglner;ts. Food ' service pe':sonx.:e'l are involved in eac!: pac.:kage.
and two packages are designed to be presented .to students b; foodm service
personnel. -Although use of all 1l packages provides systematic ;nd' cc-pr.ehon;- o

) 'si; covc:ag‘e ofl bas ic nutr.ition peinciples, each package stands on its o.wn.

and includes its own subject presentation. Packages include all the softyare

and most othec items (over 1,800 pieces in all) required for conducting the

: . SN
’ \
) ‘activitiga. This "hands-on® curgiculum includes all materials needed for a
. . d K . -
‘ class of 30 students, and matecials may be used year after veyr. .
| N . . )
- = é
{ { 3 .
— ]
- . . 4 IR . ’
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The Georgia NET Program -

A
Georgia's m:'r progr am is zepvesentative -of many other states pa:tici-

t

'’

pating in m in .that its modél of " nutr‘ition education is. decentzalized The
L ) : »
“State Department of Bducation'.oomidczs individual.school eystems, schools

o

* within lystols toachou, and food service persomol in those scboqls as the.

kcy initiators and iq;lonntozs ot nutzition eduga'\. The st{ate s role ia

to facilitate and suppogt initiation and inplountation efforts by providing

o

~ the conceptual framework for nutrition education, goals and objectives,
extensive training, resource natoi\:ials, evaluation, and follow-up.

The Goo.rgia program is voluntary in the sense that school systems are

)

not required, to avail themselves of training opportunities. However, school

.
13

~ . systems apply for grants on a'cmpsetitive basis, and once awarded a grant,.

they u‘: obliga'ted ‘to pazticip;to in a five-day .nutr'ition eg’ucation tzaininé
_  workshop and a t;vo—day tollow-up. Further ,. teachers are 6xpefted to return to
thgi_r'scho'ols and teach nutfritiori education in their regqular ::h';;s"esv as /wel'l
‘a8 train other toachers to teach nutz‘ition education. Thus, each t:eochez ia
oomidezed to be both. an. individual agent of change through teaching students

“and a lultiplior' as a result of tfaining other teachers. .
b "t *

|
> f ﬁubuquent to training, personnel within school.systm are responsi-

¢

ble for: plannir,lg, organizing, and implementing nutrjition educat projects

that -meet state §oal| and objectives in ways that are most feasible and

effective in "tho particular system. In this way, the Georgia el allows

i .

nutzi;tion educat ion projects to be tailored to the particuldz administrative
mds“ of the school or sghool system and to t;u needs ®f the student popuia—

tion./s The stlo firaly believes that for N!'r to be successful in Georgia,

nutrition education ettorta must be deligned locally and supported by admini-

strabes, educators, parents, and the conmnity. In this context, the state

) . . . - -

25 ¢
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has attelptéd t.o,;allw & much flexibility 'as needed while at the same Lime

providing gudidance, technical 'as;is't:ance, and a t:‘amewo:k‘ fof nutrition

1

. . N
education that is constant across all parfticipating schools.

'

5 N ' ‘ i, o
The New York NET Program

-

>

, New York's NET program is administered throudh a series of 17 regional
nutrition coordinators ‘located throughout the state., They (1) assess e

. . . R4 .
nutrition education and training needs of children, food service personnel,
| ’ . o R .. oo
and teachers in their area, develop instructional and resource materials, and
) -
then implement programs to meet those needs: (2) work with local and regional

advigsory committees to enhance nutrition education and food service programs

in schools and other eligible agencies; and (3) .provide technical assistance

-
v

and resources to help schools develop in-service e_éucat‘ion progryms for teach-

ers and food 'service pe:sfnnel. . - ’
The coocdina 3 also instruct teachers in use of a-putrition curri-

culum for' grades K-3 and the companion teache:'s manual. Pinally,.the coor~-

dinators plan and implement in-service education’',programs for food service

' " L J
personnel in nutrition knowledge and food service management and encourage
]

& . N

,using the cafeteria as an environment for learning about food and nu;zition.

New York NET program funds have, been used fo:’a' va:iety‘o( otr;e: acti-

v/{tie's including the ti—aining of regional coordinators; development and eval-

uvation of a pre-K learning package in English and Spanish, and a K-6 resource

kit to supplement the state Nutrition Cuyrriculum Guide; development of public.

service announcements; completion {)f ten 30-minute television programs afd a

14

companion teaching guidey and incorporatfion of nutrition education information

into a state-run system that disseminates education-related informagion and

. ' /
research. : :

~
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. Bummary-of .NET Models . ) ‘ ©o- ' ’ .

-

'rhcu brief summaries show _that the national NET program has sponsored
a range of nut:itionbtogtns 1ncluding some’ that use a st:hctu:ed cu::i,cult
- . cento:ed approach devolopod and administered at the- state level, others that

use a decent:alized.apptoach in which states provide guidance ?nd resources,
A .
- N T e ! . . !
but’ school systems and individual® teachei:g a:a”.f?espona.ible for ‘develgpixmg
their own programs, and still others that enploy a :aglpt;al model. '

r N

Special attention is drawn to this diversity in models because the
L
‘evaluatiom conducted aa put of this study and- a review of other nutrition

education evaluations sugqests st:ongly ,that’ the diff.e:ent mdels can each

pz’oduce positive effects, at least on teqts of nut:ition—:elated knowledge.
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‘\ CHAPTER 4 v N

. < \\ .
RESULTS\OF NET AND OTHER NUTRITION _EDUCATION EVALUATIONS

¢ - ) * >
~ P .
/‘J‘rhs prscsdinq_qhsptsrs introd,uced the NET program, described an

-

N ". N / N
organizing framework relating nutrition education activities’ to hypothesized
impacts, provided an account of NET as it operates at the state .and local

levels, and described some state-level NET progr.}s. Given thd.% broad back-

-

ground the pressnt chapter focuses on the "outcomes” portion of the framework

[}

discussed in Chapter 2 by summarizing the results from evaluations of the

s

Nebraska and Georgia NET programs psrformsd as part of the present project,

and reviewing .the results from evslustions of othsr nutrition education pro=
. .
grams tundsd B‘y NET or other FNS sources, in order to draw. conclusions about

o . * \

the effects of nutrition education programs on children's nutrition-related

knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors. ;

EVALUATION OF THE NEBRASKA NET PROGRAM * = .
+ PIERRE, GLOTZER, COOK, AND STRAW 1981) , /

- R /

= The. Abt Associstss Inc. evslustion of NET in Nebraska 1nvolved study-

:Lng a potsntially s\yccsssful model of nutrition education, in 6rdsr to see

»” what NET can sccouplish under the. best of circumstsncss. .The decision %o’

S )

limit our svsluation to potentially successful modsls wag lnr.sndod\to maximi%e

J the chances: otfdstect}ng positive effects snd minimize the chances of "washing ,

out™ posgitive ‘effects by averaging them 'with negative ones. The point is to

enable the program to demonstrate effectiveness under favorable conditions.

[}

. 3 - 12 - .
)It no positive  effects are totund under these conditions it. safe to say that

the program-will not be successful under léss favorable circumstances.” On the

v e

other hand, finding that a proqrsni' demonstrates success when well-implemented

- ! v
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enables. policymakers and program practitioners to concentrate on impr.oving the
e —~ . . .
N _ Pprogram, on insuring its faithful implementation, or on disseminating the

he '

»

'Eested successful versions.

The Nebraska 113‘1' progr am was selected for'study because it is nation-
ally recognized, was recomended by \regional and national PNS staff as well as

- .

Ott’r nutrition education professionals, and it has an approach to nutr@n

education ’that mvolves the' t:h:ee major targe groups of the 'NET legisla‘:ion:

teachers, food service personnel, a'nd children. It also had §ome'. preliminary

% .
N evidence of effectiveness, is being adopted ip-seven other states, and the

.- Nebraska State Department: of Education wag”“eager to help plan and participaté
' in the evaluation. A;;hOugh Nebaska's dgram operations are funded by

ptogr am was developed through
¢

f

. the curricular portion of Nebraska's
[ Joint ef forts of the Nebrasiga State Department of Education, exgeriehce

education, and the Swanson Center for Nutrition, Inc. .

Description of the Nebraska Evaluation

: .\.The avaluation uMNobralka NET program in terms of how well

it way implemented and the 1m§>act it had upon children's knowledge of nu;zi-'

° . N .
tion, upon their attitudes and preferences {n ghe nutrition dom/ain, and upon
their seported and observed behavioral nutri/péx habits. The major questions'

addressed in this evaluation were: (1) To what extent has r_he Nebraska NET

’

program been implemented 1n//ho participating schools? (2) What are thz\

Mt-tem consgquences of the Nebraska NET program as it influences nutri-
/

ﬁion-related knowledge, attitudes, preferences, and habits? (3) What are the -
~ l"ikcly long-term consequences of the Nébraska NET program? :

/’ . To achieve these aims, data were collected from over 2,300 children
q

Lln 96 clulrm distributed across grades 1-6 in 20 schools spanning th

- ~

\
1
1
1
i
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A

'Atate of Nebraska. The 20 participating schools were.randomly selected from

control ¢(seven sch

T applicants for g:nd were randomly assigned to- treatment (13 schools) or

) status with the understanding that control schools
would be guaranteed participation in NET the following year. In most eampled
schools all classes participated in the evaluation; however, in some ‘instances
classes were eelectedaly at particular grade levels. All children in any

eelectgd class were included in the evaluation. \

Y

The eveiuation began in mid-year and a battery of measures was given
to children@ three occasions: the full battery was adminidtered to the full
sample as a pretest in February 1980 and again as. a posttest in May 1980; a,

Leubsample of NET apnd non-NET children were followed up in December 1980 with

a subset of the measurement battery. Thus, the <gg{a/pcst time pericd was ten
3
weeks and the pre/follow-up time period was tem months. Mail questionnaires

» L1

were sent to teachers a®d food service managers in May and December 1980 for

the purpose of estimating the degree to which they implemented the cutriculum.

