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The purpose nof this study was to 1n_vestigate the user percept.ion

¢ of and att\itude towards the implementation of the new phya.lcal education

program.

..

'Ihe data collected consisted of the responses of 154 high school

principals and 170 high school physical education teachers to-a 45 item,

/ Likert style, survey developed by the writer. In addition. responscs

¢

were collected t‘rcm 1000 students enrolled .in Bmwical Education 1100

. 1000 students enrolled in Phys(:al Education 2100, and 1000 students
enrolled in Physical Fducation 3100, to 17 items from the |
teacherlprincipal survey. 'Ihe 45 item on the survey were clustered

l
1; ‘according to E\xilan's fifteén t‘actors aft‘ectmg inplementation.

0
44

wpeca” ¥ A In order to assess *the signit‘icant dit'ferences among the user
gr()ups 8. oneway ANWA was carried out for each variable cluster. “When
ccnparing responses oi’ three*groups a. %cheffe test waB usw to‘détmi'he

between which groups the signi ficant’ dit‘fere‘nce existed o A

In order to assess the overall attitude ol‘ principal teacher, )

and student groups a'crosstabulation was carried out for' the 45 ©a

unclustered survey iten)s ' The responses demonstrated that all three.

-

L4

.user groups were ‘generally. positive toward the program._ Principals were
‘the mos ¢ positive, teachers were the next most positiVe and students
were the least positive, '.Jnthough the attitudes w_ere ppsitive, -

concerns were indicated by all three user groups.

-

‘ Findings indicated that the users viewed the program as iiaving

good potential yet there was agreement that "there'\per?e drawbacks that -

4
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need"ed to be addressed, Studehts demonstrated concern with the
\

incx'leased cognitive workload while teachers and princ/léals agreed with '

\-

the need for in'proving the fun and enjoyment of .the program as a means

of. increasing-student rro_tivation. Students indicated a desire for more

v’

choice and input i‘\to the new program and principals and teachers :

appeared to agree but not tp the same extent as lthe students. Teachers
- L "\

and principals expressed a desire i’or mor ad'n istrative support frcm

/

the school board ievel. C;onnected with this concern was the desire for

-

3

contimious access to qualified heip in the inplementation of the new

/program, supporting the idea that inplementation is a- process and not a

l
. 2

one time event.. - " - )
An interesting finding noted throughout the study was 'that the ‘-
R . _— principals appeared to be distant from the practical use of the program, - '

»

. o ‘ This point was not severely criticized by the teachers. Instead it was -

: reeggnjhgl_&s__a_[act djﬂLcuLt_to._amuLgiven_the rmny._resnonsibi lities
of the principals. In conjunction with this point principals were-

extremely conf ident wi th the teachers conprehension of the new program
S8

.o as well their preparation to teach it._However teachers did not

. express cdnf‘idence in either their comprfehension or preparedness to —

VL teach the" curriculun.

“ Y

/\; SR s lnadequate cmmmication at all leVels was expressed ag_a

problem by all subjects in"the survey. 'Ihe prominent ccnmmication
defioienoies were among teachers, between teachers and administrators,

o between sohools and school boards, and. finally between curriculum ueers

-

and onrrioulun deveiopers.l It was agreed that improved feedback

channels are requi red as means for providing neccessai'y user inforlmtion

to the deveiopsrs for possible program inprovement and revision.
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' ~ When an innovation is introdiced to an e:rf"ting program or when T e
S - ol TR
T a program is conpletely .revlaed change takes place. This, study - . S
- o focuses on such a. change and ‘on the perceptions and attitudes of. those e
L experiencing the’ change. L -‘ . - 7 & S .
T '*’. 'Ihe ccnplexity of educational change is very rmch Lt j‘ T T

_':" S the personal experience ot‘ change because they have cane 80

-underestinnted. E\Jllan (1982) suggests ‘that people\arely t%ink gbout

¥ e

T' ‘ accustaned to its presence. More inportant rmny lalmost never stop to °\

think about the percgpt ions oi‘ those, around them experiencing change E

) .
®
)

sntuations. mllan stresses thdk the tuming point of ‘the change S "

‘ . s |
+ : prOcess lles with ;mdividuals and how they come “to grips with the -~ v o
) ]

- .
- . -

_ . reality of that'change... ‘ oo .- . L - * . -

!
=T - ' A 1 : e il
o

- One me:Tsure .of success of .an educational change is ‘the leVel of

-t » .

its inplementation. The levvel of mplementatiom La deterg]ined by how \ T, I

. ': . the” change {s perceived by those directly involved in its use. Hughea _ ’ L

' - )

and Keith (1980) point out that all the i'esearch enphasizes thiq ﬁoint_. S

'Ihe perceptidn of the potential user is an inportant variable. An .
. Y

objective view of the innovation "or how' it is" rega‘i'ded by experts is* S

not as critical 'Ihe potential uséry which this stuwly concentrated its.

inveetigation on were the secondary school principals. teachera and _ :" :

nts-in Newfoundland and Labrador. 'Ihe change these. users o e o] )
. Loy -'_ E T
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’ e nCn om 198) to 1983 three new physical education courses were
inplemented. Physieal Education 1100 was introduced in 1981, Physical

: “,’Education 2100 was introduced in 1982 and Physical Education 3100 was’

<

»
‘were ‘as follows:

1. 'Ihe new courses were given credit status, which meant they

o : co&ld be used to conplete the requirements for a high school diplorm J

: : ' 2. An academic section was added to each course requiring

.
-

e ™ written tests and exaniindtions. ' O - "e .
: un A ,.-.-‘_{ .. 3._ More extensiVe skill testing was required for the physicaw

o - . - .

'at.tivi'ties.. ; e e LT

L New physical activittes not previously taught were
I TR . /
oo introduced with\the idea of pramt ing physxcal activity and fitn gs for

"e g life (exanples._ Bolf, curlmg. cross-country skiing, Canping).
' 'Ihe addition of one more period per sxx-day cycle, making

it .three periods per cycle rather than the previous t\vo periods per

- A

cLe a cycle. C . s . .
. . . .

v .
-

G B 'Ihe study focused on t'he'perceptions and attitudes of the users

' -

concerning the new’ Physical Education cﬁurses. Answers were sought to

T
: - » . - 13

o\ the t‘ollowing Questions. e T o ° )

.o, 8 . —"F" : +
_’——o—-n A
- l

\\_/'(,ﬂ. i ; “ 1. V«hat are the attitudes of school prmcipals, physical

y .a

‘_ S ﬁ . edncation teabhers, and participating students concernkig the new

physical education program"

Py — . b

r, T . . v
. & D N ' ‘
Ch - . .

Tow . S | '.' ' 2. How do the attitudes cmpare among the three user groups"

L S

, BN ' teachers, does the teacher preparation program matc\? the needs created

f by the new program?

introduced i.n 1983~ “The ‘major dift‘erent:es from the previgus program -

BF I From the viewpoint ot' the-principals and physical education '



4. Are the needs of the stud_ents‘, as perceived by principals

and physical educators, being met by the new program"

LA

L e

L

A -. 5. How do physical educauon teachers perceive the level of

support available to teach the new ‘courses?

6. How do principals and physical educators perceive the -

availabi}ity of .feedback channels concerning the new courses? /

-T. Do students value and enjoy-the new bhysical education

courses? .\ : s

* 8. How much input do students believe they have concerning—thé

P

content and quality of ‘the new courses? »

. 9. What are the -l)erceptions of principals and physical

"education teachers concerning the ef fectlveness and success ‘of the
mplementat ion of the new physlcal educatfpn program?

10. ,’\:h:t is ‘the level of agreemefit of the subjects surveyed as
‘to the role of principals, students, and physical education teachers_ as

related to the new physical education program?

1l. what is the attitucie of principals, students and teachers
concerning the need for progt;am“c.hange in physical education?

| The frahmrk used 'm developing the éurvey sent to the
subjects was 4 theoretical model developed by Michael l-\xllan, and a

aer'les of personal intervmws with a8 group of principals and te’g_nqrs.
A1 though mllan 8 model will be dlscussed in more detail later, a brief
discussion of it and Now 1t related to .the interview responses ls
appropriate at this point in 'exp‘la'ining how the user respt‘é wag
.hyppthes{zed. Fullan's model, which contains fifteen factors that .have .
én‘.-e.ffec't on implementation, is divided into four major headings, the

first of which is entitled Characteristics of the Change. Fullan’

Y



G

userg for success in inplimentatlon. Wi th consi_dera‘tion of the

Vi

quality and practicality of the change must be viewed positively by the
response in the personal interviews, it was hypothesized that teachers.
principals and students would generally agree that the new physical
education program was needed. However, the clarity and cmplex’ity of
the change might' present an obstagle, from a user perspective. In' terms
of. the_qua__l_i_tx and practlcality, it was thought that the response would
be mixed. Many of those mterviewed were negative to certain aspects
of the program,' such as the eveluation process and availability of

rmterials and resources while others were not.

"The’ second headmg, Giaracterlstics of the School Dlstrict

' Level, t‘ocqsed on 'such factors as history of change attampts, the .

adoption process, central administative support, staff development,

' "t?i;ie-line and information system, and, finally, the board and community

characteristics. 'The perceptions of the users conce'rning the history

of change attenpts were not investigated, because in the past there has

been 1'ittl\e innovation in the high school physical education program of

~ the same scope as the new program. The adoption process, in the

opinion bf many interviewed, was poor. Many thought the new program
was simply del}ver'ed to the sqhools wi tnout ‘adequate explan;t‘ion-and
opportunity for t‘eedbécit. 1t was hypothesized that this t‘eeling'muld
also_be prevalent in the provincial population. V:hen considering

central adninislreative support £rom the school boards, those

interviewed did have access to a quali fied. physical education

coordinator and, therefore, their attitude was fairly positive towards

board involvem%ri./jl't was thought, however. that because of the lack

“

" - —
\suggested that the need and releviince, clarity, complexity, and the

-
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AR ) . .

‘af qualified phyasical education coordinators in most boards-across the

Province, the attitude ,in this ared would be more negative. ) g

'D\ose interviewed were generally not satisfied with staff

development and mservicing for the new program, an attitude that was
hypothesized to exist ?rp_vipcbl'iy also. The time-line for
implementation produced mixed rea‘ctioxl'\s from those interviewed, Many
thought it was too rushed; others thought it was appr‘opri—a-te yet not \
well orgahiz'ed. 'Given the expressien “of inadequate ihsel:vioing and the’
perceiVed rushing of program introduction,, it was hypothesized that the

majority of-users surveyed would hold the opinion that the pi'ogram was’

‘ mplemented too quickly(

\“\ The subjects interviewed were not asked questions related to, -

>~

the last -factor under the second heading, factor ten: Board and o
Camunity Characteristics. It was hypothesizéd however. that the

users would be of the opinion that the commnity is, in most cases,

LY
»

unaware of what the new physical education program-entails. ’
The third section, labelled Characteristics of School District

.

Level; includes three factors: the principal, teacher-teacher

o - .

.rela‘tions, and teaehei: characteristics and orientations. The subjects. -
interviewed were asked questiohs related te the role and responsibility
of the principal conceming the new program The majority expresaed
the opimon that although the princlpal plays an inportant part in the
success of the new physical education progran, his/her involvement Js
of ten limited by other responsibilities. As before, this opinion was’
hypothesized to exist also aeroaa the provincial popdlatim.
An ifiteresti/ng observation from the interviews showed that the

principals' underetanding'.oﬁ the program in its practical application



population,

' was limi ted in comparison with that-of the teachers. Many answers

given were conservative in nature and tended to be less negative than

sthe teachers' responses.. [t was thought that this would also be the

case across the Province. ,

When considering teacher-teacher relations, those interviewe,d;

generally believed that comunication among teachers was good.

Questions were not asked directly related to this point, yet the + .

[y 7

caments mde did leave this positive inpress:on with the mvestigator.

Realizing those interviewed were from ar\t:rban area, meaning they would

have greater access to each other, it was. thought that this éase ot’
ccrmunication might not exist in rural areas. [t was, therefore,
hy-potheeized that the responses ‘would be mir_ed across the Province

because of ‘the mixture of rural and urban tdachers in the survey

In terms of -teacher characteristics and orientations, the
questions asked those interviewed,. ‘and hence the questions included in
the survey, focused on teacher roles and capabilities related to the
new program. Prinoipals were generally, positive toward this point in

the interviews, whereas the teachers were positive but not to “the eame
-

.ektent as were the the'p_rincipals. tt was hypothesized that '

Provincially both‘principale and teachers would also be positive' toward .

this point, but principals would be more positive than teachers.
)
The final section, Characterietice External to the Local

o

LY

System, has only two factdrs listed under it.. They dre: The role of
¢

_ govemnent and extemal\ assistanee. Specific questions were not asked

in the interviewe related to either ot‘ these two factors. However, -

during the oonversatione the idea of extermal assistance was mentioned

¥

-
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Signi ficance and ‘Purpose of the Study

>

by several of those interviewed. Several of the teachers mentioned .the

use of such’outside resources as the Y.! +C.A. and provincial sport

governing bodies. They were generally positive toward the idea of
outside assistance. The.principals, however, did not mention anything
related to this point. [t was hypothesized that Provincially this

positive teacher atti.tude would not exist to the same extent .because of

the geographlcal dlstance of most teachers t'rom such resources as those

s

mentioned‘ Because of this distance it was thought that teachers would

not perceive those resources as belng accessible. “The subjects

.interviewed ] had nothing- to say concerning the role ot‘ govemnent fn the '

’
program. In fact, the entire survey development .process d_id not

- : L)

- >
produce’ any statements related to this point.

To simply develop g new curriculum and fthen deliver it to the

-schools for adoption without mvestigating thd envirorment into which

the curriculun is delivered would be too narr

al. (1978) contend that the cmplextty of school social systems .

5

educators. Understanding the conplex social systen of the sch
involves a ccnprehension of the individuals who

both the educators and students. A survey of high 'school pringipals,.

physical educators and students who are enrolled {n either 'yslcal

infomntion for t'uture improvement .

*

an approach. Arends et -
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The attitudes and perceptions of these three groups are highly

g
signiticant to the success of a curriculum. Research suggests that

school|.principals are in a key position of influence. Berman and .

McLaughlin (1977) found that with the active suppor,t of the prmcipal

projects would most likely be successful. The principal can either

~

provide a tremendws.an?\t of help or hlnderanae to‘a new program

'Iheir passive indifference, while not a direct neéative lnfluence, can

also slow the inplementation process. Understanding th_eir perceptions'

-

is therefore a worthwhile task when sttidying', the success of & new
program. U : y

e

.
e fad . ;

'Ihe teachers are_the individuals who actually put a program

—

. into practice. They can ei'ther be.goir_lg through the motions or

gemzinely give their\b_est effort. 'T_:ea_cher understanding ofq'the nature .-
of the prograni can be a major determinant of how it is i‘qpleniented.
Hughes and Keith (1980) concluded the degree ot' implementation was
greater when teachers perceived the‘ innovation positively fram four
perspeohives. ls it an inprovement over the previous curriculun’ Does
it suit ‘the teacher s existing values, past experiences, and needs"
Does it allow the teacher to experiment with it on a limited basis" .
Will others clearly recognize the results of. the new program" Whether

/
teachers adequately implement a new-.program dEpendss on their
. TN - E

' perce_ptions of that program. Their perceptions are not discernable

‘r

from their choice to use the program-or even their seemineg accurate
use of terminology. 'Iheir thoughts mus t be investigated rmch more

deeply to detemine their lev§l of understanding.

’

Students are often neglected when implementing a new progmn

even thougt'\ their opinions, values, and needs can be useful. Fullan

- : ) 4 o



(1982) expressed the following: l . v '

-+ +"But what about the students?" Innovations and

their inherent conflicts often becam¢ ends in - oL
. themselves, and ‘'students often get thoroughly lost in -

.t - the shuffle. Whenadults do think of studénts, they
C . «  think of them as the potential beneficiaries of change.
They think of achievement, results, skills, attitudes, .
and jobs. They rarely think of students as : .
participants in a process of change and organizational o,
‘ ' life .. What, would. happen if we treated the student as
s A ' '?aneone whose opinionmg'nttered in the introduction and
; : nplementation of change in schools? (p.- '147)

B It is easy to t‘orget the et't‘ects etudents can have on the: auccess of a' l ‘

) - . new program if . they demonstrate interest and’ enthuaiaam towards a

e program they can provide a stno& motivati\on for the teacher. lf they o ‘s".
o :', ahow no interest and even disc'bntentment with a program, the teacher |
" can beccme frustrated 1n attenpting to do an effective teachlng job -

regardless of how d.edicated helshe is to the innovation. . i.eithwood and
. | MacDonald (1981) discovered that over 60% of teachers they studied’ used i
studept mterest.as the basis for curricuiun choices and methoda of |
teaching. It would be appropriate to consult students in an attenpt to . -
undera}and their needs as well as their perceptions of an ‘innovation in . ~

‘ practice. This would be profitable in detemining the success of a S

Pl

rogram. - - ' ‘
prog | - { . o

Scope and Limitations - _ ) . .

In this study a survey of all school boards in the p?ovince was

used to obtain infonmtion on user perception of the new physical .
- education program.- An interview study of a randon sanple tran the

provincial population would produce infonmtion of greater depth. while
an observation atudy of a randan éanple of subjecta would provide the

r

best picture of how’ the new program is perceived and used.
An observation study of this scope would require a team of

14
B
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a

trained observers to visit~the scilools selected, and a provi.ncial
interview' or ob’ser\’ration'study is not t‘eaeible‘ for a graduate student
because of the financial cost 'and time'required. This study,
therefore, was';limited to a provincial attitude survey mailed to the
ent\ire populetion of 'high school principals, physical education
"teachers and a randcm parple, of secondary pﬁysic.a‘l education students.

a —

Al though - such a study decreases the depth of information acquired it '

—

/"’- increasea the inferentiai application. 'Ihe end result will be a’

v -
/ provincial view of the,inplementation of the new program from a user

4

perspec_t ive.
mnizat'ion of the. fReport o ' : S

Cnapter Il contains a review of the. related literature. 'Ihe
5
sample methodologyd the procedure for developing the surveYs. a L

description of the instrument developed and how t e data were analyzed

are given in' the third chapter. (hapter v presents theﬁfindings ot‘

the study and Chapter V, interpretations and reccnmendatione.

e

‘ -@-__ &
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REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
\ |

The 'I‘idea of studying irrplementation or change in practice at
the classroom ievel was, in the words of Giarters and Jones (1973), a
"nonevent" in_ fhe 1970'3. In the 1960's,. it was not even called
anything (Fullan and Park 1981). Although neglected in the past,
irrplementation is receiving a great d:al ot‘ atte tion in the 1980'3.

'Ihe failure of nnny attenpts at innovation ‘over the years has
_motivate_d many to deveﬁlop an understanding’ of the irrplementation
process in the hope of'.inpro‘ving‘ change zi‘ttetpts in education. N
Before proceeding further, an ‘important questiori fust be
‘answered - What is inp'lementation;’ lnplanentation is the process of
translating the theoretical into the practical. llt is the means of
- .taking what is planned by’ curriculun developers and delivering it to
the schools to be incorporated by the teachers: mto their teaching. _lt -

is inportant to be cognizant ot’ the - fact ‘that inplanentation is not

synonymous wi th adoption. A teacher can adopt a curricu\lun change but -

L

" not believe’in it. A teacher can actually put the curriculun into
practice but not with the intehded aims and objectives of the

developers. E’ul lan and Park (1981) streeeed that curricul\m change :
. A S . [
must occur at three dimensidhs. rmterials, teaching,-and beliefe. It

8- quite poesible for a teacher q and use curriculun mterials
T . “ :
without using appropriate teaching methods.» It i even poaaible -to use

materials and sane of the intended teaching strategies but not came to

grips wi th the underlying beliet‘a of the)rogram Ultimately, for

I . v
- . . * " ELRY N ’ . s '. +

» ) \ e



_,/_mertt\s of the érogram. The first two dimensions are observable but the

12

-
—

{nplementatlon to be a success the teacher should use the materials,

-— ! '
practice the suggested teaching method, and develop a belief in the

third, being in the at‘t‘ectlve domain, is difficult to ascertain.

-

K As implied by Fullan and Park, the danger ot‘ using Y
inpla'nentatlon as a dichotomous phenamenon mast be avoided. One should < _
. h i

o

not view an innovation as being implemented or not implemented, in‘ use . .
or not in use. It is more ac'curaie tb observe the success or failure /

of m’ innovation based on its varying degrees of inplementation. Hall :
and Loucks (1977) used the concept of Levels of Use of ‘the lnnovation Ty

(IUJ) in their research, treatmg inplementation as a developnental

phencmenon. In this model, eight levels of use of the innovauon have
' . o~

been identified and are illustrated in the following way:

Levels of Use - ‘Definition of Use

0 ‘ Nonuse s . |

[ . ' - State in which the user has little
. or no knowledge of the innovation, . - .

. X and is.doing nothing toward becoming
- . \ involved.

) .

Decision Point A ) ~
; Takes action to learn more datailed
information-about the innovation. - .
. ' ‘ R
I Orientation o : «
St'ater::}which the user has recent‘y

acqui or is acquining information
N about the innovation and/or has
' - recently explored or is exploring
its value orientation and its ,
o ‘ demands upon the user and user ' .
system, ) .

—

Deoision Point B . ' -
: " Makes a decision to use the
innovation by establishing a time to




4
i1 Preparation BN
) AN
Decision Point C
> e .'f/;-?_
.4,1-‘)‘
“1I1  Mechanical Use z&j'“/
» J
. ' . " Decision Point D-1
[}
~ IVA* Routine ~
A
. ]
Decision Point D—2
IVB
' I
Decision Point E *
T _’ ’

N

begin. -

_ State in which theluser is preparing

for first use of the innovatipn.
y, and use are
ser nee_ds.

Changas, i
daminated

‘State in which the user focuses moat

effort on the short-term, day—to-day
use of the innovati¢n with little
time for reflection. . Changes in use.
are mde more to meet user needs -
than client needs. . The user is”
primrily engaged in a stepwise
attemt. to mster the tasks requll‘ed

-~*to use the ‘innovation, often

resplting in a' disjointed,

superficlal use.
A routine pattern of use is '
established.

3__...
Use of-the inmovation is !
established. Few, if any, changes

are being made in ongoing use.
Little ?reparatlon or thought is
being given to improving innovation
use or its consequences. -

l

Changes use of " the innovation - based
on formal or informil evaluation in
order to increabi client ocutcomes.

———
-— -
.

<
State in which the user varies the’
use of the innovation to increase
the impact on clients within the
inmediate sphere of influence.
Variationg are baged on knoxledge' of

both short and lofig-term
consequencest* for tlients. .

/ »
Initiates changes in use of- .

innovation hased on input of and in .,

coordination with what colleagues
gre doing.

. : -

T et

PR IS
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v Integration .

- S State in which the user is cambining

own ef forts to use the innovation
with related activities of
colleagues tp achieve a collective
impact on clients within their
cammon sphere of influence.

Decision Point F~ '~ - e
Begins exploring alterngtives to or
major modifications of the.
innovation presently in use.

VI - Renewa 1 . : ’ C : ‘
/ L, : Statbnn vhich  the user re-evaluates
: . the quality of use of the
. - innovation, seeks mjor’
" modifications. of or atternatives to
- .7 present innovatich to achieve '
.., increased impact on ctients, » . -
— . examines’ new developmentq An the- -
* . field, and éxplores new goals ‘for
self and the system. (p. 266)

5 ?

Y

The level at which an innovation is .peing used is related to

how the user perceives it. Hughes and Kei th (1980) suggested that

L4

teacher perceptions of the attribptes of an lnnovation are related to

.successful implementation. Five at tributes cited weré - (ar) relatxve

advantage, (b) gmpatibility, (c) conplexity, (d) trialability; and (e

cbservability. These researchérs’ detemiped 'tha,t all ot‘ the
» ‘ .

. attributes, w>i'th‘ the éxceptidn of camplexity (i.e. the relative |

difficulty of the fmnovation to use and understand), correlateé

_positively and signi ficantly wlth the degree of implementation ofﬂe

- —

innovation. ' ’ - .

The '::amlexity/og inplémnti'ng_nr‘f infovation ts apparent from .
that mentioned so far.. Michael Fulll'an (1982), in his book "The Meaning

o! Bduostional Change", discussed - inplementation as it appues to the"

social’ envirpnnent in wl‘1_£oh it operates. It'is the unpredlogability ot'

» : ! “ <~
i
.o / [ . . v

it
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this envirorment which makes it c}‘ifficult t6 deal with, yet its.

° . consjderation is essential for success. Fullan lists fifteen factors

i

that affect inplementation, which are illustrated in the following way

Factors Affecting Implementation

»

A. dmracteristicg_of the Change

4

1. Need and relevance of the change

a
»

[N

-
°

e Clarity o R :
J I .
3. Ccnplexlty . v ; '
4. Quality and. pracncalxty of prggx:am "(mterials.
-.-etc) _ o .-
L4 R . ', . » L d //. . i -é -
" .~ .Bs (naracteristics at the School District Level
’ ‘" 5. 'The history 6f irnovative attempts =
Lot N v . . ) ;
6. The adoption process ; B «
- 7. sCentral adninistrative suppb‘rt and involvement .
8. Staff development (in—servme) and '
parttcxpation -
*.

C. Cha‘.cterisncs at the School [evel

. 14. Role of govermment -
. VAR

L

13. Teacher characteristics and orientat’ions.

. Time-1ine and lnfonmtion system (eva]uatlon) LY

' '. Board and cm;mnitﬁ characteristics.

1. 'Ihe princlpal .

12. Teacher-teacher relatlons " : ' .

——

14

D. Gmracteristics External to the Local System

[}
e

15." External assistance. (p. 56) s

. . -
- '

e . f . . -
Y . . . ! DS e



T the ‘in'plenentati_.on, the more chagge in’practice will be accomplished.
- It.is also important to understand that the factors do not function in

‘isolatio’n‘tﬁt function as a system of variables affecting the change
- g 1 - \
process ; ‘

’

l:-\tllan (1982) provided an explanation of each of these factors.

-'Ihe firet faotor, Need is inportant in that teachers will more readily

accept and use a change if that. change is perceived to be needed. Often

\

-—~ S s the clarLty of the change fg" poor. thus inpairmg_ the success of the
. L change. lf the teachers do not understand the change they are unable tQ.

‘.l 4

B ,_in'plement it effectively. In additior/t, there 13 ydanger ot‘ false

. . 'clarity when an innovation 1s qversinphfied and the users think they

~‘~understand it when, in fact\, there is more to 1t than they perceive or

" realize:: ’Ihe secorid Oarplexity. refers to the difficulty and extent

' I
L oi' change required of the mdividuals responslble for mplementation.

-/ »  The cmplexity is‘ related to the skill required, and extent of
. // . alterations in beliet‘s, teaching strategie!i and use of materials. If
/
' s an innovation is too cmplex the level of inple'nentation can be

VA 4 ‘ A
Ce /o ‘reduced. It has been t‘Ound however, .that more conp‘lex innovationa

- result in greater teacher change than will smpler innovations, but
- . _ . clarity tmst be at a maximum.’ 'Ihe Quality and Practicahty of the
‘ program is oi' grea't signit‘icance to’ the success ol’ inplenentation.

L 'Ileachers nust aee'the innovation as tangible, relevant, and of good
oqual.ity. f it appears rushed or unorganized they will be less
motivated to accept it. l‘-‘ullan (1982) euggests poor quality results

when a’ program is rushed and when adoption is more inportant ~than

iriplenientation. Deoislons are often nnde without follow—up or .

proce_sa’will he less eft‘ective'. The more factors working in" favour of - N
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- \
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, . A

preparation time necessary to produce adequate materials. If teachers

[y

do not develop a sense of meaning and practicalityotowarc'i an innovation
early in the process it‘will eventually be abandoned.

_\hhen considering the characteristics of the school district
level, the distriet's history of-innouative attenp.ts is a factor to be:

considered. The more negative experiences with previous‘ attempts of
v . : - - . :

-

inplementation teachers and others have had, the more cynical or

apa;thetlc thg will be about the next change presented no matter how |

© good the program is. As t‘or the adoption process if the decision to
\

change has been catefully planned wnth _commi tinent and t’ollow-through by
the dlstrict iuplalqntatlon is nuch more ‘likely to be taken seriously

' hy the users. Also, ‘user participatxon in adoption decisions and/or
development is ngt always related to eftfective“inplermntation. It is e
the quality of—,/he planning proc'ess that is important, not t"“~ number.

s
of people mvolved in the process. The district administrative support

is essential to district-wide change. Teachers and others will not

, take the change senously--unless they see evidence of such

admnistratlve support. F\illan (1982) found that.the amount of

superintendent involvement in program decisions influenced ’

a

implementation positively whereas ‘the amount-of deciston-making by .

.

teachers without outside influence ‘négatively influenced the P

implementation process. . . : » :
-. . *‘ . r . ' i . L]
When considering staff develbgnent and partic'ipation, P\’xllan

suggests that -one-shot worksh'ops are not etfective no.matter how many
are 'given. In i‘act.‘the amount of sta.ff ‘training is not related to" the
quality of inplenentation. bhat is required is an engoing source of =%
support through ‘nteraction with resource consultants and t’ello.v

° - . a



implementers which will bring about a 'éradual increase in
~ ( .

self-confidence concerning the new program. Also, where user
“»

participation in adoption and/or develpopment decisions is not seen *as

important, their participation in implementation decisions produces

¥

positive results: Not only does teacher decision-making aid teacher

accéptance of the change, it is esgential fot the identification and

. N

solution of implementation problems. The concept of Cime is often

neglected in relation to in‘plenentation. yet tife-1ine and information

systems (evaluation). are an important factor in the success -ot‘ the

change process. As mentloned earlier, Fullan suggests that

decisions-makers- for educational change think in terhs of adoption ot

°

rather than inplanentation. ‘When change decisions are “connected to
: ' : N -

politics, the time perspective is often neglected. Often when the v
decision is thade to'change, the change is required too quickly uéing

unredglistic time-lines. As a result of the rush, materials fail to

] -

-arrive on time, orientation and traimng is r‘leglected conmmunication is

a:é_people become overlodded with the requirements of new progams

in addition to their present responsibilities. -The converse should .

also be avoided. An open-ended time-line creates anbiguity about what
is expected and when. In addition to the time~line the information or
evaluation conponerit is important. Fullan makes three observations.

First, information on student achievement ’by‘iteel't does not result in’

improved iﬁplmntation or ;;rovid,e ine{gﬁt into the specific problems

of irrplenentation. Second, information on implementation conoems can

-

be effeotive it‘ it is conneCted with a means of improving the systen.

'Ihird it is at the school and classrocm levels where information

- N o

_ooui;ts. - .

L
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In relation to the factors of bogrd and cammunity
characteristics it has been found that community support of the school.,

corrélates,positively with innovativeness. The enviromment into which

an innovation is implemented gx:eatly affects the suceess of the
_irrblementation and the board and cmiti greatly affect this‘
enviromment. If they are positive tow.ard a change, the change process
is more successful. If they are negative toward a change, the change

process s impaired. - |- . <

. There arg.tpree main school=level factors that influence

. inpiemen‘t’ation, according to E\ul'la'n.' "The role. of the principal has u

. direct influehce on the inialemé’ntatioh of an-inﬁovation. Most research
N indicates that 'if.a prinecipal suppo;'ts‘ an innovation the cha‘hg; process
. —is eMced; if the principal ‘is apathetic or'negative -tqward an
innovation the change brocgss is influenced negatively. AS'mentioned
earlier, ifiteraction is inpgrt‘b.r;t in implementation. This interactionﬁ
is illustrated in teqcher;teacﬁér relations. The quality of peer

LS
relationships is directly related to the success or failure of

implementation. In reference to teacher characteristics and

.

-, orieqtations the level of education or years of éxperience does not

gseem to matter when ctnsidering implementation. ' However, the teacher's

sense of efficacy is related to the success of the change process. If
teachers see the'_innovation‘as enabling them to help even the most

difficult.or unmot i va ted student they will react positively toward it.