¥ T Y

{ecause the pre/post data callection had to\be completed in $pring

- 1980, the evaluafion was limited ¢to an assessment of the effects of three

»
ly

curriculum packages in grades 1-3 and three others in grades 4-6. Teachers

.

were asked to "concentrate” delivery of these packages .into the teén-week pre/

N
post tiffe span. Therefore, we conducted two parallel etudies,‘and gvaluated

a subset gf the Experience Nutrition curricu}xum pa&ages (8ix out of 11) in a

cross-sectional rather than a longitudinal fashion.

The meaeurexhent battery was /developed by constructing some new instru-

nts, using some that had Been developed in Nebraska specifically for. the
; .
purpose of evaluating ?tthe Experience Nutrition curriculum, and using “stan=-
4

P

dardized" measures of nutrition knowledge. Bechuse of time pressures the




v

measurement b&ttery was develop.ed quickly without vicjorous pilot-testing. -

- .
therefore subjected the pretest data to a‘thorough psychomefric analysis in

.

A\

ordJr to delete poor items and construct reliable scales to use as ocutcomes

measures. This process produced measures representiné each content domain at

- \

each grade level. g . ‘ “~ .

.

of ‘nutrition-related know-

’ ~
ssessments of food-related

In addition ~{o paper and®™pencil measu

s ledge and attitudes, the evaluation included

-

behavior. In grades 1-3 children wer ey‘ed to determine the frequency .
+

: 3
with which they “,each of several fruits and vegetables. Based on this

information a decision-making situation was set up in ‘which children were

-

given a choice in the school lunch line between familiar and unfamiliar fruits

%, and between familiar and unfamiliar vegetabl:es. " The Nebraska program devel-

) ’ .
opers hypothesized that NET children would be willing to experiment with new

foods and would select the unfamiliar fruits and vegetables more often than

. non=NET children.

-

A second behavioral assessment, amount of waste of each food item in
A1

the school lunch, was made in grades 1-6. Because of the expense and logis- '

tical difficulties invol\‘red, plate waste data were cOjlected aécord_ing toy,

quasi-exper:}mental design which involved subsampling three NET and two non=-NET

scﬁgpls. Two measures of waste were examined: (1) total waste and wgste' by .

:'food group as percerntages of average serving sizes, and (2) the proportiog éf k
children whe ate n'one of a ;;iven food at pretest but whS at least tasted that

food at pontgest. In this ax:ea the Nebrlska pm"ogra_m/‘developers noteci thai:‘ .

while overall waste reduction was not a goal of their program, NET chii;‘n T

should be more willing to Atry~ previpusly rejected foods than their non=NET

-

# . . L4

-’

peers. - v

.
-
~




Summary of Result

A summary'of the evZluation results is presented here including

findings about (%T) program implementation, (2) program impact on measures of

nutrition-related knowledge}'attitudes, breferences, and behaviors, and (3) .

the results of a follow-up -study. ‘ T
) . , ‘:ghgpq
The Program Was Implemented b ’ K

Teachers and food service personnel did, in fact, impiement the Exper-r\\

\éence Nutrition curricubum packages. The Experience Nutritidn program dayngi'

opers do not specify any particular sequence or timing for implementation,

preferring that teachers use the curriculum packages. to fit their needs. In

order to accommodate the evaluation, delivery of the packages had to be

“concentéated“ into a ten-wee;‘span. In,spite of this, the aﬁfrage classroom
1 -

\teepher implgmented close to 80 percent of the, schéduled clase-level activi-

ties, and the average school food service director implemented cloee to 60

percent of the scheduled gchool-level activities. éemments supplied by

clessreom teachers suggest thag,they may well have, without our knowledge,

’}Ng

implemented portions of the school-level packages thet were. intended to be

e:ught by food service personnel, and so the estigates of school-lev¥el imple~

mentation are like&z SP'be lower bounds on the real values.  Sincé the curri-

quum allows teachers flexibilty to pick and choose portioqﬁ ﬁo‘implement,

the amount of activities covered in the ten-week span allowed a fair test of
»> ‘ - A '
the treatment.

students Liked the Program; Teachers C
Felt the Program Achieved its Goals

Teachers and food service personnel rated the Experience Nutrition

curriculum packages in terms of student reactions and the degree to which the

-

- &
packngel achieved their goals. On the whole, tiere was 2 strong feeling that

A
students reacted positively to the curriculum packages and that the packages

were achieving their objectiwves.

.‘ | Rl 1/

~

L
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These findings lead to-“the conclusion that an assessment of program

iupsct can p:ocssd with conzidencs _that the t:utunt wu iuplemented. Puc-

L -

ther, it appears that the zxps:iencs Nut:ition matetials can be used and used

. R
well by, tsachs:s and food sesvice pe:sonnel with a minimum of training.

Teachers :epo:t that students lige the curriculum and that the cqr:iculum does

' “well at achieving most’ gf its objectives. - . ) Bt
! ;i'hs Program Mqui:ed_a‘ Substantial ‘Effo:t‘fo .

Involvement of Pood Service Personnel Was Mixed . -
Tl;n above findings do nof: mear that thers N;'ie:e no p’:o'blen!s :.n imple-'
‘mentatién og that all tbache:s and food se:vi::e p'ecrsonnelfodnd impleme'ntationv’

to.- be'easy. Many teache:s coaplained that the amoux& P‘f time :equi:ed fo: .

implenentation was ‘far in excess of ‘what the Expe:ieng Nut:ition mate:ials
:ecomended, and in excess of the time they ogld devote. Moreover , the inte-
~gn:at:iou of effm:ts by teachg:s and school food_ se:vice personnel that is envi-
sioned by the Expe:ience ion p:og:m develq:pe:s is not acco-plished

,'easily. Other exmplas of pzoblens -with inplementation are.that levels of -im-
. . . < ) N S ) .
plementation fo: the packages to be deliye;ed by food se:vico pe:sonnel we:e, .

lower than fo: p.ick'aggs to be delh;e:ed by teachers, teache:s may have re-

L4 AR
)lacecr food service personnel as inst:ucto:s in some ca‘és, and some food

tvice personnel com%d\ihat they were not i‘nvolved~ as much as they )

-
.

™ These diffiéulties' all _gpéak to'the issue ‘tirat involvément® of teach-

ers, fooc tood se:viqe pe:sonnel, and children in a comp:ehensive nutrition educa=-

. — . N

tion p:og:am is easie: said than dope. . ¢
1Y - .,

v

.t’”IngactofthePtoLm . . - )

. o -

The Expe:ience Nut:ition cu::iculun had positive effects on children

in somo areas and no effects in othe:s’. Table 1 presents a summary of :esults. ’

-

. by content dohain and grade level,: Table 2 p:esents :esults at a more aisaq-‘
g:egatsd’level. In this discussion we speak of the p:pg:am as having a "posii_
tive effoct" when tréatment "group child:en gained sigﬁificantly more frog pre-

’,

test to posttut than: control g:m\xp children. . N ' \

= SRR D
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. Table 1.

Symmary of Results by Content Domain and Grade Level
Content Domain - " Grades 1-3 Grac‘io’s 4-6
. Nutrition Knowledge . '
A~ (Curriculum-Specific) Positive Effects. Positive Effects
(General Knowledge) ) No Effects Positive Effects
Pood Attitude * Y " No Effects No Effects
1 i
%‘ood Preference * - - - ’
* (Repqrted Preference) Positive Effects Mixed Effects
(Willingness to Seleect New Foods) Pasitive Effects N:A. \
: : S :
Food Habits to. .-
(Reported Ha'bits) - L No Bffects No Effects * w
. (Willingness to Taste New Foods) ..No 'Effaects Positive Effects
. (Plate Waste) . No"Effécts No Effects
- ‘Eftects on Knowledge Were Positive and Consistent

>

The strongest and most positive finding is that of positive treatment
effects ori' nutrition }mowledqel These effects are compelling as ‘they hold

‘across g:jides and across different meaﬂres of knowledge. Further, they are
‘ N N - M "

stable when either children or classrooms are used’ as the unit of analysis,
. v e

The positive knowledge effects are cl'eu"hst in g'rades l% where statistlcally

.

significant ‘effects are exhibited ofi all saven different knowledge measutes

B .
(e.g., recognition of nutrients, knowledge of the digestive system, relation
I e RN ~ :

of energy to calories, knowledge of what- food supplies). Peri‘xaps most impres-

sj;ye is the fact that the knowledge gains 'i:roduced .on six of the measures
. N , .

which were developed specifically to amss—the—ef—éeets—ef—ﬁre—txpcrﬁr.iée k

Nutrition curriculum in grades 4-6 are replicated by substantial gains on a

’

“"standardized"” test (the Nutrition Educitiop Assesgment Series) which_ was

Weveloped to measure a broader spectrum of nutrition knowledga., Clearly,

. ~
s

"teacHing the test” is easier than producing khowledqe gains which transfer to
. . ¢ 4

e
a more general, but still-heavily overlapping, measure of knowledge. =«

In, grades 1-3, positive effects &n ‘nutrition knowledge exist but

are not; quite as clear as those in grades 4-6. The. major ‘difference is that

‘
-

v Co 3 42 :
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\\‘..’ Table |
» ~ .
. Susmary of Regyits from the Webragky Bvalystion .
by content Dosatn, Measurs and Grade Level
' ° Grades 1-3 :
. . . Results
' ' - Results®® b4 g:&
k . Conteat Domain Measure* Acroes Grades 1 273
Wutrition Xnowledge - Knowledge of Breakfast Foods + .« 0 -
/ Xnovledge of Foods that Grow + + + 0
~ ? / Underground , .
/ Jutrition Knovledge (Dairy COugcu) [+} ¥ lp’ 0
Food Attitude l Food Attitudes 0 0 0 0
A;

- 'Q‘ Pref . Vegutable Prefersace + 0 + -
Willingness to Select Newv Pruits + A NA ¥A
willingness to Select New Vegetableés + MA MA WA

’ rooeuu'.// "Good® Consumftion Mabitd™ . ° 0 o o o
‘ *Bad” Cotisumption Habits - .0 0 0 0
Willihgness to Taste New foods 0. ¥ NA WA
E / Plats Waste 8 NA MA NA
2 : \
I . - f
. /
3 “ i - —— -
\ . / — -
‘ T // Results
. o - Melmltst? Ry Gisde
. * ~
. £ ontent Domain Heasure N Acrou Grades 4« S 6
/Mutrition Knowledge . Great School Memus ‘e . s o+ e
: Relation of Energy to Cafories + s .
P J -knergy Balance Knowledgs . + -+ 0
Digestive System Knowledge * . + 0 0
- ‘ What Wutrients Does Pood Bupply? + *, o+
° / , Recogaition of Watrieats + + 0 p
/ . Nutrition Knowledge (NEAS) - + PO
/ Pood Attitude food Consmption At¥¥fudes ¢ 0 0 0 -
/ School Luhch Attitudes 0 o o o
/ Breakfast Foods Attitudys o + 0 -
/ Pood Prefersnce rruit Preference + + + 0
/ Vegetable Prefersuce 0" 0o 0o o
; Péod mabits School lLunch Nabits [} o o o
: - “Good” Consumption Nabits (AAI) 0 o .0 o
-/ # "Bad” Consumptiocn Sabits (AAI) 0 0 -0 o
;- Active Habits 7 0 o o0 b
s Inactive Habits 0 0 0 o
g i "Good”, Consumption Habits (WEAS) 0 0 0o o
! ) . "Bad” Com!.oa Habits (MEAS) 0 0 & 0
’ ! \ illingness to Taste New Poods - ¥A MA NA
Plate Waste 0 ¥A MA MA

r
Q

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RIC- .-

** + signifies
“ siqnifies

NA eignifies

=

. 43

36

14

* Thege msasurés were derived via a mcm“ analysis of several curriculum—
' specific and off-the-shelf nutrition education tests.

a statistically significant effect favering the treatment group.
a statistically significant effect favoring the conuol. group.
0 signifies a null or non-oigat’icut effect . ,
that a grade level estimate could not bo sade

-

M
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in ‘qnilee 1-3 positive knowledge effects e:e found on eurriculum-specific ¢

leal{ue,e (e.9., knowledge‘of'b:eakteet foods, knowledge of foods.that grow

underground), but not on the more general measure of nutrition knowledge'
.- de:ivea from the Dauy Council ﬂut:ition Ach ievement Test which was not - |
o ol
targeted to tbe Nebn’kl cuuiculuu.

A Y v

In addition ﬂp the tinding of statistically significant effects on
- h 4
nutrition knowledge, it is important to, note thet the effects are large in
an absolute eetnee. The adjueted,t:eatmentyx:ont‘rol ‘group differences on the
n"ine- wled;: measures which exhibit significant effects range from .23 to
.82 standard deviations.* ’ Thue, the effects on ‘knowledge ‘are sta{i’sticallx

significant and is.aningtu}:. There is also evidence that for many knowledge

- k‘ neuuree a higher level of implemiéntation is associated with larger effects. :

‘e 'rhat ie,ghildr@n who were taug‘h!&ze, leaPned more. -0 T .

/a ' , ALl these results point t70 the conclusion that the zxpe:tence Nutri- . /
’.' ! ! :; ’ » of x
,,‘e‘ tion, cu:riculun significantly increeged the knovledge of participeting chil-

e . ,/

‘dttn./ 'l'he coneistency(-ot the :esulte across meuuzes, grades, and units of

'I{w -

melyﬁiu the fact thatothe effects are large in absolute magnitude. the posi-

:ive 'gelatiom# on many ec?ee between ilplenentation and size of etfect;

and the fact thet effects are larger and mo:e consistent in grades 4-6 than in

, Jrades 1-3 when, in fact, the cuuiculun in gradel' 4-6 v:ima:ny knowledge .. -
‘"7 o':ved, make for an impressive and ooupelliWn . -
. " : . , v
\ & ‘ A ’ . )
— et : & -
@ v A hod Py P2 I AID [ . .
‘.\ ' * . ' . e ‘ - ‘-‘ T .- B - e . \
"+ ° , Although positive effects af the Nebraska NET program were found on
| 3

neeluree of nutrition knowledge (treatment children gained signiticant].y more

. .

*Where possible we will eugnent statements about'ltatistical signifi-
cance with intonation as to the "practical® significance or the *meaningful-~
ness® of an “effect. The measure we usé for this purpose¢ is the standard de-
viation unit,,,, and we interpret effects of .25 standard deviations or more as

+» being neaningtul. This is a standard that has gaineg_ accep!‘mce in .
judging the size of educational ettectg _ ]

b4 . -
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Y ® . .
than control children), control group children. also showed gains on every

. ' ‘ [ .
knowledge meastre. This raises the policy question of whether the "competing
' ) (4

treatment” ex;::ziyced by the control. children (defined as whatever they

< v

prerience through their regular school"'pfogranf-the‘*competing ;reatﬁeﬁts

include "Food...Your Choice” and.perhaps other nutrition educatton programs)
. [

nay bgﬂsufficient for some purposes. Put another way, the control group
: - * 3 [}

" ' children are léarning something about nutrition--not as much as the treatment

-
’

children, bﬁt~souething. Sin;e the Experience Nut;ition curriculum places an
uaddiﬁional cost on particfpating schools, thé~questlon of cost‘effestiveness
?rises; fhis evaluation does not have'information to address this question
adequately, but it is raised because control students do, in fact, exhibit

. +
some gains in the absence of the Experience Nutritiofi curriculum.

No Bffects Were Found on Food Attitudes .

\

’

The curriculum did not significantly altér aititudes aﬁout food in any
N - v 1

consistent manner. In grades 1-3 no siqnificait effects were found in any

.. y 3] .
grade. For grades 4-6 some positive effects were found with respect to atti-

*

tudes toward food consumption and attitudes toward breakfast:; however, these

were inconsistent and varied by grade. ‘ :

‘. Po;itive Effects Were Fouﬁd on Food Preferences in
Grades 1-3; Mixed Effects Were Found in Grades 4-6

3

‘

There is strong

-

grades 1-3. First, the Experience Nutrition curriculum influenced children‘s
1 -

¢

self-reported preference for vegetables. As was the case for knowledge, the

evidence of pbsltive effects on food preference in

findings are enhanced by the fact that classrooms where thé.curriculum package

dealing with vegetablies was best implemented showed more pronouneted changes in
" : .

reported preferences.




’

€

.
-y

.
o ' 4
" ~ ., ¢ .

° .

r .
~ Second, and more important, positive effects were noted in grades 1-3

3 . . ' -
on a Behavioral measure——increased willingness to select unfamiliar vege~-
t ~ H «

tables. That is, when given a choice in the school lunch line 'etween an

unfamiliar and a familiar vegetatle, NET children were more likely to select'

.the urifaniliar one than their not.-fm"r counterparts. The evidence for effects

Ongrefereme for fruits is not so consistent, but what there is suggests that

the progran may well have led children to select unfamiliar fruits when >

L 3

offered a choice in their school lunch,
In grades 4-6 the effects on food preferences are mixed. No effects

are evident with respect to self-reported preference for vegetablbs, and the

positive results for fruits.are incogs;'.stent across grades and are not repli-

cated when clases are us7i as the unit of analysisl. Behavioral data on food
selection were not cdllected in grades 4<6.

No Effects Were Pound &n Reported Pood Hebxts .

'!'here sinply were no ef‘fects on reported food habits either in grades

1-3 or 4-6. Measures' of "good" and "bad” consumption habits, school lunch

habits, and agtive and inactive habits all shoved .no etfect. If the progran
did, in fact, have an imp_act on reported food habits we are fairly sure it

would have been detected by at* least one of these measures.
“Positive Bffects Were Pound on Children's Willingness
toﬁtg ‘Mew Poods in Grades 4-6 but Not in Grades 1-3;
- No Bffects Were Found On Plate Waste

-

Data. on changes-in eating patterns gathered via neuuren&tof plate

wate support the WM:MWM

children s wiLlingness tqg. sample praviously untasted foods. That is, after

r

participation in the program NET children—were more willing to taste foods

that they didn't eat. before the program than were non-NET children. However, .

when the data are broken down by grade it is spparent that the entire treat-
. ¢ - ,




\ ) .

ment ett'ect occurs in grades 4-6; there are no NET/non-NET differénces in

LN

‘ - .grades 1-3. This is contrary to what we might expect since the Nebraska
curgiculum emphasizes experimenting with foods in ‘gzades 1-3 and knowledge
gains in grades 4=6.