P The, external environment also his an influence. Government

.

agencies, primarily provincial departments .of -education,-are often the

forces that put pressure on the educational syateni to reform. "Ihe '
problem is that poliecy makers at the. government level, until recently, -

» L4

]

/-
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have not considered the problems and protesses of implementation. The’

rasult is the-poli‘cy maker and the local practitioner may exist in

different worlds. Fullan (1982) stated
is ignorant of the subjective world of the other, reform will feil?-

and the extent is great" (p. 74). The degree that thebe two groups

. , L)
camunicate effectively will influence the degree of sucéess of

inplementation. Finally, external assistance is another factor to

consider. There are available from other government sources (i.e.

-

* Federal govermrent)_jinancial -and -technical. assistance for

implementation.

inpiementation depen‘ﬂs on the characteristics of°the local system (i.e.
qategories B and C)., -7

Whether these resources are used for better

-

iIhe significance ot‘ studymg inplezentation is suppor;ed by the

literature. Eden and Tmmf (1978) point out that ‘the failure or

success ln curriculun reform is determined by the implementation

process and by the mvolvement of teachers in the process. Fullan and
Pamfret . (1977’) offered four reasons why concern should be shown for:

v, @

inplementation. ' L
) i f
- 1. The first reason is that we simply do not
know what has changed unless we attemnpt to..
conceptual ize and measure it directly.
The whole area of implementation, what the
. innovation actually consists of in pra&tice and why it .,
develops as it does, was viewed as a "black box" where
innovations entering one side sanehow produce the
consequences’ ermnating from the other. .
. S
" 2. " A second reason why it {s important to

.axamine implementation:is to understand same of the

reasons why so many educational changes fail to became ’
established.

The main problem appears to be that curriculum
change usually necessitates certain-organization
changes, particularly changes in the roles and role

¥

L3 . \

, ' 0 M p—

| . '
, "To the extent that each side
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relationships of those organization members most
directly involved in putting the infiovation into
practice.

e

- ' 3. A third reason for studying inpiementation
is that failure to do so may result in implementation .
being ignored or else being confused with other aspects
of the change process Buch as adoption (decision,to use. °
an innovation) or even confusing the eteminants of

implementation with implementation itseélf.

4. A fourth and final reason for examining
rrplementation separately is that unless this is done,
it may be difficult to interpret learning outcames and o
relate 'these to possible’ detexmmants. (p. 337) ’

In surmary, ‘the cammon: feature related to euccess. in
’inplemen.tation discussed by, .most euthors is the users and ho.v they ' ,
: perceiye, value, and understand -a’n' innovation. Hall and Loucks" (1977)
.' concept of mcreaelng levels of dse of a change as the users' knowledge

and experience with it increases, Hughes and Keith's (1980) emphasis on

teachers' perceptions of a new program's attributes, Fullan and Park"e
(1981) ideat that curriculim chan.ge must occur at three dimensjons, and
Fullan's (1982) fifteen factors in the social envirorment which can
negatively or poeit-iveliy influence change all focus: on this key . . . _~
feature. A survey of user attitude and pérception of the new physical . .

education program can, therefore. provide information concerning the

success Oof the new program s inplementation, given the signit‘icant /

-~

influence of user attitude and understanding. mllan s fifteen factors .

are a good theoratical guide?ine for the development of such a survey. ’
As stated, earlier, Fullan suggests that if any one or more of the i"~

factors affect the implementation negatively. the proceas will be less "'

effective. User responses can be connected to the negative or poeitive

infiuenoe of the fifteen factors providing ineight into the success of

v

’
.
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CHAPTER Il ~
a

PROCEDURES FOR OONDUCTING THE STUDY

Population and Sample ' . ' .

This stu&y focused on the entire populatiop of high school
physical education teachers and princxpals in the provlnce of
Newfoundland and Labrador, -and a random sanple of students enrolled in

each of the three physical education courses (i.e. 1100 2100, and © °

' "3100). 'Ihe total mmber of subjects surveyed was approx'lnntely 3300. -

-~

To obtem the random -sample of students all teachers surveyed
were asked to retum with their survey a list of their physical

education—c.lasses and the number ot‘ students in each class. They were

also instructeduto ‘label each.of their classes (i.e. 10A, 10B, 11A,

‘11B, .etc.)". ‘Each class from the 1ist obtained was -assigned a number by
the im.'estlgator.» Using a tsble of rendon nmbers ar MM-;mmle of
classes. to be surveyed wasg determined. To insure an‘equal number of
stud.ents would be sanpled from each grade leve‘l‘ the selection erocess
was carried out separately for each of the three cburse’s. Survey size
and percentage is i.llustrated in table 1 (see :rable 1). Although the

student return was lower, if one consmers ‘the nmber of schools which

__'retumed student surveys, the figure was 60%. It was observed that

many schools' returned fewer sugyeys than sent for each class. ’lhls may

have been caused by student absenlpeism or by student dropout. It wps

also noted that the nurber of surveys returned from thlnd level was not ~ ~.

as hlgh as the other two levels.

&
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- TAHLE 1
SURVEY SIZE AND RATE OF RETURN

Teachers PrinciJmle Students Total

No. Survey . 170 154 3000 3324
Percentage -~

Returned 68.8 87.17 52.6 53.7

Student Camparison by Course
P.E. 1100 P.E. 2100 P.E. 3100 Total
urvey -

Percentage ' - -

- Returned 60 " 50,5 . 4T 52.6-- ‘

'

- A possible reason for the low retux;n of surveys from level ‘three

student:Zs that the students reeeived the survey- late in the school
year. teachers indlcated that they were unable to give the survey
to -level three_ students because they were’ studying for final exams.,

When discussing the student survey data it \is important to understand

" that, although teachers were requested to give the surveys to specific

classes, there was no way of controlling which classes were actually
gi_ven the surveys. -

Sampl ing “Error

\

o~

When dealing with sanples t‘rcm a population one must ask an

important questich. Is the sanple n represenotative of the tota‘l
population N? 'Ihis question does not apply to the teacher and

principel responses becsuse the entire population of these groups was

surveyed. In the case of the students however, a randan sample of .

n

1000 was selected from each grade level. A sarrpling error was
calculated for each gx;ade level using the re'lat‘ionehip' y
d= d4pg/n

where d is thg error rate at the .95 confidence 1eve,1,lp is the percent
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Mo «
of respondents having 'a particuler characteristic, q = 1-p, and n is
the sanmple size. In addit‘ion, because the total population of students

wag known, a finite error rate was calculated. This finite error is ,
. L 4 . . -

given by
- d(finite) = d (1-n/N)
It wae\detemined that 'the error rates for each grade level were:

physical Fducation 1100 - 3%

F

.. . Physical Fducation 2100 - 2% .

Physical Fducation 3100 - 2%
‘ne should keep tha‘se error rat‘es' in mind during the discussion of
[ — . - ’ : i i
results, : - ' ‘

— -
-

~* Instrument Development : . -
Interviews were conducted to establish a basis for the first

selection of attitude statements t"er ugse in the sur\;ey. Refore the
~

initial gset of interviews a series of infonnal discussions}ﬁvere carried

out with physical education specialists and other related persons. In
*> -~ . . ‘
addltion to answermg some general questions, all those in this R

A discus;}on group were asked to add anything that the investigator may

have neglected to ask that they considered relevant to the topic. - From_
these discuesions the mterview questions were estgblished.

To conplete the jnterviews, the i-nvest;gntor visited the
selected schools in a specific geogrhphic area and met with thirty
p_rincipals‘ and “teachers personally,. Fach interview las’ged ' .
eppreximtely forty min}"“’?t .'Ihe tapes made from these interviews were

studied and speciffc statéments made by those interviewed were written

down. It"is significan.i to note that alllthose'intewlewed agrced' that
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W . - - the topic in question was covered effectively. A list of 91 attitude
statements (see Appendix D) was established on the basis of two
criteria, First, was the same or_similar statement made by more than_

N one of those interviewed? <¢.econd was' the statement related to

, Fullan's theoretical model of inplementatlom The resulting list of
attitude statements was. then categorized according to the fifteen . .

e " factors of Fullan's model. It was originally intended. that o group of K

: students would also be in‘terviewed' in a similar manner, tiowever.

“«

school board .policy at the time of the mterviews prevented this.

.

Qtudent input at this stage Wimited to’ informal discussions with as

-many students as possible. '
The list of statements compiled fram this procedure was
| sulmitted to a group of judges which included physical education
v specialists and other relevant individuals. ‘This ‘judgmg‘ group .was
asked to judge the validity of each statement to indicate whe'ther;. in

their opinion the statements were negative, positive, or neutral

-

Finally they were asked to decide whether the statements would be W

. RN

: - appropriate for a student sur\;ey or teacherlprincipal,"surve}'-lor both.

%y

A finalized survey of 45 statements was developed based on the .

-

. judgements Jf the judging group and how applicable the statements were
to E'\_xllan's model. mly~-17 statements were deemed appropriate for the

—

student survey. o ~ B

"Nata Collection o,

“The t‘inalized survey was sent to what was: believed to be all of

4

the high school physical education teachers, principals and a random

sanple of students. There was an oversight in sending surveys to the ‘ _—

.

. - . .
oo . t ' . N . -t .ot
4\. R " N .
," : . L . Y . " > -
ot . o . ) :
VRS . . R - ' . Ls : [
IR G - ' B . . . o Lo Ve e . . . ) [
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schloc'als .

\

_'of Fducation data regarding which schools hav.e the physical education
program in place,.was not avail‘able.
selection of schools to be sent the stirvey was a student population of
100 o.r greater, ‘
than 100 would not have sufficient staff or facility to offer the
physical education program. Al
many of thé smller schools :%pp oximately 14 such schools did havye
physical educatien proéljams- in place)

. the sui'véy population. .
judgmg groups were excluded from the provincial written survey. ' -

I Appendzces A and R'are the genéral qugstnons used du‘mng the T |

personal 1nterv1ews wi th pl‘iHCIPBIS and teachers, .

list of questions that would have been used in the student interviews.

These questions wer&sed as a guide to ensure-some commonality among

In addition, 'al '

At the time the surveys were mailed access to the Department

The criteria used for the )

ough this was in fact the case for

27

It was thought that schools with populatiéns smller,

These gchools were on';itted. from

jects in the'lnterv‘iew und

Appendix C is the

the different interviews. Many of the questions are the same for each \

group. There are some dif ferences a'nd, hence, the s'eparate‘ﬁse_ts
p.roviéed." |
« ' During the interviews it was stressed that those ,bein-g;
quegtlioned 'were‘ in n; way being Qvéluated and that all information
uﬁould be fe1d in strict confidence.

although some 'questions Qere explained or reworded slightly, care was

oy,

taken not to influence the answers given in any way.
»

It should also be understood that,

In Appendix D is a list of attitude qtatements"derived ‘from the

interviews and categorized according to Fullan's list of "Factors

Affecting Implementation”.

o

N

In Appéndix E the format in which the-statements were prosented’

§

Cal



-

R

to the judges is illustrated. It was stressed to the judges that it
was the validity of the statements that they were evaluating. - They
were not to ailow their opinions regarding the attitudes expressed to °

influence their decisions. ‘They were to decide_if the statement should

N

be included’and in which category it belongs (i.‘e.,\ student survey'.' '
teacher/peincipal stxrtrey. positive, negative, neutral). -The levell of N
agreement among the judges was the criteria used for ft‘nal selection of
gtatements for the provfneial survey. ) o

Appendices F and G are dopfee of _the the final surveys sent to

ae

" the provincial.-eubjects. A8 with the interviews the subjects were -_ L

adsured that’ they were not being evaluated and that their anonyrmty

/

wou_ld be xmintained. The prmc1pa1/teacher surveys were sent out flret

and after the list of classe’s ‘were sent back the student surveys were

nnﬂaimn. : ' S : ' S
<

[}

The surveys were model led after the Likert format thus allowing
ease in statistica! analysis of the data. All Bubjects were asked to -
. ) »

indicate on a five-point continuum (illustrated below) their level of

[
] 3

—
) g —

agreement’ or disagreament with each statement. . T ;
Strongly - | Strongly *
Agree | (&ree Neutral . . Disagree Disagree n

3 & 1

"
. '-"'[he data col_leeted from the judging group was analyzed to
deteminela liat of 45 valid attitude statements. -Only 17 of the 45° -
’-etatamnt's were .rated appropr'iate' for the student survey,: 'fhe basis
for seleotlion was the degree -of agreement among the jﬁdges as to the J
validity of the statemente. 'Ihe total scoré was calediated for each' L

’ s
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statement and all statements with a scoi-e of 55 or greater me
\ . LY
seleeted for the survey. An approxlmate equal number of negq,tive nnd

-posrtwe statements as well as several neutral statements were/ \7

selected. "It was also intended that the s_tatenents selected be related

to the fifteen factors gf‘inllan's'mdel: This was accomplished t'o:_" >

IN

all hut "two factors. . o
) ' . . =
Ry using the positive and negative statements from the qut"-‘veys

retumed.Qa erosstabulation of respondents' position by attitudé’"to the

e -

“progpam was carried.out. An overall percentage of positive, negative.

DT
afid neutral attitude was determined for each group N B

Rather. than calculating the survey scores. hy groug for¥ ench

: variable the 45 Variables were clustered into  groups acdording to

Fullan"s 'Iheoretical Model. ‘The n\mbered responses of all pega‘tive '
statements were.recoded such that they would eorrespond with the.

mumbered responses of the positive statements (iae.'% 2 would represbnt

3

a negative response and a 4 would represent a posu t’ive response for all

" statements). The neutral stetements were not changed and were treated

individially in the data analysis. Several statoments could not be

classified exclusively to one of ‘Fullan's factors but rather applied to

- twoor more. These statements were also analyzed individually. A

one\vay anel);sis of varia_nce' was carried out for the clustared

vari.ables. Camparisons we,re made across various groupivigs of aubjecta

to investigate possible differences hetweerl groups. and to ‘relate these

di t‘ferences to group characteristics and Fullan s model. 'Ihe major < _

comarison was made .according to the status of -thé subj'ectg. that ¥,

-

the subjects grouped as efther teachers, fprincipals,“or studenta. The

otlier group carparisons were as follqws:‘ .

‘ ’
. R . . .
: )
N . .
-

B
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- A “l\eachera grouped accordi‘ng to the courses taught, There

were seven groups: ?
0 1. Teachers who teach ishysical qucation 1100 only'

2. Teachers who tench Physical I‘gucatxon 2100 only
> » * -~
3."'Peachers who teach Physical Education 3100 only T ' LN
4., a “ ’ i . " . .,d ‘ )

4. 'Ieachers who teac'h 1100 and 2100 only =y

i o %

5, . 'Deachers who teach }100 and 3100 only” T .

- 6. 'l’eachérs who teach 2100 and 3100 only Cee .." S S

¢ s o .

"1." Teachers who teach, 1100, 2100, anid 3100 e
2 . L o o
I. ) ’ , N l‘ = ." )
R. Students grouped accordlng to the course in which they were : 'j',.:_f T

- enrol led during the time of the ‘survey .. 'Ihere were three groups
_l. §tudents enrolled in, Physlcal Education 1100 '
2. Studentq enrolled in Physlcal qucation 2100 . . .
3. Qtudénts enrolled in Physxcal qucatton 3100
.. \‘ ‘ : e .. b
'Q&;n:’echers groxjxped according to holdlng‘ a degree in
. physical education or not. - : o o

% _.—_*H: - . 0.. .

A Scheffe test of significance was carried out for each of the above{

group cmparisons. ‘This teqt determined if the dlfferences in the

- scores betweefl particular pairs of groups were slgniflcant or not. PR

! ’ f ’ .
. . -
.
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| ‘combined for t‘urther anelysis. - . ' ' o

CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS OF THE STUDY .