The da’ta on amount of food consumed indicate that no tze:tmnt-zelated
. . . . s, ’

| -

Thanges dr':cuz_red either across or within, food gzou'p;. There are some p_Ee/poQt_

" changes in consumption for individual foods within individual schools, . but

th.ese changes are indbnsistent pand weak. It is. zeasonab’]:e to cori;lude that .

the Nebzask‘a' NET program had no ‘effect on the ambunt of éood consumed by par-

/ ‘ ticipating childze'n during the school lunch period. This does not pzecll:de'

L

the poqsi!;ility of changes occurring. in the. home or in other food-related
situations. . | ) o

Hecause this part of the evaluation used a quasi-experimental design,

tindings regarding food consumption (posiXlge effects in tezms’ of encouzagir;g

NET children to sample pzeviously\zejected foods and(no/ effects on total

Aconsunption) cannot be given the same weight as the other findings on nutri-

tion knowledge, attitudes, preferences, and reported food habits. Even-so, it
- should be recognized that the results conforh ®Ro éhe pattern of effects - hoped
for by the Nebraska program developers who state (a) that their pzogzam.

encourages experimentation with different foods_and teaches children to be

.
——

B [} ' i
willing to taste unfamiliar food items, but (b) *hat they Place no value on

the amount of food consumed, We have seén that the effects are at variance

with expectations, in one respect, because children in grades 1-3 show:no

chinge in terms of willingness to taste previously rejected foods while

-

s children in grades 4-6 shéw 'subsrantial change, and speculate that- this‘!

pattern of effects may be 'reflective of a need for the provision of nutrition

.knowledge before behavior change can be expected.

{ -
. [
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Knowledge Effects Pegsisted but Effects in Other .
Domains Were Not Bvident in a Pollow-Up Study .

-

L]

In order to investigete wbether the positive effects on nutribion

knowledge and ‘food preference reported above are enhanced, sustained, or

whether they decay over time, and in order to see whether effects on food

.

.att‘itudes and reported food “habits can be detected -over a longer pe}iod of

_ time,” follow-up data were collected almost a year after pretesting. As prom-

ised, treatment and control classrooms were given the option of us-ing Experi-

«

ence Nutrition materials during the period between' posttesting’ (May 1980) and
follow-up testing (December 1980). Very few ¢1assroans' did 'so; ’howeverr,
l’laﬂy"teechers reported plan8 to use the curriculum packages in- the gpring.

i . -

' The fo;.low-up data reveal that positive knowledge effects were main-

v -

_tained ip all grades, although- effects were not quite’ as strong at the fol-
low-up as at the posttest. The positive effects on food p:eferences_;h\ were
seen in g:ades 1-3 were ndt detected at the follow-up, leadinq us to conclude
that these effects decayed when the pgogr am, was witbdrawn. Finally. there was

no evidence of "delayed® or "sleeper" effects for fqod attitudes or reported

4

food‘habits-no effects were found in these domains, either in the main evalua~

tion or in the follow-up., i = o,
. " /\
} Cbnclusions about the Nebraska Evaluation" o "
= ’ [ - . 7
-~ In the face of these positive findings about NET in. Nebx’!'gke, two

‘issues need to be considered: (1) the degree to whict: we’ belie.ve that the
Nebraska program rather tt’;l.l some other influence was responsible 'for the

results, and (2) the deégree to which the results of this study say something

»

sabout the effecti;leneu of the BExperience Nutrition curriculum outside aof

Nebruke and the eftectiveneu of the neti.onal NET program. .
/ .

. H
3 ! . 'y

' . . . e
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We are quite confident that the treatment, rather} ﬂ%ﬁ some extraneous
/ . .
factor, caused the effécts reported here. An examinatiln of plausible r:!.vﬁ

hypotheses (e.g. unreliability of measures, treattent'diffusion, compe%ing

-

treatnents, differential attritiqn) described in the main evaluation report

uncovered little tb dispel this ‘notion. Further, consideration of whether
r
this eval'uation might have overestimated or underestimated the true treatment

3

effe'ctt/ leads us to conclude that our findings may well represent'lcwer
. -

bounds. It is possible that chiidren exposed to more of/the Experience

»

’ Nutrition packages, over a longer time, span,Aand measured with improved

A

} -
! Three other sgtudies yield, gaditional information on*the effects of the

. s
Nebraska NET program and allow us to broaden our perspective. First, -Majure
1 - e '_ '

{1980) x:eported 'results from a-quasi-experimental evaluation of Nebraska's

!fxperience Nutrition materguls’ in eight states and metropolitan areas.

°

B . . 1
Findings of this study indicated significant positive treatment effects on

’,

., instrumentation, would exhibit larger 'gains\than those sHown in this'study."

r
several measures including breakfast variety; breakfast tradition, key ngtri—w

ents, food s&fety,‘food advertising, and physical fitness.

.

LY

J . . v -~
In a second related study, the Swansen Center for Nutrition (19792

reported the results of a Tield test of the Experience Nutrit':iop, materials .ip

\

three Nebraska sch!»ol districts. The data from.many measures show pre/post-

- ~ . - . .
test gains, and the repert concludes that the program had positive effects on

children's behavior (selection of foods ndt previocusly eaten) and nﬁtri,tion-
. . - . ..

relateds knowledge. No -effects were found on attitudes. It is difficult to

. P .
know whether this interpretation is valid, since the study did not employ a
comparison group. -

Finally, Crosby and Grossbart (1980) mailed questionn;i..res to the
- ’
parents of chtldren, who participated in St.Pierre et al.'s (1981) evaluation

~

‘.

.

+ of the Expegienc‘e Nutrition progrim. Parentsjrcported positive program

-
0
[}

.
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affects such a8 NET children being more likely than, their non-NET counterparts

%o knéw about ‘nutrition and about different foods, to ask for meal items and
snacks laarne6 about in school, and to believe that a balanced diet is impor=

@ant. Parents aleo reported considerable pareht/chilg interaction over the

program. The study is flawed by a rather low 44 percent response rate which

3

could well havg biased the results in favor of NET.

L ]

To -suE up, these three stugies find generall{ positive effects of the

* « Experience Nutrition curriculum. Though the methodological flaws of the
A -

sstudies would'render them unconvincing if taken alone, they corroborate the

’
. findings and increase our confidence in the present evaluation.

This\evaluation should therefore be regarded as showing that NET can

work: that 2. well-developed, centrally adminmistered, curriculum-oriented
- - ¢

nutrition education program can have positive effects on children's knowl edge
. e

.\ and behaviorﬁn However, it cannot tell ‘us whether the Experience Nutrition
w . .
curriculum wilkl work as well in other locations, nor can it tell us about the

1 - success of other NET models.

v
N

- EVALUATION OF THE GEORGIA NET PROGRAM
(ST. PIERRE AND GLOTZER .1981)

r

- . \ -
/r , A second evaluation condicted as part of the Abt Associates Inc. NET
' .

d .
study assessed the impact of the Georgia NET program. As was the case in the'

B J

.Nebraska evaluation, Georgia had a repdtedly exemplary brogram. Selected for

-J
study because it was reccimended as particularly well thought through and

. implementad, Georgia's program provides ah important contrast with Nebraska'¥
in that it fblldws a 'decentzal{zed' model of nutgition aducation typical of
that in many of the more populous states. The materials used to train program

. teachers gara comprehensive and could be used in other states. Finally, the

) N o
Georgia State Department of Education was eager to help plan and participate

-

in the evaluation. ’ -




’

. , ) )
Because of problems in implementing the evaluation design, conclusions

»

reached about the c'ffccti?‘enen of the Georgia NET program will be tenta‘tive.

.

This ntudy may undonltiuf‘ the effects of the Georgia program, and the in-.

fénation _contained here should be .used as background and input to future

evaluations of the Georgia program rather than as providinq conclusive ewi-

: . ~
dence on program effectiveness. ;
DucriptiOn of the Bvaluation
- /

The evaluation focused On an assessment ‘of thc Goorgia NET prognli in

+

terms of the resultl it had upon children 8 knowledge of nutrition, upon their

attitudes in the nutrition domain, and upofi- their reported nutrition habits.

?urther, the evaluation assess® the degree to which the measurement battery
was :elevant to the nutrition education activities taught in participating
clusroﬁ To achicve thne aims within the rntzictiono’ed by Georgia's
existing commitments to school districts already ph:ticipating in m, a
quui-exp;ri;pntu evaluation was designed, iand d'lh were 'collocted from a
purtposively selected s'anplo of over. 1,400 ildren in 52 classfooms distri-
buted across qrades 1-8 in seven school systems spanninq the state of Georgia.
Over 700 children whose teachers participated in the NET training program
formed the treatment group while moge than 600 childrew who had teachers who

did not take part in the NET training s;essiorq served as the comparison

,
group. - .

-

The sample was drawn purpoeively -in sgveral stages, relying on the °

‘e

recommendations of the NET State Coordinator, in order to maximize the :eg:e—-
§

sentation of "exemplary" school ‘systeu, schools, and classrooms. In spite of
everyone's best efforts some school systems, schools, and classes dropped out
or declined to pasticipate and-thug the final sample is characterized by a
’ ! *. N : e

degree of self-selection. N ‘
7 t
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The program was scheduled to run for the 1979'-80 school yc;a:. Teacher
training was conducted during the summer of 1979, and program operations were
scheduled to begin at the start of the school year. Howevér, this evaluation
contract was not awarded until June 1979, and AAI, PNS, and Georgia did not
agree on the inclusion of Georgia as an exemplary state for evaluation ufitil . ¢
October 1979. At that point ;o' appropriate measurement battery ex{sted and
a battery of child-level 1nstrument; was developed and.adnin.ist‘ered as a "pre-.
test" in early December 1979. A somewhat :gducéd"battery was administered as
a posttest in early iny 1980. A m‘ail quiltionnaire was sent 'to all parti-
cipating teachers and food service managers in May 1980 for the purpoge of

docunentin;; teacher background, to assess the overlap between the test items L

and the 'pkogram as implemented, and to obtain information on the amount of

nutrition education activities covered prior to the pretest. ~
. Summary of Results
A summary of the evaluation results is presented here including . P

-

findings about (lRm‘ogru‘ implementation, and (2) program impact on measures

P

of nutrition-related knéwledge‘, attitudes, and ;epdrted habits.

A Variety of Nutrition Education Activities were Conducted .
During the 1979-80 school Year site visits were conducted by the

Georgia State Department of Education for the purpose of observing and docu~-
L ]

menting NET activities in classrooms. Reports from these visits do not offer

I N

a systematic description of l?_u implemented lin Georgia, but they do show

clearly the variety of nutritfon education activities that were implemented in
N 3

participating classrooms .and reflect thg»overatién of the decentralized model.
While most schools were in some way 1'nvolvec} with activities to pro-
mote nutritious eating habits, the activities varied and often served multiple .

purposes.  In one school the food service prepared and served.a “country

breakfast® to students and patents. In addition to promoting a m.ztrit

o . breakfast, this served to involve parents in nutrition éducation'. In many
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classroogs—~nutrition education was integrated with arithmetic by planning
lessons around food coc'ts anfl food budgeting. Many lesson plans were designed
to teach students to read and ;valuato\tood labels and to learn' about adv;;-
tifing techniques that may be misleading. Audiovisual natozi;ls were used
extensively and in one school students wrote and gzoducod their own nutrition
"spots.” ‘ o -

As reported, the most successful nutziti?n oducaiion projects were
those that involved school administrators and pacrents ‘who holpod with ideas
and organization. Less successful projects were upozted "in schools with

little or no administrative support or where there was misunderstanding about

who was ultimately responsible for nutrition edycation curricula. in these

schools where there was no clear direction or -director, nutrition projects

simply had difficulty getting off the ground.
" The array of activ{tiu, véich vary in type as well as quality, lhow,/
that where Georgia NET p]:oject adninigﬂatozi'aze rotivated, the program

process operates well--students, school personnel, arnd parents dosczlbe

nutrition education experiences with enthusiasm. Where a variety of factors

may impede motivation to inplm;nt nutrition education, the pzoce/ works less
well. It is difficult then to nake conclusive remarks abcmt the "workabjlity"
of tbc Georgia dccontzalizod nodol. In some systems, there seems to be a need
for more structure and guidancc from a central base. Other systems seem.to

thrive on tHeir freedom to be creative. g

It is oiwsr from Teviewing the field reports of the State Department

of Bducation that the Georgia NET pzogzﬁ can be characterized accurately as

*decentraliked.” Teachers, schools, kd school systems do work within the
N . A

broad goals set by the state, yet their programs are diverse and self-gener-

{

ated.
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The Test Battery was Relevant to' the Program Content

-

Schbol systems, schools, and individual teachers participating in the
Georgia NET progui have a great deal of freedom in determining the cont:.eht

arf® pacing of .NET at the classroom level. Given this planned diversity it was

Q

impossible ahead of time to ascertain the degree to which the evaluation's - .
) .

the be;iot\that the great majority of items in the test bat’tory (over 90

-~

percent) are indeed relevant to the nutrition edusation acth‘rities occurring '

. - . 1
in NET classrooms. Information supplied by non-NET teachers suggests strongly

that. nutrition education of some sort’is taking place in many comparison

" .
classrooms (78 pércent of the test battery was relevant to what comparison

‘ teachers were teaching) and that our evaluation of the Georgia NET program °
- . \ .

. involves a comparison of alternative putrition education tgeatﬁents.

-

Nutrition Education Took Place Prior to the Pretest

+ - \
,-—\Mnny NET teachers reported covering significant .amounts of nutrition
[ . P

material prior to the pretest-~material relevant to 44 peréent of the items in

- the test battcy\.:uri:hor’} most non-NET teachers reported that the test bat-

tery was relevan to their classroom ag\ivities and it appears tﬁt the

LY

-

"treatment” offered .t.ho comparison children in Georgia was almog't ag appropri-
ate to the test b:ttory as the treatment offered NET children. Therefore,

this evaluation is constrained in its ability to detect effects of the pro-
. g

grn--‘nalyus nay well und:;;st‘inate the "true” treatment effects. I

positive (or negative) etfectl are found they will have been produced under

a bandicap,\ut we will hgve some confidence that they exist, On the otRer

‘ ‘:A,bln!;«‘ the interputation of a finding of 'no effects® will be-much more

IO S * )
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ifficult. It will .Be unclear whether no effects were f-aund bec&!se “the

was i:n'e{ttective of becaus®® the effect was ‘"missed" due ‘to the weak *

.

progr
N ) v [ ] v - »”
evaluation design. This ’is,n‘bt a reflection on the program, but on the

[y e
e

‘ weakness of the evaldiation as implemented. oo - .

>

Impact of the Program |

*

In spite of the dI'fficulties roted above, the Georgia NET .program had

. 2
positive effects on phildren in some areas and mixgd effects in others. Table

3 presents a summa:y of results by content domadn, and grade level. ~ Table 4

- [y

shows” results at a less aggre?ated level. & ‘

b ’ W Table 3
ot et Summary of Jesults by Content Domain grade Level ' .
» - U A L
Content{ Domain #  Grades 1-3 ) rades 4-6 Grades 7, 8

Nutrition Knowledge - Positive Bffects = Mi Posx. ve ai Nged Null and
' a

Ao

gains in NET and’ non-ma'r groups on most measures. Even A(:ho.ugh -canparison
[ ]

. children ex‘:ited gains, they were outscored‘ by NE{ chi:ldren in' the early

gr ades a:ﬁ,the evaluation found large positive effects in grades 1 -4, margin-

ally positive or null effects in the middle grades (5,4\6)’ and null or
N

ey ‘ PRI e", » Az

e ' 48 r L

,» , /'a W Effects tive Bffects
Food Attitudes ~  Mixed Positige and  Mixed Positive -and NA .
' . Negative Effects Null Effects , - ﬁ
Pood’Habits ™  Mixed Positive, Mixed Null and NA <y
L . Null, and Negative Negative CEffects . &
@ Effects \ )
. . ) ,
a TOON e @ ¥ L
\\ - N L . . . - . \ . b 5
J ' . « - , N ' % ’u‘ ’
Effects on Nutrition Knowledge Were Large /and Positive 7 —.« .":‘:;
. 'in _thefjfarly Grades but Declined in the Late&; Gr ades o
. The patter\of effects in the knowledge domain x.s characterize’by



A

Table 4 . . -

Summary of Results from the Georgia.Evaluation
by Content Domain, Measure, and Grade Level
.o .

CONTENT
. Dopand -

rition
. ledge

N¥rition

Knowledge

(pairy Council 1) + o+

Nutrition
Natrition
Nutrition
Nutrition
Nutrition

Knowledge | (Daity Council 2)
Knowledge (Dairy Council 3)
Knowledge (NEAS/Intermediate)
Knowledge ‘QIEAS/Intermediate)? ,
Xndwledge (NEAS/Jr. High) A

@00

®00

&

Pood - -
Attitudes

&)

PFood Attltudol (AAI)'

Food Consumption Attitudes (AAI) *
8School Lunch Attitudes (AAI)*
Breakfast Attitudes (AAI)*: e

+00
ocoo

" *Good® Consumpt ion Habits (un'
. "Bad” Consumpt ich Babits (AAI)*

v
-

" 8chool Lunch Habits

(AAI) * : . ' -

’ 'Good"

Coggnetton
i

on Habits
* Consumption Habits (MBAS)®

its (AAI)*
(AAI) *

4

"Bad® Consumption-Habits (NEAS)*

00000

0000 O0

[4 «

i based on
signifies
signifies
sigwifies
signifies

I O® + »

-
1

scales danlopod in the Nebraska ltudy L .

a statistically slqnlﬂclnt effect (p<.0S) hvo:lng th« treatment group
a statistically “signiticant effect {p<.10) /gavor tng the treatment group
a null or non-significant effect , - \

a ‘statistically slgnlﬂclnt ef fect (p< 05)' favoring the ‘cont‘tol.. group

5 » ’
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. negaiivo.effocti in juﬁior higpl §tr9ﬁg pos{}ive greatm?nt effects are
-qblnried'in grades, 1-4 on twq‘diffe:ent 'st.héardized' E‘:ts ?f general
- . nutrition kn;wledge (the Dairy Cou;dil Achievement: test and the Nutrition
[ - ) Education AsSesgmegf Series). 1In'addition, the effects in these grades are

large, ranging frem .25 to 1.27 standard deviations, or about-1-5 test items.