S ‘/'
Prelimlnary analysis of the Slrfta showed no significant
difference among ,t_eacher groups bj course céncerning on any of the

vziriebles. It wes,.theret'ore. decided that coursg groups would be

An dppropriate way ot‘ preeenting the data is to list for each

. varleble cluster the response for each group and point out"«the

° -

'slgmflcant group response dlft‘erences. By way ot‘ explanation of how

the results were reported in tabular form, the values given were
?
determined fram user responses to a Likert type scale iliustrated as

4

follows;
" Strongly. ' . _ Strongly
Agree Agree Neutral DisSagree Di sagree
5 - 4 3 . ' 7 1

" mean scores adross all items in the cluster. D

A , ' -

It nust be noted “that the scores given t‘or.each variable cluster are

. . o . .
\ ! . -

o~

\J.p
f PR

: Results Related to Gleracteristics of the Change .

_:me first variable cluster 1A groups. attltude statements 1, 2,

*

+ 3, 6, and 44 and corresponds wi th l-\xllan's first factor affecting ,

inplementetion - Need and Relevanbe of the Gmnge. “The statanents

" cover such thlngs as student needs met by the program. lnorease ol

c-d

student motivutlon by the program, student pre!erence of, the program.

5 ) .
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'Ihe liat a statements referred to in- this chapter can e t'ound in o

. the 'increaséd variety of physical activities, and the cognitive

advantage of the program (see Table 2). [t was found that all groups
generally agreed positively with such statements, The mean was 3.2 or
greater- in 411 dases. Although the mean was slightly higher for
prinipals than for teacherq and students there was no significant
dit‘t‘erence among the three groups. | There was alBO'no significant

A

di f ference ambhgi' the student grade levels or between teachers with a

32

physical educatlon degree and teachers wi thout a degree (see Table 3). K

—— s A - - R, —

’ appendix F, pages 1.34 139 : B
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TARLE 2 .

DISTRIBUTIONS .OF TEACHERS, PRINCIPALS, SHDBIIS TEACHERS WITH A
+DBEGREE, AND WITHOUT A DEGREE FOR VARIABLE CLUSTER 1A (NEHD AN)
RELEVANCE OF THE CHANGE) N

Response Percentage ;
. Teachers ' . Teachers .-
Values* Teacher Principal Student With Degree Without Degree

<2.0 3.7 1.2 0.9 4.3 0.0
2.4 3.7 4.7 5.8 4.3 0.0
28 19.5 9.4 13,6 20.2 18.2
3.2 16.7 2842 26.5 15.9 18,2
3.6 © 4058 . 40,0 - 32.8 = —39.3— “-— 548" - e
4.0 14,.8. 18.5 15,7 » 15,9 0.0
4.4 . -009 0-0 3.2 ."""000' 901
4-8 . 0/00.]. . .900 0.1 0.0 - .0-0
~ Mean 3.25 3.32 3.26  3.23 3.38°
| o . R
N T 108, 85 . 1530 94 11 .
. . 2
Oneway ANOVA for Teachers, Principals, and®Students . .
% ! Sum of ;. Mean” F F .
Source D.F. Squares’ Squares Ratio Prob. - ,
i . ; T C .
Between Groups 2 7 - .14 H2 . . . .59
Within Groups 1720 445.26 .26 .

Total ' 1722 445,26 .

Oneway ANOVA for Teachers with a Degree arxl Teachers without a Degree
oo . 4

Sun of, - Mean F F
Source - D.F. Squares = Squares Ratio Prob.
. \
Between Groups: -+ 1 .30 39 1.8 .18
Within Groups 188 40,15 21 ' .
Total 189 " 40.54 T

\

* Values repx.‘esent ranges with intervils of .40
/ -
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Y TABLE 3

DISTRIBUTIONS OF LEVEL I, [I, AND III STUDENTS FOR VARIABLE CIUSTER 1A

(NEED AND RELEVANCE OF THE CHANGE)

34

B : Reponse Percentage
} g
- { - [

Values®* Level 1 Level I1 Level 111 _. )
<2.0 3.0 2.6 1.7 _ :
2.4 4.4 6.8 6.3 - !
; 2.8 12.8 14.6 - 13.5 /
3.2 . 29.0 24.9 25.1 /
3.6 34.6 30.9 32.5 .
4,0 T1400 16.9 - 16.3
404 200 3.3"'- - 4.6
4.8 0.2 0.0 - 0.0

— S '
N ' L

Mean ' 3..25: 3425 3.29

N 586 486, 459

Oneway ANOVA for Level I, 11, and I1I Students '

t - R . 5
- " A Sum of Mean F ' F .
Sourcs ' D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob. e
Between Groups .~ 2 .52 .26 .99 .37
" Within Groups. 1528 404,03 +26 :
Total ' 1530 404.55

*Values represent ranges with intervals of .40

.Variable ?A, which corresponds {o Fullan's second factor ~ Clari ty -

+

had only one attitude statement exclusively related to it. ' Item four

focused on the olari ty of the goalé' and -c;bjeot‘ives_ot: the new

currléf_iﬂiin to the teachers. Both teachers antli prinipals agreed that

1

the program is clear in this respect. ;The tnean for both groups was 3.5.. ':

~, or greater. No signi ficant difference was found between the tw;)

groups. There was also no significant difference between teachers with -

{,J"

!

TN
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a degree and teachers without (see Table 4).

TABLF, 4 . .

)ﬁ

'DISTRIBUTIONS OF TEACHERS, PRINCIPALS, TEACHERS WITH A DEGREF, AND
TEACHERS WITHOIT A DEGREE FOR VARIARLE CLUSTFR 24 (CIARITY)

4

L

L ‘ '\ . c e ‘N Ke {
' Response Percentage . *
Teachers : . . .
Values*, Teacher Principal With Degree Without Degree
1.00 3.4 0.0 4.0 0.0
2.00 14,7 10,2 ©15.8 . 8.3
3.00 15.5 18.2 16.8 8.3
4.00 53.4° 65.9 51.5 T 66,7 .
5.00 12.9 - 5.1 11,9 \ 16.7 . .
Mean. 3,58 3,67 3.52 . 392 . o,
N 116 88 101 12 ,
o -
» . - cov ) i
Oneway ANOVA for Teachers and Principals X . 2 - # ;
~  Sum of Mean F Y F ,‘
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio . Prob. .
& ’ . -
Between Groups 1 A3 .43 53 47
Within Groups ' 202 \ 163.75 .81 -
-Total 203 ) 164,18 v
- - - ' 4

Oneway ANOVA for Teachers with a Degree and Teachers without a Degree

N . ‘ * Sum of PRan F ! ~ F- .
Source ° - DaF, Squares Squares .- Ratio Prob.
Retween Groups 1 .. 1.72 1,72 2.14 15 o
Within Groups- =~ 199 - 160,23 . »e81 . \ pr
Total : 200 161495 : e o ";rf‘/////xrf‘
* Values represent ranges with intervals of 1.00 . ) / o

» - . ":r‘ ]

t N .} ‘
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'V‘ariable’:}A‘ groups statements 5 and 41 and cor(reSpc;nds with
Fullan's third factor - Camplexity. The statements dealt \;rith the
’ evalua\t‘ion procedure and the over avbumiance“ of different activifies
covered in the p;ogi'am. Altho;xgh bc;th -teachere;';and principals agree’
| that the evaluation procedure is too time-consuming -and that there are

B too many non-traditional activities and not enough traditional

_activiti'es'. the pe‘rcéntagé"of teachers scoring n,egative.ly-iwas much

higher than the percentage of princl;;als (see Table 5). The Scheffe -~ ]

. . »" .. . . . . .
test showed a significant difference between the two.groups at less

than the .01 level. The. mean for teachers was 2,074 and the r'ne“ag' for

principals was 2.349. In percentages, 92.2% of teachers scored 2.50 or
b :

N

lower, while only 79.1% of the principals scored 2.50 <;r lgwer. ;
Iln ‘addi tion, when empariﬁg teachers ‘having a degrei' wi'th
_ teachers not having a dig;ge,.there was also a significant difference
beti.vee;n groups. 'Iﬁe mean for teachefs with a degree was 2.061, %ile
the 'mean for téachc_ars without a degfeel was 2.231. 92.9% of c;egree

'téac}{ers scored 2.50 or 1owei' and 84.6% of teachers without a degree
C /

[

scored 2.50 or lower.

-
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TARLE 5 . -
, DISTRIBUTINS OF 'I‘E'NHERS. PRINCIPALS, TEACHERS WITH A DHGREF, AND
i TEACHERS WITHOUT A DBEGREEE FOR VARIABLE CLUSTER 3A (OCMPLEXITY)
I )
ReSponse Percentage - L-
. Teachers Teachers .
Values* ~Teacher Principal With Degree Without Degree 3y
7 1.00. 5.2 1. T s 0.0
‘ » . 1.50 . #3.9 s, s " 16,2 0.0 ~
b 2,00 49.6 36.0 47.5 69.2 )
: . 2.50 23.5 %36.0 . 24,2 15.4
. 3,00 7.8 o 20.9 - 7.1 - 15,4
? Mean 2.07 2.35 2.06 2.23°
N 115¢ 86 99 - 13
Oneway AMWA for :Deachérs and Principals B
Sum of . Mean F A F
* Source . D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob. e
] ' ’ ’ a
Between Groups 1’ 3.72 3.7 17.35 ©.00 we
Wl thin Groups 199 . 42,66 .21
'Dotal 200 - 46,38 o e ;
-»
. - . me»ﬁy ANDVA for Teachers with a Degree and-Teachers.without a Degree "
. . Sum of Mean _ F - ‘F .
Source D.Fe -Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Between Groups 1 3.68 3.68 17.54 N0 e -
- Wi thin Groups , 196 41,14 .21
Total / 197 . 44,82 o
* Vah;!s represent ranges with intervals of .50 -
*+ Difference is sigmt'icant at better than the 01 lavel, ‘
f!" o .
v ‘ '
' 1
t ' ’ o

\
Yo |
) ".
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Variable 4A groups statements 8, 9, 10, 20, 25, 26, and 43 and

correéponds with Fullan's fourth factor - Quality and Practic;ality of
the Program. The statemeht over such points as: timej:,to caplete
course requirement, adequate equipment and facilities, adequate

funding, how the theoretical program works in the practical situzition;

" overcrowding in the c¢lasses, student enjoyment, and general program

success. Aithough'both teacher and principal groups ;:cored ess than
3, lndicating a 'negati\.re 'réspopée to the litems,‘ tr‘pringit’)als were
;hown to be signi!ictintly more positiire' about the quality and
practicality _ot‘ 'tﬁe program thaﬁ ulrere teachers at less than .the .01

leyel of donfidence (see'Table 6). In percentages, 84.5% of teachers
scared 2.29 or lower, while only 61.4% of principals scored, 2.29 or
laivg}'. Also, teachers with dengees were significantly more négative

than teachers without-degrees. Only statements 26 and 43 were answered

by students and, therefore, should be discussed independently (see _

Tables 7 and 8). Both items were scored r‘le'gati‘ve,ly by students. Only

.with {tem 28, referring to overcrowding in classes, was there a

~significant difference found between students and teachers. The

students were found. to be less negatiae to overc_randing.than the
. ' - . i .

teachers. ' C . .
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TABLE 6 . N
- 4 . »
DISTRIBUTIONS OF TEACHERS, PRINCIPALS, TEACHERS WITH A DEGREE A(N)
TEACHERS WITHOUT A DBEGREE FOR VARIABLE CLUSTER 4A (QUALITY AND
PRACTICALITY OF PROGRAM) .
- ! .
- Response Percentage ’ .
. . Teachers Teachers i
Values* Teacher Principal With Degree Wi thout Degree
1029 ' ) 09 1.1 1 1.0 * N 000
1.57 3.4 1.1 . 3.0 1.7
1.86 - 18.1. 45\ 19.0 15.4
4 .2.14 L 42.2 2703 ’ ' 41.0 ’ " 4.602
L 2.43 . " 25.8 46.6 27.0 o 15.4
- >2.71 . 9.5 - 19.3 ' 9.0 - - 2 15.4
¥ Mean o 2.12 229 .. 2.12- 2.10
’ - . - .- .
{ . T N
' N | 116 . 88 o, -100 13 e
Oneway ANOVA for Teachers and Principals .
<. ' Sum of Mean , F F
_ Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Probs, -
[ »
Between Groups 1 1,46 1.46 19.71 .00 *»
Within Groups 202 14.95 ‘ .07 ,
Total 203 16.41
N " Onéway ANOVA for Teachers wi th.Deg'ree and _T‘:hérs without a Degree
R Smof =~ Mean = F F
. Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob: >
-. ) \ - .
"Befween Growps - 1 1.07° 1.07  13.97 S0 e . S
Within Groupa... - - 199 15.24 .08 . - . - 7 ;
! S Total I 200 ° 16.31 S :
PR o _
. . ; P ' \“'o
o * Values represent ranges with intervals of .283
. , ** Difference is significant at better than the .01 level.
1 ) ) ‘ . . ' f/ " . . 2
oA
’ 3 !/ /—
v + s
< ‘ \‘:E'
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D[S'IRIEJ’I‘!QB OF TEACHERS, PRINCIPALS, AND S'IlDENI‘S FOR [TEM 26
(OVERCROADING IN CLASSES)

.

Regsponse Percentages

Values Teacher Principal Student
1.00 4.3 4.5 11.1
'2.00 17.1 ! 38.2 28.16.
3,00 205 . 15.7 17.0. -
4,00 - 34,2 . 36,0 - 23.3
5.00 23.9 . * N 5.6 lao‘g
% R 3 | -
Mean 3.56. 3.00 o312
. . . ] i >
N 417 89 1555
Oneway ANOVA for Teachers, Principals, and Students
- Sum of Mean F F O
-Source D.B. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
. Between Groups °®  23.14. 11.57.  6.84 .00 *»
within Groups 1758 2973.06 1.69 ; )
Total 1760 -2996.20

1

L4

" Scheffe Test showed 'I‘eachers to-be significantly dit‘ferentrt‘rcm
Principals and Stu{dents at the .05 level

’

°
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\' TABLE 8§ . . ,
, | .
DISTRIBUTIONS OF TEACHERS, - PRINCIPALS, AND STUDENTS FCR I'TEM 43 4
« (STUDENT ROREDOM WITH CO®ITIVE ASPECT) -

) [
. Response Percentage
. ' R
" Values . Teacher . . Prineipal Student -
1,00 0.9 0.0 7.3
2.00 31.6 - 39,3 25.1
3000 - 22‘.’2 . 3.307 . 32.2
4.00 ‘ . 31.6 23.6 . - © 21,5 \ .
5000 ‘e ‘/ 13.7 . 3.4 ¢ 13.9 -""_-.."
,‘. : . ' 3 - . - /7 : -
N t117 | 89 o 1557
- : - : ¥
Oneway ANOVA for Teachers, Principals, -and Students
¢ . Sum of Mean F F 4\\ .
‘Source D.F. Squares Sduares - "Ratio Prob.
I - ‘ -
Y ) 4 ) ./: ]
Between Groups 2 6,08 3.04 2,40 — .09
.Within Gréups 1760 2232.75 1.27 .,
Total 1762 2218,83 N

' - P \

i’

* Values represent ranges wi tht:térvuls of 1.00

Results Related to Characteristics at the School District Level
Although factor five was considered in the pilot survey,

attitude statements were not selected by the judges and, as a result
data related to’ this factor was not collect@ ’

Variable 6A has only stateme.nt 27 exclusively related to ift,
- ' ) . . .
which s'tates"'\'situdents do not have the opportunity to select actiwvitles

that intei'est them. This variable corresponds with Fullan's sixth

14

t‘aotor - The Adoption Process. Although all three .groups of teachers,

. principals. and’ atudents are in fairly strong agreement with this

, T ——

L
"

.
&

Al

\
Meas,
X308
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“statement, all scoring with-a mean less than 2.3, there were

-

aig‘nl ficant differences. Students with a mean.of 1.771 were in the
! !
strongest agreenent. teachers with a mean of 1.991 wei'e in the next

strongest agreement, and principals with a mesn of 2. 247’/ere in the

least a’,greanent (see Table 9). ‘The Schef fe Test showgd teabhers to be ,

significantly dif{erent from students principals to be sigqifxcantly

different fram students, and prindipals to be significantly di fferent -
fran teachers at the .05 level.. Remembering that tr;e lmer'the-scoi'tla : ?
on this variable the l;ig‘her the'level bf aéreanent: 87.2% of students )
scored 2 or lower, 83,.6% of teachers sc.ored 2 of- loweq and only '70 8% g
of principals scorkd 2 or lower. When student were conpared by ‘course .