»

In grades 5 and 6 no significant knowiedge effecﬁs were observed, although~
some 1ndicatlon of positive differences exists as measured by a 3erslon of the
NEAS which® contained.a reduced number Of items.. In grade 7 we see a sxgnxfl—
cant-negative effect on the NEAS measure that 1s caused because the positxve

ga1n1in the NET group is smallqr'than the positive gain of the non-NET control

cn;raf!h;——ﬁo—posieiva or nggative kﬂbwleaés effects are evident.in grade 8.

/

- Effects on Food Attitudes Vary by Grade and Measure o

~ . r -

) "In the attitude domain w;\hng\a mixed pattern of positive, negatjve, .
.

P
and null effects which vary by grade and measure. Large positive effects are

fbund in grades 1 and 2 on a meaapre of food attitudes, and the negatxve
egfeét in grade 3 reflects outstanéing performance by the,comparison children
A} k}

father than a decline in attitudes of NET cliildren. Scattered pifitive or .

marginally positive effects are noted in grades 4 and 5, and na ‘effects are
. A } an € ’

evident in grade 6. . ¢

P ’ I

v [

Effects on Reported Food Habits Vary by Grade and Measure

" For the foo} habits domain we Again see'a?mix of positive, negative,

and null éffects which, except for the large positive effects on one scale in
. -« N [ 4 N :

gfadoc f and 2, are characterized by ra%?er Qn;If effect sizes.

4 \ - AR
. .
.
¢ - L
.




Conclusions about the Georgia Evaluation

" The results of this evaluation are in line with those of many other

>

. evaluations of i.n-school nutrition education programs We £1nd generally
*positj.ve effects on nut‘ion knowledge {at least in grades 1-4 and perhaps 1n

grades 5 and 6) and .mixed effects on food attitudes and food; habits., The

~

Georéig program appears to be more.effective with younger than older children,
. * v N -

since positive effects ar‘e“observed in }rades 1 and 2 on measures in all three

» T

domaing., ' ' ’ ' ’

-

-~ These findings should be t.g’empered by some taveats, First.,‘.as' noted
L] '

earlier, this studQ’ is.quasi-experimental and tbe potential nonequivalence of

-

NET and non-NET groups may bias the results. " Second, the data presenmtpd

v

earlier in this chapter 'suggest st'r}:mg'ly that much nutrition education ;cti‘v-,

ity had :already'“ dccurred in NET classrooms prior to the pretest, with the
P 5 N 2 L]
. pqtential for attenuating any obser%ed effects of the program,. Third, in many

cases the non-NET group gained from pre to posttest,’and ccmpa;rison children

~
v

LI L W . N .
may have beén participating in nutrition education through sources other than

. \ \ N [N -
liBT.A Data supplied by non-NET teachers support this hypotheris since they

2

indicated t._h& nuch Qf the tést battéry was relevant to activities that they

would ‘be conducting in their classes. Nnally, ‘the measur’emen\‘batte"ry was

-
1

weak peychonetrically, with many scales having low r«eliabi.lity. Thetefore,

.
Y ¢ .

positive .effects may be understated - - ' .

.

, "In addition to the,se cavﬁats,'the decentralized nature of the Georgia

program’ is crucial to the interpretation ef the évgluatién res{:_lts. Georgia
NET staff hold standardized trainifig’ sesaions fofx ata¥f in all participating
schools; however, once the training is complete, school staff ‘are responsible

for building their own programs based on input received at:the training", on

existing regources and materials, and on any materials they might devise.

o
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. Thus, it is qu.it‘:e lik{{‘ that the NET programs implenenieq in the schools

participating in the Georgia evaluation were quite different from one another.

N\
. The absence of in-depth docun/lentation of those school-level programs limits"
: ¢
; ’ Lt ~ .
O our ability to attribute program effects. The best evaluation for a state

- .
using a decentralized model would allow an analysis of program effects on a

’ -
h

’ scbool-by-sc.hool basi;.' In this wAy the gval‘uat*on would be able to distin-,
gquish between differentjally effective school-léve} programs. The most that .
can be 'said in the present case is that, in the early qrageg, the Cieorgia
program demonstr ates general effectiveness‘faﬁ,n;easures.of nutrition knowl.ed.g\e

across a vagiety of schools whichtmay we lementing different nutrition

education activities.
Some corroborating evidence for thé findings of this evaluatiQn is
\ available from two murc;s. A’ study by Emory University (198¢) found pre/posg

kh’ovl‘eciée gains for children in Georgia's NET program. While 'unable to stand ’

-

N on it’s own merits because of methodological problems, the Bmory study does
suppart the gains reported in the preésent evaluation. A 3study by Thielke,

N \Boyce, and Martinson (1981) claims that posttest dj.fference‘ favoring treat-

, T " ment over control chifé’zen ﬁ’\ terms of total caloric intake. and nutrient
consu.mption"ari ?m to participation of their teachers in the Georgia NKET
e program trdining session. Because of -the weakness of this study (no pretest,

. . nonequivalent groups) and the lack of corrcborating data fram the present
- . ” ' ’
\ ’ ' . 4
evaluation, we are hesitant 'to agree with its c'onclusi.om- v

T

. Though it is surprising that positive‘ effects have been found given

L J
* t.h( weakness of the evaluation ‘as implemented (late pretest, existence of

g .

competing treatments, and unreliable neasu.rol), the )tinding of positive

-t

. ~

knowlodgo oftqtitr reinforces the conclusions of other evaluations: nutrition

education programs ssem be gbio to donwey knowledge consism. The ’ -

-

i
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mixed effects on measures of food attitudes\fnd food habits also agree with

e

-
findings from other stidiegs:

1
-

to consistently affect these measures.

'n{:tr‘ition/c.a:;:at'ion prggrmé have not been able
N
\

-

FINDINéS ‘FROM OTHER NUTRITION EDUCATION EVALUATIONS ‘ ) N .
ﬁ_‘—.____'

The findings. from our evaluations of NET in Nebraska \‘and Georgia are

-

important, and their value is enhanced by placfng them i:n the larger context

] - ‘
provided by other related evaluations. Our critéria for selecting evaluations .

- 1]
- H

to reviéw in this sectio\were Eﬂhat,they be as strong as ‘pogsible in terms of

=

'research design and measurement characte.:i\sfmcs. Thus, }:he discussion Araws’

upon evaluations of nutrition education programs in California, Pgnnsylvania,

4

and West  Virginia, as well as»a study condué¢ted across five states.

= B - . I lad * ~ * -
=3 . - - . B - N - . v -
.

- . : s "1
Evaluation of the California NET
Curriculum Guide (ﬁolf_f 1980) »

-

Y *
]

Wolff (1980) conducted .an. evaluatioh of the California curriculum

guige for nutrition educaiiop in éresohpol through grade 6. 'The'study in=-

.

volved non-randomly formed treatment "and gomparison ‘groups in 12 school dis-
R

tricts and ‘six prescHools. "Over ?‘500 childten were pre and posttested in

Fall 1979 and in Spring_198t!.with a measurement batteéry developed, to assess
. 'Y . 1 ..
knowledge, attitudes, and behavior (plate waste).

3
>

‘. Across ,all grades tratxﬁent"child.ren gﬁined siqnificant’ly u;ore than

- 5

: . N v, - M
comparison children in .-terms @f nutrifion knowledge. Significant treatment

s : ‘ - ’ S .
effects were, found: with?n each ot the grades 1-6 but not in preschool or
. ‘o . \ b -

kindergarta;x. In waddition to geing 'sf:ati'stically siqnifican‘f'}the gains also
. .

-

appear to be- reasonably large in magnitude, Although precise information, on
the vuiabilj’.ty of scores was r;ot coﬁta'inec:l in the report, the overall treat-

ment effect c‘orresponds to a gain~of about one item or".25 standard devia-

>
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tions. The within-grade effects ranged from no items in preschool to about

two items in grade 6, the latter being about .5 standard deviations. v

The evaluation also fqund a positive treatment effect on attitudes

across all grades. FHowever, when broken down by gzade we find statistically

¢ - . .
significant positive effects in preschool through grade 2, positiéj but

n&nsignificant effects in grades 3 and 4, and negative but norsignificant

effects in grades S and 6. It may be that attitudes are more difficult to

changg in older children. L In general, while some of the attitude ga{ns are'

statistically significant they are not large in magnitude. Though the inter-

action renders the overall gain small in magnitude (1.9 percent gain or about

.1 standard deviations) the gains in preschool through ‘grade 2 are somewhat

;ia:gor, shout four percent Qf one item (.25 standard devjations). _ v
Pipally, the evaluation found positive treatment effects on plate
waste. Across all food groups plate waste was reduced by 25 percent in the

- 14 c e
treatment group compared with a one percent reduction in, the comparison group.

- 8ignificant treatment ‘effects were found for all food types except milk. Al-

‘ .

though there is no questioning the statistical significance of- the effect, the

use of percentage change as a metric makeg the differences look quite large.

Use of a different metric,».d., change in grams, would tell the same story in

_terms of statistical significance, but leads to A conclusion that sounds very

different——the total reduction in plate waste was 36.5 grams, ‘or about 1.25

is difficult to make judgments about the practical signi.fiCance'of either a 25

percent or a 1.25 ounce geduction 1n plate waste. What is clear, is that the

-

. ~
metric influences our interpretation of the effect size.