it was found that level three students wi th a mean of*1.867 scored

gaigni ficantly higt\er than level two students, who _scofe{i the lowest,

1,679, and were in the most agreement with the statement (see Table

10). Finally, teachers wi thout a degree scored with a mean of 1,923,

signi ficantly lower than teachers with a degree whose mean score was

"”Z.OIOV(see"/'l-‘;lgie 9). . "
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TABLE 9 i
IBUTIONS OF TEACHERS, PRINCIPALS, STUDENTS, TEAGHERS WITH A
, AND TFACHERS WITHOUT A DEGREE FOR VARIABLE CLUSTER 6A (THE
ADOPTICN - PROCESS)
: L
° Response Percentage
. - Teachers | Teachers
Valuest Teacher Principal Student With Degree Without Degree .,
1.00 W.2 " . 45"  35.8- , 17.0 15.4 I
2-.00 66.4  “.66.3 51:4 65.0 76.9 y
3.00 16.4 9.2 12.8 18.0 7.7 ) ’ v
/” ‘l , .. '- bl
. Mean 199 - 2.25 8 O 1 2,01 L oLez. 0o
} : —
N 116 89 1558 100 13
» > ? ° -
Onéway ANOVA for Teachers, Principa.}s,nand Students |
Sum of Mean F F .
Source » DoF. Squares Squares ~._Ratio Prob.
) s
Between Groups 2 23.21 11.61.  27.65  ° 0.0 * ,
Within Groups ' 1760 738,75 42
Total 1762 761.96 v

-

Oneway ANOVA for Teachers with a Degree and Teachers without a Degree
. ") »

b ]

- — Sum of Mean F F
Source . * DJF. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
B " ‘ .
) .
Be tween Groups 1 1.94 1.94 6.09) .03 o=
wi thiliroups 200 63.67 32 0
Total 201 65.60

Jies represent pges with intervals of 1.00
heffe Test showed Teachers and Principals to be significantly
dif ferent from Studentd, and Principals to be significantly different

from Teachers at the .05 levyel

I3

L)

L4

N \I: i N
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DISTRIBUTIIONS OF LEVEL"I, 1I, AND [I1I ST(DBWI’SR]’{VARIAH‘FCUJS'M
6A. (THE ADOPTION PROCESSY :
. S _ Response Percentage "
‘ Values® Level I Level 11 _Level III - .
. 'n' .’Z- ’ cho 37.5 R 41.8 2?.0 .
| \z.g'o, 47.7 | '48.4 59,3
Ny ’ 14.7 - 9.8 o 13,7
) 'f' . . . Mean S 1277  ? 1.68 - - . 1.87-
g .~ ' . ‘ . . : ., 4 RO .
R N, 597 .. ‘5020 ° 460 Y
: Oneivay-ANDVA for Level I, I1; and 11 Students
B . ¢ ) 1 -. . ; .
2w ' S ~ Mean - " F =~ F .
e " Source ' D.F. .Squares. , Squares, . Ratio : Prob. .
VT ‘Between Growps . . 2 . 8.50  4.25  19.91 00 **
A within Groups. 1556 ' 667.29 ,’' .43 /. . -
Y +  Total ;1558 - 675.79° . . [
. ot Values represent ranges with intervals of 1 00 :
. "7 % Scheffe Test showed Level IIl Students to be significantly difﬂrent
- *  from Level II Students at the .05 level
o » . 5 ~
vj’ . . o ". ‘. v
L] 3 )
a ~ ,
. b ¢
 §
. .' ‘ ] M

¥ —
' o - - g
g . ¢ ’ -
¢ ] . ' -
&,
N - .
~ .. v '
> ¥ ' [ . ';
- 1
o .
+ .)-“_"—':.v - 1 ' ,-'-'-.-L ) M




. Variable 7A, which corresponds' wi tﬁ Fullan's seventh factor -
Central Mninistmtive Support and Involvement - has statement 39'
e exclusively re“ated to it. This statement indicates that teachers are
| alone in their effo_rtc;\.xo adninist‘er the new physica‘l educat'ior)
program, Again, both teachers and pri;miQals scored in agreement with
N «this statement. }-10wever, teaqhers; were significantly in ngeatel;
g agreemept tht'm prl.nc‘ipals (s:ae T’éble 1‘1). 'lhe"nie'an.fcl)r teachera. was
’ _1.925.3 Wh.ich was lower than the px"ilncipal_;' jrean of 2.079. The Scheffe
. ' . ‘Test: lshowed thi.s‘dift‘e'rence to be signifi:g::.\ 'I‘egéhers s'vi th a degree _ B
| provld té be signi ficantly in greater agreement than teachers wit_.hout a
' degree. o o : DA |
\‘. “ o " Varisble'sA 'correspdnds with Fullan's eigh.tﬁ factor - Staff

Development and Participation (inservice) - and has statement 12
B . '

rel&t_e_d_to it. Statement 12 refers to the adequa'te preparation of .\
! teachers, through _inse ice workshops, to teach the new program. ?ﬂgth
B this being a positive statgment, the ]hlgﬁer the score the greater the

. r * .
level of agreement and the more positive the group was to the

statement. Principals were much more positive than teachers concern‘ing

J : - this issue (see Téble 12).
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e TARLE 11

L]

DISTRIEUTIONS OF 'IEAG{H%S PRINCIPALS, TEACHERS WITH A DEGREE AND
TEACHERS WITHOUT A DBEGREE FOR VARIARLE 7A (CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE -

SUPPORT AND INVOLVEMENT)

46

Response Percentage b
o - Teachers Teachers «
Vdlues*. Teacher Prlncipal/ With Degree Without Degree
© 1.00 19.7 .6};/ 21.8 1.7
2,00 .68.4 . 18+ . 68.3 - 69,2
3.00 . 12.0 14.6 . 9.9 23.1
- . . . . . ‘
Mean 1.92 208 1.88.°  *  2.15 ¢
N ¢ . ur 89 101 13 _
' . - \
-fheway ANOVA for Teachers and Principals
Nt )
. : ~ Sum of Mean F F
Source . D.F. Squares ~ Squares . Ratio Prob.
Belween Groups . 1 1,22 1,220 4.56 .03 .
Wi thin Groups. 204 . 54.76 27 - ' :
Tosal 205 5.8 -

Oleway ANJVA for Teachers with a Degree and Teachers wthout a Degree

: Sum of . . Mean F ,VF
Source . D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
' . i D . t g -
Between Groups . 1 2.18 2.18 8.29 00 *»
Total 202 54;96 ;

/-

* Values represent ranges wi th intemls of’ 1.00

v

*+ Difference is significant

:
. L]
. —
\ ~ ' *
— s
. K -
"
. ' ! . . -

. -
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'INLE 12
DISIRIBUTIONS OF TEACHERS, PRIMNCIPALS, TEACHERS WI’[H A l)m AND

TEACHERS WITHOUT A DEGREE FOR VAR!A&E BA (STAFF I)EVEIORENI‘ AND
PAKI‘ICIPATIQ\I)

47

Response Percentage .
o Teachers TeacHers
Values* Teacher Principal With Degree Without Degree

' 1.00 32.5 5.6 33.7 - 30.8
2.00 46.2 . 36.0 . 43,6 “61.5 .
3500 4.3 18.0 . 4.0 7.1 .
' 4.00- 14.5 - 40.4 15.8 0.0
5000 ) " 2.6 000- '300 000
Mean - 2,09 - 293 . . 211 v
N o« . 11T 89 - 101 13

14

Oneway ANOVA for Teachers and Principals

) Sum of Mean F F
Source -DJF. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Be tween Groups 1 36.27 36.27 32.93 .00 #s
Wi thin. Groups 204 224,74 1.10
Total . T 205 261 02
. \ /

Oneway ANDVA for Téaghers with a Degree and Teachers without a Degree

: \. Sum”of Mean ° F F
Source D.F. Squares " Squaresg¢ Ratio Prob.
. .o “ ' l,'
Between Groups 1 23.15 23.15 19.80 .00 **
Wi thin Groups’ 201 235,06 1.17 . :
Total . 202 258,21 J ,

~

\Xglues represent ranges with dntervals of 1.00
** Difference is sign! ficant at better than the .0l level.

«

Y|
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* The mean for. principals was 2.933 and the mean for teachers was 2.085. )
In percentage tem‘g, 78.6% of teachers scored 2 or less, while only

P2

41.6% of principals scored 2 _o_r' less. A significant difference was~«
found between groups at better than a .01 level. Teachers with a
degree were less negative than teachers without a degree. 77..2% of )

tea‘wrs with~a degree scored 2 or less, while 92% ot teachers without

a degree scored 2 or less. : .

b ’Variable 8N has the neutral statement 13 related to it and glso

.o .
L

—

’ : corresponds to. E‘ullan s eighth factor. The statemént gndicates that o
teachers need oontinuous access to qualified help. Both teachera and .
'prmcipals were in agreement with this statement; however, the teachers

oyed a slgnificantly higher level of agreement than principals (see
Takle 13). The mean for teachers was 4.147, and the mean for prmcipals -
wag 3.798. Sw}*oﬂ..teachers. scored 4 or greaterp while only 7§.7% ot" T )
prinabals seored 4 or greater. In the case of this stateﬁ\ent the B
' higher the sgre the higher the level of agreement. Teachers with a

o '\/ ) Y

degree were found to be signit‘icant lyI in greater agreemgpt than
teachers without a degree. Although the n-t: were véry much the same

for both, 88% of teachers with a degree scored 4 or greater, while
. B = :
‘ 84.6% of teachers without a degree scored 4. or greater.
. ' .

. Variable 9A groupg statements 11, 24, 28 and 37 together and |
o . %

-

corresp'ondb with Fullan's ninth factor -*Time-LinfrnTomtion System

(Evaluation).l The statements deal with feedback systems; need for

ccmmnicat\on, and time t‘rame for progeam implementation. Both

teachers and‘ principals responded negatively toward these statements. .
' however. teachers were significantly.more negatlve than prinoipals at

less than the .01 level of &ignificance (see Table 14).
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TABLE 13

DIS’IRIHIEICNS OF TEACHERS, PRINCIPALS, TEACHERS WITH A DBGREE, AND
TEACHFRS WITHOUT A DEGREE FOR VARI’AELE 8N (STAFF I)EVEIDHVI[NI‘ AND
PARTICPATION)

49

Response percentage

Teachers Teachers
Values* Teacher Principal With Degree Without .Dégree
. ¢
1.00 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0
2,00 2.6 6.7 3.0 0.0 \
3.00 9.5 13.5 9.0 15.4 . v
4.00 -~ 58.6 68.5 58.0 53.8 .-
5,007 - 29.3 10.1 30.0 30.8
, v - —
Mean - 4.15 - 3.80 : 4.15 - 4.15 ’ ’
N 116 - 89 100 - ST

Oneway ANOVA for TeacHers and Principals

' Sum of Mean ’ F F

\ .
Source D.F. Squares - Squares Ratio Prob.
Between Groups 1 "6.13 6.13 11.86 .00 *»
Within Groups 203 104.87 «52 '

Total , . 4 - 111.00

4

Oneway ANOVA for Teachers with a Degree and Te'acher‘s. wi thout a Degree

;  Sum of Mean - - F F
Source D.F. Squares ' Bquares Ratio Prob.
. : S >
Between Groups 1 !&2 4.76  8.95 .00 *#
. Within Groups 200 . 106. .53
Total : ’ 201 111.00°
e .

* Values represent ranges with intervals of 1.00
*+ Difference is signi ficant at better ‘than the .Q1 level.
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«~  TABLE 14

* DISTRIBUTIONS OF TEACHERS, PRINCIPALS, TEACHERS WITH A DEGREE, AND
TEACHERS WITHOUT A DEGREE FOR VARIAHB CLUSTER 9A (TIME-LINE
INFORMATION {YS'I‘EM) -

-

Response Percentage
. f\/ Teachers ‘Teachers
Values"' Teacher Principal With Degree Without Degree

| | "'21 25 5.2 1.2 6.0 0.0
- N 1.50 8.7 ~0.0 - 10.1 0.0
1 75 1507 304' 1301 30.8
- 2,00 23.5 23.3 ..25.3 + 15.4
N ' .. 2025 1704 1208 18;2 1504 " L4
3 2.50 / 19.1 34.9 16.2 30.8
2.75 7.0 22,1 7.1 1.7 ‘- '
3,00 3.5 1.2 4.0 0.0 x .
3.25- 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.0 s
.4'
"~ Mean 210 2.38 2,09 2.17
N 115 86 99 13
Oneway ANOVA for Tedchers and Principals ' -
- , Sumof  Mean F F
Source . D.F. Squares - Squares Ratio Prob.
Between Groups . 1 3.88 3.88 24.37 «00 *»
Within Groups - 199 . 31.69 .16 _ -
Total - ,200 35.57 : : ¢t
. e i’ .
‘mmy MA for Teachers Avi t‘h a Degree and ‘Iﬁeacher} wi thout a Degree
: "~ Sumof - Mean F° F
Source ¥ ‘D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob. -
L ' o . -
Between Groups - .1 3.55 ~ 3.55 21,97 .00 *»
Within Groups - 196 31.65 +16
Total , 197 35,19

* Values represent ranges ‘with intervnls of 0,25

:;: \)it’ference is sigm ficant at better than the .01 level.,
Qf ' ) i ' .
;k \\ )

.\.) \




si

With this varjable the lower the score the more negative the attitude.

Teachers had a f 2.1 while principals had a mean of 5.381. 89.6%
ha n?ﬁﬁ\ pals had

of teachers scored 2.5 or less, while only 75.6 of principals scored

2.5 or less. Teachers with a degree also scored ificantly more )

negative than teachers without a degree. With a mean oi\‘) 2.086, 88.9% .

o

of teachers with a degree scored 2.5 or less, and with a mean of 2.173,

I

only 6}.5% of teachers wi thout.a degree scored 2.5 or less.

Variable 10A groups statements. 14 and 15 and corresponds wit\. )

F\xllan s tenth factor - Board and Canmn-ity Characteristics. The,

. statements deal lminly with communi ty knowledge and understanding of
the new physical education program All three groupa agreed that this

- knowledge and understanding is poor (see Table 15). ' Teachers scored

the most negative with a mean of 1:709, the p"rincipals were the least -
. ' )

negative with a mean of 1.966, and the students were in between with a

mean of 1.856. The Scheffe test showed the difference between teachers

and principals and the differente between teachers and studengs to be

significant at the .05 level. The difference betweenfstudents anﬁ
r -

. principals\.was not signi ficant. In percentage's, 86.3% of teache

scored 2 or less, 83% of principals scored 2 or less, and 78. 2% of

-

‘studenta scored 2 or less. The difi‘erence between teachers wi th a

r'?

'degree and teachers without a degree was t‘ound to be sighificant. “The |

means were very much the same; however, 85.1% of teachers with a degree

scored, 2 or less while 97.3% of teachers without a degree scored 2 or

less. qupariaon of students by course showed no significant

difference (see fIhbie 16). = L | /\
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A TABLE 15 ]
y

WITH A
10A (BOARD AND

~DISIRIBUTIONS OF TEACHERS, PRINCIPALS, STUDENTS,
DEGREE, AND TEACHERS WITHOUT A DECREE FOR VARI
CCMMUNITY CHARACTRRISTICS)

Respon&e Percerl;a(.(

. ”- N ...jeacher Teachers
Values* Teacher Principal S.tudent Wi th Degree Wi thout Degree
1.00 '29,9 6.8 15,5 290.7 - 30.8
1.50 16.4 . 17.0 -/ 23,0 17.8 0.0
‘2,00 41.0 59.1 . 39.7 . . 37.8 61.5 .
2.50 . 1003 l_p 2 ‘ 18.4 : - 10.9 7.7 ~
3000 3.4 ' . 6.8_" 3.4 . 4.0 0.0
Mean 1,70 . 1,97 1.86 - 1.70 ., 1.13
N .. 117 . 88 1571 . 101 - 18 .
Oneway ANOVA for Teachers, Principals, and Students
‘ Sum of Mean F F
Source’ * DJF. Squares Square{s - Ratio Prob,
Between Groups 2 $.55 - 1,78 6.54 . .00 #e
Within Groups - 1773 481.90 .27 :

Total 1775 485,45

-— <@

- Oneway ANOVA for Teachers with a Degree: and Teachers without a Degree -

A ’ ( . . . ' 9}

. ' Sun of -~ Mean _F ° F
Source - DJF. Squares - Squares Ratio - Prob.
Between Groups 1 - 2.62 2.62 9.62 +00 =
Within Groups 200  54.47 .27
Total 201 57,08 ’

* Values represent ranges with intervals of .50
** Scheffe Test showed Students and Prinoipals to be significantly
difterent from 'l‘eaohers at the .05 ‘1evel

LY

- v
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"TABLE 16 N
DISTRIBUTIONS OF LEVEL I, 11, AND 11} ENTS FOR VARIABLE CLUSTER
10A (BOARD AND OOMMUNITY CHARACTERI
’
. . Response Percentage -
- Values* Level I Level 11 . Level III (
1.00 16.4" 15.3 14,6 _ ’
1.50 22.1 26.0 s 21,0 @ . e
2,00 38.0 35.8 45.9 . : -
2050 19.1 N 20.1 - 15.7 ’ N s
3.00 4.5 2.8 2.8 .
Wean L8 1.8’?- —~1I86 -
N 508 503 ATl
~ , : ' . }'i‘
Oneway ANOVA for Level [, I1, and I11 Stydents )
- ém of Mean - F F :
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob. "~
*Between Groups 2 J3 .06 .23 .80
Within Groups = 1569 427.99 .27 *
Total 1571 428.12 ’
* Values represent ranges with intervals of .50
. N . ' - R L4
Resul ts Related to.Characteristics at the School Level . .
Variable 11A groups statements 16°End 17 and corresponjls with
Fullan's eleventh factor"+ The Principal. The statements deal with the o
. priﬁcipai's role \in deveiopnent and implementation of the new program. ‘*

Both groups agreed 'that the principal plays a positive a.nd important

i‘ole, in both program development and implementation. e meah for both .
~grou'pg was approximately 3.8. There was no slgniflcant"&tfference \

_between groups. There was ?lso no significant difference between \
tgg_c’hers witlf a degree and teachers without a degree (see Table 17).

3
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) TABLE 17 \
- ' |
DISTRIBUTIONS OF TEACHERS, PRINCIPALS, TEACHERS WITH A D AND
Y TEACHERS WITHOUT A DEGREE FOR VARIABLE CLUSTER 11A (THE PRINCIPAL)
' ] o .
¢~ Response Percentage .
. - ‘Teachers Teachers .
Values®* Teacher Principal With Degree Without Degree
X <2000 : 6.9 4.5_. 7.0 7.7
+ 2.50 6.8 ,1.1' 6.9 7.7
.00 12.8 13.6 '10.9 30.8 - ,
¢50 .- 12.8 9.1 12.9 . 15.4 .
- 4.00 32.5 52.3 32.7 '38.5 f(\
{ 4 4.50. 5.1 12.5 5.9 0.0 V-
7 5.00 | 23.1 6.8 .. 23.8 0.0.
. Mean © 3.80 . . 3.84 3.83 © . ' 3.35
N 117 - 88 101 13
Oneway ANOVA. for Teachers and Principals ™y
\ ) Sum of Mean F - F -
) Source : D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Between Groups 1 05 - W05 .07 .79
- Within Groups 203 - 145.84 .72
Total -t 204 145,89, ‘

Oneway ANOVA for Teachers with a Degree and Teachers without a Degree

“»
~+ _ Sum of "~ Mean F F
. , Source D.F. - Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Between Groups S § 15 .15 .21 .65
Within Groups © 200 - 141,48 W T1 : :
Total ) 201 141.83 :

* Values represent ranges with intervals of .50

. ~

‘ e

Y
7 4



no slgnificant difference between teachers and principals, however
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Variable 11N also corresponds wiéh Fullan's eleventh factor and
groups the neutfal statements 29, 30, and 38. The statements deal with
the pt‘fncipal's responsibility to learn about and promte the néw
program and also the fact that principals are o\ten too tied down by

other responsibilities. Both groups responded positively towands these

statements. The mean for both groups was approxilmtely 3.1. There was

. there was a sngnificant difference at the .05 level betweerLL%:hers

[

with a degree and’ teachers without  a degrej When carpari'nd the
responses between 11A and 1IN the response was not as positive to llN
(see Table 18). - 77

Variable 12A groups statements 31, 32, and 33 and correseonds
with Fullan's twelfth factor - 'Deacher-'I\‘eacher Relations. The central-
theme is communication among teachers, in part‘icular.' the amount ot'.'
cmymnication that iakes place, the willingness of teachers to
comunicate with_ each other, and the opportunity 't‘or teachers to
canmni?:gJLe. Roth teachers and prmcipals indlcated»h negative
response. When cmparing the means, there is a significant dift'erence

between the two grOups (see Table_19),

-

.

e



. ' TABLE 18
DISTRIBUTIONS .OF TEACHERS, PRINCIPALS, TEACHERS WITH A DBEGREE, AND
. TEACHERS WITHOUT' A DEGREE FOR VARIABLE CLUSTER 11N (THE PRINCIPAL)
ol . .
Response Percentage
Teachers Teachers
Values* Teacher Principal With ee Without Degree.
<2.33 7.8 . 4.9 . - 0.0
2.67_ ... 21.6 27.0 23 . 0.0 ¢
3.00 22.4 - 9.0 23.0 23.1
- 3'33 . 31'0 40'4 ’ 31'0 3805
! 3.67 14.7 14.6 12.0 30.8
' 4,00 2.6 4.5 2.0 u7°7
. Mean - 3.10 —3.15 1,00 .41
‘ \ - ‘ ! - . :’
N 116 89 - 100, . 13 ]
*;_,/. : Oneway ANOVA Tor Teachers and Pr}ncipals
. . Sum of . ° Mean ) F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
 Between Groups_ 1 14 e L .38
+ Within Groups 203 37.40 ’ .18
Total - 204 37.54 . Sl
Oneway “ANOVA for Teachers with a Degrée and TeacTirs without a Degree
. Sum of Mean F . F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio. Prob.
Between Groups - 1 .78 .76 4.23 .04 w7
.Within Groups 200 . 38.06 .18

Total’ 201~ -36.82 IS

*Values represent ranges with intervals ot‘ 033
*+ Difference is significant

. .
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TARLE 19 ' .
) DISIRIBUTICNS OF TEACHERS A PRINCIPALS, TEACHERS WITH A DEGREE, AND
> TEACHERS WITHOUT A DBEGREE FOR VARIABLE CLUSTER 124 ('muim ~TEACHER
‘ @@TﬂﬂS)
Response .
ers °
Values®* Teacher Principal Without Degree *
. el
” <1.67 1.1 0.0 0.0 v . N
2.00 16‘2 <> 3.4 7.7 -
. : 2,33 22.2 17.0 T.7 < o
A . 2.67 = 28.2 . 44.3 46.2 . \
: v 3,00 19.7 26.1 30.8 ' S
. 3.33° 6.0 ; 0.0 7.7 _ '
Mean 2.51 2.73 2.48 2.74. ’
. »n Py
B v N 117 88 101 13
. ' Oneway ANOVA for Teachers and Principals , n
‘ Sun‘oﬁ.....,,‘ﬁean F F -
. . . rce D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob. Ny -
Between Groups 2.54 2.54 - 15.81 .00 ’
Wi thin Groups 203 32.61 .16 >
Total~ 204 35.15
,—' - - . ""-.

>

Oneway ANOVA for. Teachers with a Begree and Teachers without a Degree

.

-t Sun of Mean F F : ‘
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob. - -
‘ J . ¥
’ Between Growps - 1 3.43 3.43 21,81 4.0 & o
Within Grogps’ 200 31.48 , 16 ' : { '
I X Total ﬁ 201 34.91 . e
. * Values rep%‘;sent ranges with intervals of .33 . ‘

** Difference is. significant B

R 4 c, y s

A v | | | Q
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- Principafe were signiticantly less negative than teachers, demonstrated
by the Analysis of Variance. -The mean for teachers was 2.510 and for. _ __ . -
p&m\cipals it was 2.735. 74.4%. ot' teachers scored 2.67 or less while

64.8% oi‘ principals scored 2.67 Or less. It"is important to point out .

\- that wien considering‘statement 33\ independently the trend is very ‘v'
different. %tatement 3 d.ls with teaehers feeling free to contact e
N each other or their willingness to commicate ‘(see Table 20). Both -
: “ ’ —principale and teachers agreed,_boaitiv\ely’ﬁth this statenent._ Both )
.. -  groups had means of greater than 3.7. For Variable Cluster. 12A a
carparison of teachers holding a. degree with teachers who do n\t have a e
degree also ehowed a significant di f ference (eee 'I‘able 19). The mean
l’or\teachers with'a_degree was 2_.474 while*the mean for teachers #/ )
A o ‘ '
~ without a degree is 2.744.; 76.2% of teachers :vith a degree scored 2.6
" or’'less while 61.5% of teachers without a de‘bree scored 2.67 or less; R
‘ ' TABLE 20 B
. rl)lSIRlHJI‘ICNS OF ;Iwmas AND PRINCIPALS FOR ITEM 33 ('Iwma . .
‘ ¢. WILLINGNESS TO COMMNICATE)  * o . ST
o Response Percentage | § o
' ’ . L o "
‘f_ . ¥ Values ! Teacher Priﬂeipal . . cT e
' <2l00 10.3 . 2.3 : . a
R 23.9 . 25.0 e N s
' .00 51,3 ' 85.9 _
5.00 4.5 o, 88 . T e 7 R
Mean —# 7% [ JUNSUS- W & 2 ; — - oo
L Y T B . , o
mA for 'naachers and Prﬁlcipals R " o 3
. « , .' . Sumof . .Mean + F- ' 'F‘_ - \'/r
Source ’ D.F. , Squares mree Ratic pfob. -
tween Groups . . . .46 .50
Within Groupe 203 113.99 "~ .58 . Sow T
Total > % . -, 204 ’ ’114.24 , . ) .
L C i e e e -‘. — e —— - - - . -
- 3 S o Rervdie, o
& - 1 - L - ’
e | ’, X
) * ) . - Y ]
. / .. ¥
i [ ‘
\ - - ¥ v . : v # i
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" Variable 13A groups statements 18,719, %5 and- 39 and - & :
correspomls with Fullan's thirteenth factor - Teacher Characteristics

and Orlentattons. The statements deal with teacher pnlverslty
prepg\ration for the program. teacher role in pranotion ot' the program.

—
.and finally whether teachers carry out all the reconmendationa of the

--program guide. Principals scored just pbove the neutral point, showing
R

a more posjitive perception of the asbove statements than lteac_hers'mo' '
7sc!’ored'jl.ls;t below the neutral point (see 'mble 21)., The me\an for

teachet’s was 2. 925 and the-mean for principals was 3.247. The Analys{s

ot‘ Variance showed a signit‘icant dlt‘t‘erence “be tween teachqrs and -, -

"principals at better than the .01 level. 65% of ‘teachers scored 3 and
lower while only 30% of prlncipals scored 3 and lower. 'I\aachers wi th a

degree also scored signi ficantly lower than teachers wi thout a'\{fgree.
l

r
indicating a lower‘positive attitude tovmrd the statanents. Teachers
NV
with a degree had a mean of 2,911 and teachers without a degree had a..

mean of 3.019, 49.5% of ‘teachers with a degree scored 3 or greaterl

T b - L] )
while 61.5% of teachers without a degree scored 3 or greater.

1 $¥y
als

-~

’

L™
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TABLE 21 . 7T
DISTRIBUTIONS OF 'IEM}{E.‘S PleIPAIS TEACHERS. WI‘IH A DEGREE, AND )
TEACHERS WITHOUT A DBGREE FOR VARIABLE CLUSTER 13A (TEACHER
GIARACIT-RISTICS AND mlENI.‘ATl(NS) \
. : Respbnse Percentage .
- Teache Teachers ‘ \
Values* Teacher Prinﬁ)"pal With Degree Without Degree .
DY
<2.00 3.4 1.1 4.0 ' - 0.0
2.25 8.5 4.5 9.9 0.0
2.50 17.1 6.7 18.8 7.7 , -+
2.75 19.7 5.6 17.8 30.8 - )
3.00- 16.2 12.4 - 13.9 - 30.8 -
3.25 14.5 29.2 13.9 15.4
3.50 11.1 23.6 11.9 °. 7.1
3.7 . 9.4 7.9 9.9 S {
4000 000 900 0‘0 000 - ;"'
—" .
Lh&n 2.93 3025 2.91 \ 3.02 i .‘ »
. : : TNy
N, 8 1\017‘ . 13 e L
" Oneway ANOVA for Teachers-and Principals , v o ¥
-— ) - \ )
- ~Sum of Mean =~  F F . .
Source D.F, Squares Squares Ratio Prob. : . x
- R [ 4 . o
Betiween Groups iy 5.24 5.24.  23.51 00 *=.
Within Groups ¥ 204 45.47 e22
Total 205 50.71
. : : ¢ - ' e
Qnewéy_ 'Amw;\(or Teachers with a Degree and ’Ibache;'s without a Degree
i ] _ . P . ;
' . Sun of ,,  Mean F F s
Source D.F. Squares Squares .~ Ratilo Prob.
- ’ ‘ ’ I ’”ﬂ
Bgtween Groups 1 479 % 409 { 21.03- .00 e
Within Growps . 201 45,78 +23 ot # -
'Ibtal - 202 50.52 ¢ , .
—F ' = - -
- Values represent ranges with intervals of .25 - L -
. mffemme is signiticant : "y -
» ‘ ' X ” '
J . - »
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Results Related to (haracteristics Extemal to the Local System

, Factor h as with factor 5 did not have any attitude statanents
related to it included in the survey and, therefore, data was not

collected related to it.
_ Variable 15A groups statements 21 and 22 and corresponds to‘;
I-\xllan s fifteenth factor - External Assistance. \The statements deal

withe.the availabilit,y of resources external to';h{a regular education
-~ b . ' S

circles that ?y aid teachers in teaching the new program. Fxamples of

such resource

LN

With no significant difference hetween principals and teachers, both .

i
groups were generally negative towards these statements with means of

2.5 or _1_’e'§s (see Table 22). - There w;ns é{so no sigﬁifi}ant difference

fl
between teachers with a degree and tegr&t:s without a degree.

N Lo
- ““
)

Results of ‘Statements Classified Under More Than One Heading

In addition to the statements that were éxclusively related to
t .
the factors listed by Fullan, there were several statements that could
not be growed with one factor only. These statements, because they F |

applied ‘to two 6_r more of Fullan's factors, were dealt with
E . B

individuallys— Ny -

Variable 16A refers to stqtemeni— {2 and correspopds with two of
: ‘. ’ ) '

Fullgn's factors, these being nuiber 2 - Clarity - and nufber_l,!! -

Teacher Characteristics and Orientations, ‘The statement deals with 4 .