L I A
Y Y , . #’

-

' ounces }’child. In the absence of information on the total amount served it
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- Bvaluation of.the California NEY e

Program (Meckler and Wilcox .1980)

,'Hocklez and Wilcox '(1980)‘ conducted a major evaluation of the Califor-
nia m;zogzu in 1979-80. The study involved over 13, 000 children in 143
lchools that conducted a range of NET programs thzoughout California, 'Non-
tandomly formed treatment and comparison groups were administered a pretest
and posttest battery desiqﬂed to .measure knowlédge, atztitu:ges, and plate
waste.‘ The evaluators analyzeﬁ the data gzadf by grade and found positive
effects aczo&gzades pre=K through 6 on studen‘t knov}.edgé, overall positive

effects on.plate waste (although there was a mix of positive, null, and nega-

tive effects that vary by food type and-grade), and no effects on attitudes.:

) The generally positive picture for knpwledée mudt be teizpezeé in two
areas. ?irs't.g thi'toug‘h gtatistically 'sig;xificant ;ffe;:tg fgvozing'the"‘tzeatment
g,zésxp were found- inl every gzét?e from pcescgool to gzadeﬁsv-,‘the report gives no
agsessment :of the magnitude of the effects. The knowledge test inc’luded 15

items for preschool and grade K, and 22 items for grades 1-6. Adjusted treat-

une/co-pazison group posttest diffezences ranged from .3 items in grade 2 to

3. 7 items in grade 3 with an overall mean of 1.6 items. Clearly,.the differ~’
ence of .3 items is snall and the diffezence of 3.7 items is large, but 'in the
absence of tnfomation on the vazi‘ability of test scores it is difficult to

draw’conclusions as' to the pzacf.ica,l significance of the _knowledge effeots.

L%w‘“* : 'y T .

BvaluationLj *Nutrition in a Changing World".,: " <
* 'Conducted in PennsxlvaniibLShanﬂOn et al. (1981) °

"
‘ Shannon et al. (1981) condu.cted a gtudy of the impact of ~'Ngtzition in

a Changing World," a comprehensive integwated nutzition-educatim,pwicd}m
£oz gzadu' .K-6 This cu:‘ziculum is one of several zecomendod/foz use by

' Pennsylvania NBT: otticials and 13 being iulplemented in many local Nlr pzojects
in that state.
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The ovaluafion co-pared tgxeo levels of treatment--use of the curricu- -~

1un gnide plus a 45-hour nutr ition education course for the classroom teacher,

- use of the curriculum guide plus a th:ee—bou: in-service training course for
Y & . ’ ‘ =5

' )_the teacher, and use of the curriculum guide with no extra training for the

\ teacher--and no nutrition education (a control group). Twenty-nine schools

. were randomly assigned to ohe of the .treatment groups. The final gnple ‘}

included 156 classcooms and 2,959 children in grades K, 1, 4, 5, and 6. All

children were pretested w;th a battery of cu;riculun-speciuc .knéwledge

measures and posttested ten weeks later. ’ ' , |

. Collapsing across’ the t\hrge different levels/ of t:re'atnent:. the 'evalua-

' - tors found positive effects of inst:uctiOn (i.e.,]’{;:esentation of the nutri-
;iOn cu::iculu- reqardless of type of teacher training) on nutzition knowledge

-

at Ql grade ;levcls. 'rho nagnitude of the effects ranged f:oa about om-itn

-

L 4

in grades 1.and fto th:ee items in grades 4 and 6. Statistically significant
N .
effects of different types of tedche: preparatiOn were found ‘but they va:ied

by grade and type of preparation. Kinde:garten children taug.ht by teachers
haying the 'th:ee-hou: in~service trainind did bettér than the other two. groups .
(by less than one item); in grade 4 .ch*ildrer;md?teache.:s who had the iS-boul.:
course did better. than the other two groups (i:_y about three items); and in
gnq'o 6 the three-bour\i;l-lervice group outsccﬁd the 45-hour training group:
{by about %two and one-hglf itm?i No effects of different fo.nn of teacher 3

preparation were f;)und_ in grades 1 and S. .

s

' b3
. To sum up, the avaluation found positive effects of the nutrition edu-

’

N ) .
- cation curriculum on nutritign I;ngvledgo, ‘the only outcome investigated. How-

oﬁ:, an interesting study of the effects of diffennt.types of teacher prepa-

—
]

. ration found that “the prbvisior; of an ‘in-service or formal course as addir-
! A ] ‘ y t
tional - teacher preparation d&id. not psomote consistent improvement in studenta

i ~

cutcome, particuHrly with the younger grades.” < T
i . - — . . -
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. West Virginia Nutrition Bducation Evaluation . . .
L st Virginia Depattment of Bducation 1977) 3
This project inc].uded the development, implementation, and .evaluation

of a nut:ition "éducation curriculum guide for grades K-6 in West Virginia.
'l'bough the eValuation was conducted prior to the initiation of NET in 1977, it -
was funded by FNS. Over 200 schools: we:e" randomly aesigned to t:eatment and

conttol status, but many elected not to tputicipate and the study was con-

- - ducted usinq ‘44 expe:inental and 42 cont:ol schools. The. study design is

notable in that it cont:olled fo: the possible effects of learning from the

’

“pretest.. - : o - ' -

The t:eatment schools sent- teachers to a two-day in-service p:o‘gr.am"
and implemented the nutrition education curriculum in g:'des'x-6 Gver a three-
month time period. - Over 53,000 t:eatment/and control child;‘en were pre and

. posttested with a battery of measures in¢luding knowledge tests and attitude
L] * - ¢ -
h 3
inventories. Plate wasgte and school lunch participation were also measured.
) ., -

'ihe evaluators found positive program effects on nutrition-related
. knowledde in grades K-3, 5, and 6. Though control group children showed pre/

post gains in all grades they were outperfor by the treatment children in.
N

al}. except the fourth grade. While this finding corroborates those of most
RS ot&xer nutrition education evaluations, the present study a.lso found positive

;rea@/nt effects on food-related attitudes in all g:edes except kinde:ga:ten.

s

{ Again. ‘control group attitudes improved in most grades, but t:e‘atment group

f attitudes improved significantly more.

) ~ A plate wastg study also found positive effects in which treatment

. children exhibited a :eduction in plaste waste from pre to postteat that was

. . St
significantly greater than the reduction. for control children on' five out of

- -

seven measured foods. Plate waste was reduced for broccoli from ¥%3 .to 56..
. \ - . & -t
%2 ) : 57 !
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perceqt, for taépa from 41 to 24 percent, for milk from 17 to 13 percent, for

cauliflo from 55 to 36 perbent,‘, and for spanish rice from 44 to‘ 36 percent.

Plate waste was reduced for the other, two foods, but not significantly. As

»

was the case in the Wolff (1980) evaluation of the California NET curriculum
quide, it is diffiicult to make informed® judgments about the practical signi-
ficance of these plate waste fird;.ngs without information on the total ;amdnt
sen;ed. FPinally, the evaluation found no evidence of an impact on school
lunch’ participation; not surprising in light of th67)§'hort pre/post test
period. ‘ .- 1,_;“;,«#

'I‘h})s evaluation presents some of the most impressive results‘reviewed

P

in this study. Strong positive effects were reported on nutrition-related

“ !

. i 4 .
knowledge, food attitudes, and plate waste. While the evaluatioﬁ'design is,

characterizéd by self-selection of schools, the -results do conform to the

program developers' hypotheses. - . R

‘Bvaluation of "Food is My Bag"
{Applied Management Sciences 1976)

This project involve;.‘- the development, implementation, and evaluation

-

of a nutrition education-program in five states by Applied Management Sciences

+

(AMS) . Though this study was conducted prior to initiation of the NET pro-

»

gram, it was funded by FNS. ) >

From the five states selected by FNS, AMS chose one school district in

each based on geographic location and sociceconomic status. Six schools were

‘ then s"electeé within each district, two from each of three grade ranges (ele~

mentary, Jjunior high, senior high),/ﬁii twO Classes were selected from'éach
v V .

] gr ade level in each sthool. AMS gievelopeda%rmtrig.ion education progr am pack-

age fo;: the selected school districts and worked with the local school parson-

nel in implementing the program. . The ‘curriculum /package contained 15 units
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of instruction--three curriculum uni%(aasic Nutrition, Consumer Education,

and Health Bducation) for each of five selected grade ranges (K-1, 2«3, 4-6,
. t . “

7-9, 10-12). A companion booklet of related activities was also developed for

use by the school food service manager. - ’ )

During the field test period of approximately three months, knowledge

tests and attitudinal questionnaires were administered tp control and experi-

! .
_aental subjects as a pretes‘t, posttest, and' 30-day follow-up posttest. Plate

s

waste observations were also conducted bybproject staff at each control and

-experimental site during the three test .periods) Based on the evalluatjron the

/

. \ AMS researchers deffw the following conclusions: . !

e Significant statistical gains'in nutrition knowlefige took
place among experimental students for the Basic, Health,
and Consumer Units at 311 grade levels. No simjlar gains
were notéd for the control students.

Theége was no overall significant positive or negative
effect on students' practices and attitudes toward food
at school and away from school. There wete positive
changes in certain individual Attitudinal scale items and
at certain grade levels. The greatest amount of positive
ch'ange was noted for grade spans K-1 and 2-3,

EY

Plate waste observations demonstrated modest improvement
. in consumption of the schodbl lunch by experimental stu-
‘dents mh“ssgnificantly increased consumption of meat,
"milk, bread, and "other” foods (e.g., dessert, potato
chips, etc.) for most grade levels.

.

_ . N
CONCLUSIONS ABOUT THE IMPACTS OF NUTRITION EDUCATION .