-

whather teachers clearly understand the goals and dbjectives.of the new

curriculun. Both teachers and prlncipals indioated a negative response
~tos this statenent. desting that they feel teaohers do not clearly,

understand the;oals and objectives of the new program(see Table 23).
‘ t

Ve Mt

are the YMCA and provinclal sport| governing bodies. . v e
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The mean for teachers.was 2.197 and for prinbipals the mean was 2.34.
There was no significant difference between teachers and principals and v
between teachers with a degree and® teachers without a degree. I R
TABLE 22
DISTRIBUTIONS OF TEACHERS, PRINCIPALS, TEACHERS WITH A DEGREE, AND ) rd
TEACHERS WITHOUT A DB]REE FOR VARIABLE CLUSTER 15A (EXTERNAL
ASSISTANCE) . _ -
Response Percentage -
‘ Teachers “Teachers —
* Values® Teacher Principal With Degree Without Degree.
IOW 10.3 800 ’ 1100 . )
1.50 8.6 . . 9,2 9.0 7.7 ;
2,00 23.3- 42.5 20,0 38.5
\ 2.50 - 22.4 - 13.8 23.0° . 15.4 f
. 3,00 15.5 19.5 16.0 15.4 ;
J— 3.50 ) I 8.6 N IZI ;- ’ 10.0 0.0 ‘.:
4.00, ., 6.0 4 5.0 15.4 — ]
4.50 2.8 - . . v__3.0 OIQ .-
' 5.50° 2.6 0.0 3.0 0.0
Mean 251 . 2.28 7.54 7.42 e b
N S5 L ) 100 3 1
' Oneway ANOVA for Teachers and Principals -
AN P ; * Sum of Mean F .- F
, Source . - D.F. Squares Squares - Ratio Prob. 7
Between Groups 1 ~— 279  © 2.79  3.70 . .06
~ Within Groups 201 - 151.61 - .75 - B |
Total ™ y . 202 154.40 - ﬁ .
' fheway AN_)W\ for T Teachers wlth a Degree and Teachers wlthout a Degree
: : S Sum of © Mean " F F '
. Source : D.F. . Squares Squares Ratio " Prob.
‘Between .Groups 1 2,88 ., 2,98 3.77 - .05
Within Groups 198 151.18 .76 o . \
\ Total ‘199 154.06 . .
o . - - 1. - 4
- * Values represent ranges wi th’,irx'temls/‘c;t;,.sq. — | ~
’ : — .
e . .
- ‘ ] & ‘ ' —
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' . TABLE 23
_& B ,
DISTRIBUTIONS OF MD{H%SI PRINCIPALS, TEACHERS WITH A DBEGREE, AND
- TEACHERS WITHOUT.A DEGREE FOR VARIABLE CLUSTER 16A (FACTORS 2 AND 13)
: SR : ,
~a Response Percentage
’ : * __ - Teachers Teachers i
Values* Teacher Principal With Degree Without Degree —
. 1.00 8.5 1.1 8.9 .
2.00 _-63.2 64.0 62.4 69,2
\3.00 = 28.2 34.8 28,7 N \23.1, Y
. Mean 2.20 2.34 2.20 2.15 -
| N 117 89 101 ) BT
~ o . Y ‘ )
3 : Onéway ANOVA for Teachers and Principilﬁ/ o '
- d - - ‘ I.
e - Sum o( Mean 1-' . .~F 7
- {Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio -~ Prob.
‘ ‘ > b4 - N ) ' ~ ., " .. 2 '
Between Groups - 1 1.00 1.00 3.37 07
within Groups 204 60.37 ) +30
. =Total - 205 61.36 <
< * Oneway ANOVA for Teachers with a Degree nd Teachers without a Degree
. - L LN '
. \ . Sum of /htap F JF
\ Source - . D.F. Squares Squares Ratio - Prob.
» . (
. Lr '
"Between Groups 1 .68 .68 . 2428 13 .
Within Groups 201 60.00 Y S .
Total' 202 60.68 ' ' ®
- ’ " o ) ' L B '
* * Values represent ranges with intervals of'1.00 - ¥

~ -

- . .

'] ’ ’
Variablefl7A Yefers Qg' statgment 7 and corresponds with

e

F\_lllan'é factor 4, Qua’llt'y and Praoticdlity of the Program, ‘and factor *

¢ 3; Camplexity. ‘flﬁe statement deals with the polnt' that the courses put

"W

~too much emphasis on skills and cognitive ability and.r;ot enough '5h fun -

-— - e *

* . , . . i ’ “

St
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' Oneway ANOVA' for Teachers, Principals, and Students

a PR

and gnj_oyment. Of‘the three groups, students scored the lowest,
indicating the most negative attitude t the topics All three

groups held a neéatlye attitude toward the tppic (see Table 24).

" TABLE 24

DISTRIBUTIONS OF TEACHERS, PRINCIPALS, STUDENTS TEACHERS WITH A DEGREE, .
AND TEACHERS WITHOUT A DME FOR VARIAEBLE CLUSTER 17A (FACTORS 4 AND *

3) ql )

Response Percentage
- Teachers . Teachers -
Values* Teacher Principal student With Degree Without Degree

1.00 12.0 U RERETI - 15.4 .
2.00 70,1«  '83.1 . 52.3 87.3 4.6 '
“3400 17.9 15.7 17.6  20.8 © 7 0.0
I . . o .
Mean 2.06 2.5 . 1.88 © 2.09 - . | 1.85 -
- . - :
- P -f .| .
N . n7 - 89 - 1871 o101 13

: » Sun of §  Mean . F.  F.
Source - " D.E._ Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Between Groups - 2 9.34  4.67 10.71 .00 **
Wi thin Groups . 1774 *173.23 . 44 ’ _ o

Total C 1116 182,57

Oneway ANOVA for"'lg achers with a Degsee ‘and Teachers without a Deégree

Sulm of “Mean " F " F

Source i 'D.F. Squares Squares Ratio . Prob.
Be tween Groups 1 . .02 .02 08 79
Wi thin Groups 201 ' 48,01 .24 .

Total . 202 48.03 ~

> . N
* Values represent ranges with intervals of 1.00 '
*+ Scheffe Test showed Teachers and Principals to'be sigmficantly :
different from Students at the .05 level

»
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. The mean for teachers was 2.060, for principals it wna,2.146 and for

students it was 1.875. The Scheffe test showed a significant

difference between the principals and students and batween the teachers

and students. No signiflcar(t difference was found between teachers and ‘

principals. In percentages, 12% of teachers scored 1, 1.1% of

*  principals scored 1, and 30% of students scored 1. There was also no -

sig‘ﬁificant difference between teachers with a degree and without a

degree and among the three'student gra

+ TARLE

DISTRIBUTIONS FOR LEVEL 1, 11, AND II7°STUDFNTS FOR VARIARLE,

(FACTORS 4 AND 3)

(sée 'I.h;')le’ 25).

[ Wik -~

SN

J . ' lieeponse Percentage
Values* .  Level I Level 11 Level 11J -
1.00 - 31.4 " 30.4. . 98.1 o
2,00 52,8 51.0° - 53.1 '
3.00 . 15.9 L 18.7 18.8
' ' ) o .
.{N" - N s j X
] . nefn - 1.{05 ., 1.88 - 1.91
S A SR
N e 59 ( ' "504 - 469 - )

a2

Oneway ANWA for Level 1, Il, and 111 Students

é‘ ‘ ‘ Sum of " Mean - F F .
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio. Prob.
'8 ' ' T '
. Between Groups 2 . AT .23 Jd4 . .87
Within Groups 1569 - 2679,.88 111\1 :

~ Total - 1571 , 2680.35

* Values represent ranges with intervals of 1.0
g )

g

-

4 e et e e e e v oy
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without a degree. ,

68
Variable 18A refers to statement 34 and correspomis with Fuiian's
factor,1 - I:Jeed and ‘Relevance of the Change, factor 4 - Quality and
Practicality of the Program, and factor 13 - Teacher Gtaracterisi:ics' -
and Orientations. 'Ihe statenént -retars to whether the new‘ program
provides for the fle&i'btlity_ and creativity of teachers. _Both teachers
and princii‘»\ls stcored high and are- therefore positive toward this
sta'ter‘r'tent (see Table 26). 'The mean for teachers was 3.436, and the
mean for priheipals was 3.6310. There was-no significant difference .
b&ween-teacher and principal groups however there was a significant

difference at the .05 level between teaohers with a degree and teachers

-

e
. . ‘ .
-~ Variable 19N refers to the neutral statement 40 and corresponds :

with Fullan's factor 4 - Quality and Prqcticality of the Program, and
factor 6 - 'Ih; Adopt ion Process. The _stateme_t\t refers to.whether '
_student.s_ should be giver:t" the opportunity to choose activities that
ir'ttergst thém. All three- groups ‘responded. posttively to this ;
statement. indicating- that sgudents should be given the opportumty to

select the activities. Students. in particular, shcmed a very positive ) 5

attitude towards the statement (see Table 27).

¢ -
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. -

’ l M Y C’ ’
r -‘ ’ [ . . \ . “

. ’ '

¥



“x.x‘;" .

- . , . . )
A . ! . . oo - - - . . e e
. - ] . L ~ K . . N S

. a - . : “ o . . . g

. . ‘, ' .

« : - > . Y

e ]
TABLE 26
-~ . [}
DISIRIBUTIONS OF TEACHERS, PRINCIPALS, TEACHERS WITH A DEIiREE', AND -
S TEAG{EBS. WITHOUT A DEGREE FOR 18A (FACTORS 1, 4, AND 13)
. - . v -
, . Response Percentage e
e - ; - Teachers Teachers . *
: ; Values* ' Teacher  Principal , With Degree Without Degree
: . . . . . T .
'1600 009 o 2.2 1.0 Onp
¥ ) 2.00 .1709 . 9.0 18-8 ) 15.4
— - -3.00 25.6 ~-16.9 . _.27,7._ . . .. 15.4 e
T 4.00 47.9 66.3 44.6 ° 61.5
\'. ! L R 5.00 ‘ 7-7 5.6 7.9 ) 7.7 k o
., “_ - {A .‘.. . L -
Mean . 3.44 ' 3.64 . 3.40 " 3,62
\ : . ) Co | A ’
) N 7 39 01 - 13 _a
. . Onewa ANJVA« for Teachers. and Principals .
’ﬂﬂt. y p ' . ) 4 -
o ' _ : S .Sum of Mean CF . . F
Ny o Source, . ~ DF, Squares Squares Ratio”- Prob.
' . o '. : ( o . ) ' L , ) s
‘N Between Groups 1 2.12+ 2.12  2.82 .10 ¢
/’ . Within Groups 204 153.26 «75 '
e / Total 2057 155.98 -
Oneway ANDVA for Teachers with a Degree amd Teachers without a Degree .
S - Sun of Mean " F o F ¥ L
. v,Sourf:e_ D.F. Squares = Squares Ratio Prob. . '
Between Groups 1! 2,95 - 2,95 3.91 '\fogx\"‘ ' o
~ "Within Groups 20 151,74 .76 - ’ . . '
* " Total™ , 202 154.69 s e
A\ .
* Values represent ranges with intervals of 1.00 ’ o
“_ ** Difference is significant
I4 ’ [ »
- i )
~ ‘ .
. L
L} - $ -3
‘/\Y . . - R ' : 1 o !
4 H s
8 \ ‘_ . K
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TARLE 27 - L
’ v ~
DISTRIBUTIONS OF TEACHERS, PRINCIPALS, STUDENTS, TEACHERS WITH A

‘DEGREE, AND TEACHERS Wl'l]{lﬂ‘ A DEGREE FOR VARIABLE 19N (FACTORS 4 AN)

6) -
N . .
/ \ : . LY .
' ’ Response Percentage : )
" Teachers Teachers
Values* Teacher Principal Student With Degree Without Degree ’
. . b .
1.00% - 2.6 1.l 2.0 3.0 0.0%
, 2.00 21.6 "12.4 3.5 22.0 23.1*
“’\'3100 130 8 * 16.9 807 ' 15.0 _10
4.00 49.1 64.0 35.2 47 .0 " Ble5
5000 12.9 N 5'06 5006 13.0 ) ) 15.4 -
Mean  3.48 3.61 - 4.29 3.45 . 3.69 ' S
- . ' - . ; ,
N ™~ 1ne - - §9, 1556- 100 ~ 13
etz ‘ ' - ‘. - . ~ f’

A meway ANOVA t‘or‘ Teachers, Priﬁclpals‘, and Students.

e v ’ “Sumof  Mean = F = F - -
Source " D.Fe ‘Squares - Squares Ratio Praob.
o 0 . o =, N ’
Between Groups 2 103.03 51.51 61.22 0.0 *=
Within Groups 1758 - 1479.21 «84 )
. Total 1760 1582.24 . ' .
Oneway ANOVA for Teachers with a Degq;e‘ and Teachers’ wi thout ‘a Degree
B LT - ,  Sumof. " Mean B F .‘
.. Source - DJF.” Squares Squares Ratio -Prob. - .
Between Groups i 1.42 1.42 1.54  *,.22 S
- - Within Groups, . = . 200 ".  184.84’ T «92 ) ,
'~ Total - @ 201 186.26 | - a

" % Values represent ranges with. intervals of 1.00

** Scheffe Test showed Students to be significantly different from both L
‘I’eachers and Prinoipals at the .05 level, _ .

oy .

o ] * \
. o
. \ &
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The mean for principals was.3.607, for teachers it was, 3.483, and for

students it was 4.288.  The Scheffe Test showed-a signi ficant a2
: - . | -
di fference between teachers and students and between principals and

2 . 4 . .
" students but not between principals and teachers.. In percentages,

'62.1% of teachers scored 4 or greater, 69.7% of principals scored 4 or

greater, and 85.7% of students scored 4 or greater. There was no

-

signi ficant difference found between student gradegylevels (see Table

. 28) or between teachers with and wi thout a degree.

Vsix_'iable 20A refers’to statement 23 and correspdnd‘s with

Fullan's factor 2 - Clarity, and t‘actor.G - 'Ihe‘Adoption Prodess.’ Te

statement deals wi th the ‘point that the content ot‘ the new courqes was

, not explained to the students bet'ore they registered All three groups

responded negatively to this statement, mdicating that. the._courses )
~ ¥ cmd—n

were not explained to the -students, (see Table 29).; The mean for

teachers was 2,051, for principals was 2.079, and .for g.t,udents was

1,967, The lower the séore the more negative the requn'se. No twd

groups were significantly different in all group qoriparisdns (see Table

-

30). . .
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TABLE 28
blmmmq:s OF LEVEL I, I1, AD [II STUDENTS FOR VARIBLE 19N
(FACTORS 4 AND 6) s : .

4

Response Percentages '

Level I Level I Level 111

R , Values*

. 1.00 1.8 2.0
\’ ’ . ) 2.00 i 3.9 * 2 4
! ¥’ K 3.00 9,7 ’ 808
* 4,00 3.9

2.9

U 4,01 32.2 ™ 38.9 -
o 5.00 5q.4;']-\ 52,9 . - .

‘o,

E SN TR erL v aee e agl,
. oneway ANOVA' for Levél 1, 11, and fi1 Students

s " » AR 'S'uﬂo't‘-I"hb;an . F T F-

. -

« " Source.’ 1 T Squares.  Squares Ratio Prob.

J2.46 0 1.3 "1.48 .23
1201.06 .~ ~v.83 . -7
1203.52 - - S

R .- 'Between Groups - 2
' \ - WithinGroups . . 1554
" Total - 1556 "

’ i

. .o . : T ! - ‘
1 . . N s T ( . N .
. ¥ Values represent ranges with intervals of 1.00 - .
. T e . - . . . . -
’ * - -
o ' > . ) . -
PR . , . . ‘ N .
» . ' ’ - " . ‘ . , - .
- R ’
‘- t .
\r o
. . ~
. . . :
o S ' . , d \ I .
. . 4 - e o, . °. >
, ’ ¢ \ . . v
. .
) "L- -
¢ . . L} ) l' .
.
- : ~ " - Y.
N » J .. .o
, h' . * . e ¢
) . ' ot
, . .. . ‘- g o , . B ',H —
T . . g . .
. . M ’
\ 2 3 . : A L4
. e . . . . N
' _r‘ , . - '“ [y ‘
un P - ! Cal N
C . AN S . .
. . » N B - .
_." Lo ! N '.. . :
. . . . t .
'._i) o S : W \ n . Elige . !
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. - Teachers T\eachgrs'
Values* Teacher Principal Student With Degree Without Degree-
- ] . " )
1.00 14,5 Yos 21,8 " 14.9 15,4 «
2.00 65.8 83.1 - 60,2 63.4 76.9
3.00 197 12.4 18,2 21,8 7.7 -
© - " l — — -,
Me&n 2.05 ’ 2.08 1097 ‘ r 2.07 - 1:.92« - . .‘\
Y 17 89 1559 . 101 ’»/'13- B 2
. 7 LA . . s .
: _méway ANCIVA for.'I‘eachersF. Princi .. and Students - ) .
: i sm of  Mean F - F E
' Source ‘ D.F. Squares~  Squares —~Ratio .  Proby
. N ¥ . . . B
. Be&een Growps " - 2 . 1.73 .87 2,27 00 g
"wi thin Groups' . , 1762. 12.41 Js
Total 1764 674.14 > )
‘ 0

\

. ' . ’ q4 -
.* Values represent riinges with intervals of:1.00 .