Each of the evaluations.discussed here has its weaknesses; how-'

ever, as a group tm'ies vield some fairly convincing evidence on the
- -
effects of nutrition education. Table 5 summar?zes results from the eyalua-

tions discussed in this chapter by noting the ma;’(& findihgs on edch of

e . .
several outcomes. Pirst, it appear s relatively easy to produce positive

effects on nutrition knowledL.A All eight studies report positive findings

-
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- ¢ Table S L . b
- Susmary of ¥ tros IS aad ~Punded Evaluations
S QUICONES
EVALUATION . N ! Yo
t . REPORTED
, FRQULEDG R ATTITUDES EARITS PREFERENCE > FLATE WASTE
. —
.
Calitosnie 4 Positive effects in grades Positive effecta ia pre- u.A. P u.a Positive affecta On-oversll
(Wolft 190€) 1-6. Mo effects ia pre- achool through grade 2. consuption. Effecta for /
school aad kisdergartes. Mo effects im gredes 3-6. N ° - sll tood typee except ailk.
Magmitude of positive sagnitude of effects is sstmsnt group reduced
) effects ramges from .35 - amall, from .10 - .2% plata waste by 25 perceat
-58 dtandard deviatioms. standard deviatioms. {about 1.25 ounces) coms~
r pared with ooe pércent in
J . - . the comparison group.
PR
Califorania Positive effects ia grades Mo effects. n.a .. u.a Positive effecta ob esat.
{necklar & ™ 1-6. Magnitude of affect - vegetables, fruit. Reduc-
¥ilcox 1996) tenges from ) to 1.7 items. = A . tion ia plate waste varied
. - by fooa p and grade.
. When aignificant, reduc—
T tione ranged from B-16
- perceet over comparison
* - group reductioa. .
L 4
4 . a
. ’ - « e i g,
Babx agka Positive effects oa several Bo effects. [ -3 c!!'u. Positive effects Om re- Mo effects os total comx
{8t .Plarre., Ssasures in grades 1-6. MNeg- ported food prefereace aad sumptioa. Positive affects
Glotzar, Cook, aitude of effects ramgee from > willingness to eelect new 7 im, gradee 4-6 1a terms of
& Straw 1901) .25-.90 standard daviatfoms. ‘s foods im grades 1-3. Mixed willingness to taste pre-
~ effecte o reported food vicusly rejected !?d-.
. . preference ia grades 4-6. -~
S . #
| *-Steta Study Positive effects ia gzades %o effects.. %o effects. %o etfecte. : ~ na
(Majgura 1900) 1-3 oa two of four Seasures, '
ia grades 4-6 on four of six . -
asssures, ° -
Geoxgla Positive effects O sevaral Mixed effecte smross sev~ Mixed effecta scross n.A, L IY YO
{8t.Plarze A measures ia grades 1-4, de~ ersl measures aad grades sovegal msasures - N
Glotzer 1981) clining ia later gzadis. 1-6. Poaitive offects and grades 1-6. Bome .
N Nagnitude of effacts ranges ia gredes 1-2, perhaps poeitive effects ia ~
from .25-1.217 atasdard de- in gz -8, gradss 1-2.
¢ viatioas., o'¢/
A .
- .
Ponnisylvania Positive effecte in grades ) R.A. \ u.A. u.A. w.A.
{Shanncy, st al k-6. Magmituds of effecta - N
1981) € 4o 1 to 3 items. .
. %o comsistest effect of dif- . °
ferent forms of teachet i.
preparation. . . R . ‘
v -
.
Weat Virgimia Positive effecta i grades Positive effecta i grades w.A. u.A. Significant reduction for
™ (west Virgiais K3, 5-6. ™, -o: 1n xiddergarten. - five of sevds foods atudied.
State Dept. of ¥ . Waste reduced from 4-19
C&c%ion 1977) ’ perceat for individual
: e . foods .

b “rood ia My Bag” Positive effects i grades s-lo ovarall affecta. Bame wo effacta. u.A. Positive effecta on meat,
{Appliad Manage- -12. W positive change aoted i - ailk, bread st most grade. -~
et Scisaces - K-3. “ 67 levels. MO overall affect.
1976) ' ’
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EMC onpar isos group ia this study. zlu shamld be cegarded with caution becsuse othér studies
CIETTITET @ above have found that comparisom groups gessrally exhibit n.o/pu knowledge gsins.
. : -

‘,




on knowledge, findings that are not only statistically significant, but are%t/

Fd
large gize (.25-1.27 standard deviations) for social science evaluations. The

" fact that in most of the studies canparisor; students also showed pretest/post-
test galns suggests that normal maturation, a competing treatment, or spme

other factor is responsible for gains  in nutrition knowledge even in the
«

absence of NET programs. It may be that childrem have not had a great amount

of exposure to mutrition concepts, and that learning these concepts is fun and
v ) .

relatively easy. “

. .
iy

Effects on food attitudes and reported food habits are much more dif-

v
i

figult to ptoduce..' Pour studies reported some p'itivq effects on attitudes;
however ,-with tt‘ie exception of the West Virginia study these varied by measure

and grade. The California and Georgia studies did find positive attitude

effects in grades | and 2 suggesting that it may be easier to alter attitudes

N \

"for children in the early grades. Four of the studies included an examination'

o F™ .
of reported food habits, but none found any strong evidence of program effec-

tiveness in this area.

-

Evidence on food preference was supplied in only two studies. Conclu-

sions are mixed because one study (St.Pierre et‘ ‘al. 1981) found a strong
indication of positive effects on reported food preference and willingness to

%

select new foods while the other (Majure 1980) found no effects.

‘The summary picture is therefore .)one in. which positive effegks on
knowledge appea;: to be almost universal 'whilé effects on attitudes, food
preference, p]?a.te vaste, at;d other behavioral'measures are scattered: and
confined to s fic grade and food 1tem combinations. 'rhese ‘findings ‘make
. %ﬁ(md deal of sense considering the short-term nature of the progrags.

N
Knowledgo is easily conveyed in the short-term; to expect a three~week program
to significantly impact behaviors ‘,that have been formed for several years,is

P | >
H
quite diffcnnt. / *
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CHAPTER 5 ° L

concruszdls

. o - N -

]

This evaluatiow conducted when most %&T projects were just’

I
beginning to be implemented, and' NET has made a 9oéd start. Programs are

- 3
Qperating in nopLstates and NET funds are being distributed and-~used as

-

intended. Some 86 pe:cent of al™WET funding in 1978 and 1979 was spent on

grants for almost 3,000 local projects operating in nearly 17,000 schools and

reaching more than 3.4 million children. Over 120, 000 teachers and 25 000

foed service personntl perticipated in NB'r-sponsored wor kshops .

<

stat/evel NET programs ‘hava been developed and' :

A fet of di

. - [N Py
emented. Some are cengrdlizéd and administéred at the state level, in-

volving all pqrticipa‘tin?projecgs via a single curriculum, Others are
decentralized and, ,sﬁ'bject td broad guidelines, transfer “the responsibility of
program development to the local level. stifl others are regionally-based,

with services being provided by multiple resmrce'centeré. ‘Classroom ins€ruc-
tion is included in\aj percent of all projects,uaﬁd 60 percent use the caf‘e-

. ~d .
teria as a learning laboratory.

’ %

The great majority of NET State Coordinatorsrand-project directors se- ’

port that they are striving toward the goals intended by the enabling legisl_a-'

tion including, for example, incressing children's acoeptance of nutritious,

‘ Y )

foods; improving teachers' knovledge .of the principles andypractices of nutri"‘

tion e&icﬁion': developing and ,dissemigating gurricula and other nutrition

education materials; increa’sing children's Xknowledge of the 'relat‘ionshipss.

. . - %
among food, nutriti?‘l, and health;.and incre'asing the use of the school

-~ 4 B N "

‘cafeteria as a 1earning‘1abcﬂ:ato'ry for nutrition education.

-
v !

A weﬂ-designed evaluation ot!Nebraska s state-level program ‘showed

‘that a curriculum-oriented centrai.ly-administered nitritidn education - pro-

-

gram can haVe positive effects on children s nutrition-relat lmowledge

P L4
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across grades 1-5 and positive effects in selected grades on food preference

and willingness fo select and taste new foods. Evaluations of oth;r\nutrition

education . programs fynded by NET and other FNS sources (e.g., California,

. A

Georg;a,-Pennsy‘lan;a,:ﬂest Virginia).demonstrate that decentralized programs

can also have positive eﬁfects in terms of increased hutriqion knowledge.
; 4

gosiéivg'egfects on food-related attitudes, habits, preferences, and plate
-
waste were found in certain evsiuations, but they vary by grade.

- /
e 0f coursg, room for improvemgnt exists. Although most of the objec7
* r'y . -
tives of the NET legislation are addressed by the operating programs, there
- . ’

. - - A ]
were three areas where, in 1979, NET activities did not appear to be as fully

/ bl

; = . .
implemented or as successful as desirable* including the training of school
- . X » [ R

food service personnel, the development of integrated proérém:‘iind the

LS

development of program monitoqiqg and evaluation materials. - These topics

shquld be emphasized in.the future, perhaps through altered program regula-
tions making expectations in these areas clearer, through the dissemination of
information &n programs that have been successfgl in these areas, and throggh

. -~ »
the provision of technical assistance, in evaluation.

.

NET projects were in their formative sta when this evaluation
'wa§mgonducted. Project development undertakép since 1279 may well
have addressed these problems. <

> . -
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