£
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DISTRIBUTIONS OF TEACHERS, PRINCIPALS, STUDENTS, TEAQHERS WITH A
DBGRFE, AND /TFACHERS WITHOUT A DEGREE ROR VARIARLE"20A (FACTORS 8 AND -

8)

A

)

Response Percentage

Mneway ANOVA for Teachers with a r)ggree" apd Teachers wi thout a Negree

4
. Sun of Mean P K
Source N.F. Squares Squares | Rati Prob, -
. N - ) L I '
e tweén Groups a1 L0 £,01 .02 > 89
Wi thin Groups 200 , 54,16 _ . .27 : .
Total . 02 -~ 54,17 .
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.- . TAEE N
— . < DISTRIBUTIONS OF LEVEL [, II, AND I11 STUDENTS E}E VARIABLE 20A
© Y (FACTERS 2 AND B) = s . \‘

- ‘. . L 2l -‘ . , : ‘ . :: ¥ . A N
L a - ) e Response Percentage B -
Values® Level 1 Lavel 11’ Leﬂ_}ll »

P C T 1400 3.3 . 2380 it ) :'}. - L, 4
- ’ 2,00 , 575 58,2 . 65.9 - . '
> - .7 3,00 19.3 -~1\$.3_ 16.7 ‘
. . ‘ : : AN hd he
o Mean ‘ 1.96 1.95 1.99 . p e
“ - d .
2 507 502 461, . ~
"% Onewsy ANVA for Level I, I, and I[I Stulents' *
, . . . . . .~ . s y . .
. i - . ) - '
T L , Sum of . © Mean Fn—/ F
S * SOUpbe : . DJF, Squares Squares Ra .. Prob.
Lo . * ‘ “d’ . - ' ,.‘ R
¥ ‘ v ¢
. »  Between Groups , 2 «53. 027 .87 © W51,
o Within Groups 1557 818,67, .40 . \ ,
. Total 1559 < - 619.20 : RS
v ».  ~.%* Values ‘repmsent ranges with intervals of 1.00 ., .
' .*. ’ ' \ ‘ / ¢ N 7 T
, o ' Varlahle A rel'qrs to '::atanent 45 and corresponds o P\xll)};’a d
- ractor 1 - Neod and Ihlevance of the Lhange, ‘nd ftto} 4 - Quality and
Pncticnltty of the Progrmn The atatement deals with -mether the 5" .
e »
.o program fa A sucoe’d!ml fon;\ of motlvation for studenta because of‘lts -
o 7 ol‘edlt atatua. A¥1 three groups agreed poaitively with this statement
o (aee Tebles 31 ‘and 32), The moann for all graupe woro 3.7 or greater..
/f No two ui'own wa!'e slgnifloan\J\y dltterent }br all group ‘bmputuona.
! . "‘ / :
P ' ; at ,
» - s
&
oo 4 , T
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. v | -_ . - TABLE 31.

DlS’lBl‘HJTl(IIS OF 'mi}{ms PRINCIPALS, STUDENTS, TEACHERS WITH A -
DEGREE, AN)'IMM!SWI'I}WI‘ADMRRVARIABLE 21A (FACIU!b ‘AN)

, . . “ e - o

1. .
Response Percentnge .
. . Teachers 'macher;s
Values* Teacher Principal Student With Degree Without Degree

L ]

¥
1.00\ 1.7 1.1 s 20 T e ye
2.00. 15.3 7.9 (8.1 17.0 0.0
3.00 9.5 11.2 T 22.2 8.0 15.4
4.00 * 55,2 66.3/ 48.7 53.0 76.9
5.00 18.1 } 13.5F 179 - . 20.0 7.7
Mean ~3.72 3.83 3.70 3.72 “ 0 3.92
N 116 - 89 " 1857 -100 : 13
i |
Onewny ANOVA for Teachers, Princlpals. tnd Students il .
Lo ‘ Suft of Mean ~ F_, - F .
‘Source - D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Y ‘ ‘ C
Betwe_en' Groups . \\2 ‘ 1.40 70 , 18 m6
Within Groups o 1759 . 1592.56 91 _ N
Tota} 176.1 T 1593.96
> A3
e ' ]
,' mmy_w)vf\ for Teachers with-a Degree and Teachers without a Degree
R \ R X
. - Sum of Mean F F
/Source : D.F.  Squares Squares, . Ratio - Prob.
. Kx" . ‘ o ! ’ ) ’ BN S ) . v
: Betwaen Groups 1 LT 77 .92 o34
Wi thin Groups 200 165.65 - .83 ¢
Total 201 .- 166.42 = oL / v
N . % '

—
¥ Values represent ranges with intervals of 1.00



At titude Rasults of Subjeots Survexod

J “ .
- _ 74
] . B ) Y . -
: TAHE 32 |
. ) . .
DIATRIBUTIONS OF LEVEL I, 11, AND L1l STUDENTS KRVARIABE 21A
(EAGTORS 1 AND 4) .7 o
N o , - »- 'Y I:.
_ . “Response Percentage | .
values*  Level I Level 11  Level 111
' . R . ° . . . ) R . .
1.00 2.7 3.0 3.7 N —
2-00 7.0 9-4 8-0 hd
3.00 25.8 ‘19-8 20.0 ) —
4.00 45,6 47.8 54,2 - s
5.00 | - 18.9 20.2 14,1 " ' /
1
. _ ‘~ N
Mean - J.71 3.73 3.67.
' % .
{ ' ~
N - 597 500 ° 461
1 ] ‘ B ’
Onéway ANOVA for Level [, -I[, and [I] Students
- Sun of of . F{ . F
Source D.F. Squares Squares tio Prob. -
Between Group 2 19, -- .39,/ .43 .65
Within Gm\?s , 1555 1422.21 092 ’
Total 1557 1423.00 L %
* Values repmsent ranges with intervals of 1.00
’ 3 ’
. v ! - ° A

, A orosatabulation of respondent position by attitude to the

progmm was- oarrled out by using the unclustored vﬁrlables. " From a

goneral qbsomtlon. the majority wi th!n eaoh groq) was‘:oeitiveﬁ

L

towards the progrem. Thete were. however, dlfrerehoes r\oted (ree Table

33). Prtnoip*mre the most posltlve. wlth 79.8% posittve. 11.2% ﬁ {

~
B

ncutral. and 9% nogatlve. 'Ihe toaohera were the next most positive ’

' 'wlth 12 6\ positivo. 10 3\ neutral. and 17.1% negative. The atudents\

\i
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“ were the least positiygyith 66% positive, 22§ neutral, and 128 \
| negative s - -, :
MJE. 33 T o
) TION-OF STATUS ' )
v RESP()DB‘XI'S ij:l‘w BY ATTITUDE "TOWARDS, PROCRAM
i
| I B Attitude 7
. \ ! : 'y
s Status Positive Negtral - Negative
i .
No. 85 12 20
Teacher / % 72.6 10.3 17.1°
’ I.j . ' ’
\ - ! No. L3 / <10 ¢ ;8 .
: "Principal % - 79.8 C\, 11.2 _ 9.0
" No. 1041 lsn , 190
Student § 66.0 , 22.0 12.0
3
K 3 - ‘
' -, ‘.
. ‘.
e %
N » ]
: .
N, 3 e ' -
- 'l .
*® ' J ,
| . ’ | o
.4 \ : ’ - ?
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An 4 r(rilew of "al-l the data showed a gene'ral ievol of' agr;aement_" ',
among g&n terms of a positive. negative or neutral res;’onse.
For moot variable clusters if one group was positive the other group(s)
were also positive. which was also the case for the other responses. : ',"
When significant dli'ferences occurred it was in the degree of positive

1
or negative response. In carrying out a more detailed dlscusslon and

interpret&tion of the results, it is appropriate to focus on each of Lt
' _ <

Fullan's 15 factors. individually and-analyze how the data return is

. . : o= L

l‘elatﬁ- Y B ‘ ’ / *
. Y i

R ' ‘ - B
Interg‘retatima Related to Charaoteristios of the Change ‘3

Khen constdering l’-ullan's first factor. Need and ﬂelevﬁn’g of .~

- the Change, ‘all three groups (responsed poaitively without any ey

significant di fference to variable 1A. This agreement indicates that .

-

the program was tnpiémented in a positive attitude enviromment. ..

entirety f\hone'y'ear. one-might alaso conclude that the progx‘arinfi'ﬂt’self

.18 perceived as possib)y meeting the needs. Although the score was - E
positive, it was not ovenhaimingly positive, One should not, | L
e‘thm'ofo'x-e, suggoest that everything is perfeot in 'thisroategory.

at

Variable iBA. also related to faotor 1, ylelded the snme positlvo

msponse fm both prinoipala and teachers. Both groups agreed that

the program allowu for flexibility and creativity. The level of *®
) X 3 i = o - '
k- | ’ . [
, ., y | . '
Y . “ ] LY 13
rm ‘*}\. B “\ ) ‘ l
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agreement wﬁs. ir{_/t'act. higher-tbar for 1A, . Varai'gble 1‘8A; cori'esPOMS
" with Hughes and Reith's third point relate& to the degree of
inpleméutation (i.e. Does the program al}ow the teacher to | }
experiment?). One might surmlse from thafpositive response that the .
, users do not fee}l restricted by the hew program. Possible reasons for
a signi‘ficant‘iy,greater percentage of teachet‘s without a degree being
~more positive toward this point tha‘ teachers with a degree, can be
* suggested from two perspectives. E‘lrst one might think that teachers
without .a degree have not had sufficynt training to be able to
kcri,tiqally qetermine the level of creativlty possible with the new
pro—gram. and thus' they are more satisfied with what they ére able to
« acgafplish. Conversely, one might suggest that the lack of tr'tﬂning of
these teacher; has forced them to be more creative thaﬁ teéchers M}h a
, degree who hayg developed set way; of ap;?roaqhing tt.le curriculum haséd :
i on theirqni_veréity trainipg. Regatdless of the reasons for the
d.iffei-ences. one mist not lose sight of the point that all teachefa.
thos‘e with and without a de;g‘ree.: agreed that. the new program 'ul"ljra for
fl‘éxl'bllity and creativity. . |
'Ihe abnlty» to‘motivn e is an irfportant requirement of any
eduoatlonal program. Variable 21A directly relates to the ‘success o\
.the gﬁrogram in terms of its ability to motlvat\e. 411 .three groups
responded very positively that‘ 't‘\e program {8 megtlng thls need. DA
possible drawback of the suﬁey is that it asked the subjeots to .

comnent only on the naeds presenteds5 There may have been other

detected rieeds wiffgh may or may not ‘have

Subjects were not given tha opppriynity to Wdd and discuss other needs:
o ! .

v

P

¥



prdJr’ninently recognized needs. | ' . if; w
' ‘Ihe second factor, Clsrity, has variables 2A, 16A, and 20A -

' re}sted- to it. When conparing the responses to 2A and 16A there is an
apparent contradiction. Both teachers and principals responded very.
positiveiy to 2A, suggesting that the goals and objectives are cléar to/

e | ' the tesoher. In the case of 16A, which also deals with tm clarity of

the goals and objectives, both teachers _end.principals responded
negatively. mservatio'n of the two statements shows two*listinct

-

- . ',ditfexences. 'Ihe statement connected to 16A uses the words "confusing™

o

" . and "lmny". The word '?confusing" refers to the goals and objectives

endbis not used in the glatement associated with 2A. It is possible

Al

that although the subjects believe the goals and objectives are-clearly
unders tood bil physical educators, as demonstrated by the response to

‘ 24, they are still confusing, as demonstrated by the response to 16A, -
The word "tmny used in reference to physical educators may hsve been

L

peroeived as retering ‘to tsaohers other than themselves. ~The subjects ' ,,.,.;

.- » “may have viewed 2A as related to their own school. Hence, orie might
' '- Y f 4 :
guess that the subjects viewed themselves as ypderstanding the goals

: o end objectives but felt that meny other teaoHbrs do not understsnd
‘* . v ) . I _ thm. - , 7 ] . . ' / }
S | Vsrable 20A refers to the clari ty of the progam to students.

, All subjeots agrsed that. studenis do.not have the program explsined to <.
¢ them belore they register. If the students do not understand the (1

.,”" WP program before thby actually take " the course. the possible coxusion
that may result,whi le they are participsting rmy meke them negat ive snd

less acoeptive of the program. In addition to the dlfi‘erenoes in

activities covered, a major change from what they were used to in
. 'r ’ R . . . * - . .

> . ‘ .
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‘toward the evaluetion_proce%ure; however, teachers were aigniticantly

_ability and not enough on fun and enjoyment. All three grau;* scored

Y 2
negatively to this etatement. » The atudents were significantly the most >

.gm‘ps 7, 8, and 9 is the extent of written evaluation and skills

tes\ing. If students are unprepared to hendle this increased workload
they may do poorly and react negatively to the program. qlt is
possible. however. that etudents will dgvelop an understanding fram

talking with other students‘ yet the level of this understandng may not

P

-~ z

" be adequate. "* .

In reference to the third t’actor Fullan euggeste that greater

'conplex} may produce greater results in inplementation but must be

4
presented in a way that ‘maximi zes clarity. Variable 3A refer\ to the

.

evaluation procedure. Both teachers and principale were negative ) .

more neﬁative’ than principals. A posaible reason tor this result is

that teachers are.more directiy involved‘. Credlt‘evaluation is |

reiatively new to physical education, and nnny teachers may have

' difficulty in carpiling a cambined cognitive and peychanotor evnluation

ecorq for students. Teachers wi thout a degree were found tobe - .

. & . - v
signi ficantly- leas negative than teachers wi'th a degree. A'poesible’; ' S
reason,for this difference is that teachers with.a degree are more

L
lmowledgeable as to what to expect in results and are therefore more
frustrated with the system.

| Variable 17A. also related to the third factor, refers to the

point that the program puts too tmch enphasie on skills and cognitive

negative. Frcm a learner perspeotlve the program now involves work ln .

the form of tests and evaluation. ‘Remembering the relaxed atmosphere v

of the paat atudents are probably reapondf". to the increased

Y

A
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worklgad. Teachers' and principals, although not positive toward the .
cognitive and skil‘ls enphasis,’ would tend to be more ecceptiw;e‘of such

work in the echool' atmosphere. The teacher response, indicating thet

teachers would like the course to be more enjoyﬁble for the students. .

corresponds with Lei thwood and I\'acnonaid's (1981) findings that student /

Interest greetly int’luences teacher curriculun choices.
Factor four, Q.mlity and Practicality of the Progrpam had the

most statements related to-it, In the case of variable 4A, both

'principals end teachers responded negatively. showing dissatisfaction

with the quality and practicality of the program. Although thede was

. _ ) .« . .
agreement between. teachers .nand principals, there was a significant

.8

. difference. Teachers were mich maze” negative than principals.: This

might suggest that the pri’nci'pals'are more distant':ffran the practical
use of the program. - Teachers who are more or less on the front line of

irmlementing the progrem. most probably experience vthe program's

;shortcanings firsthand., In many cases, the principa.ls have eeteblished :
{

their attitude baeed on the feedback provideci by the teacher. Te
\;/"‘M statements cluetered into variable 4A, that were also
answered by students, denonstrated interesting results when analyzed

)
independently. Studeéits were nega'tive toward item 43 which suggested

_ that students’ were bored with the cognitive eepeot of the program. All

three groups agreed with this point. As stated earlier, etudent T3

atthtude often greatly ir\nuencei the tdacher's ettitude. Item 26 made

referenc\e to overorcmiing in.the classee. lnterestingly enough ;
v .
etudenta ke principala mre significantly leee negative than

teachers. 1t 1s underatandable' that teachers would be moro negatfiVe

beoauae"their view ie fran a teaohing Qerepeotive. Cleea control .m
. . . & ,.F ‘ l . " ‘ﬂ “
LI L Y
) ) » t . i ‘
Y o !
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activity scheduling, individualized instruction, and other concerns are

all inpaired by overcrowding. Students would be less likely to

recognize :these problems. Note, however, thut none oi' the groups were

satisfied regardiung this point. :

'Y

: Other variabies related to thert‘ourth -i'actor ‘wefe 17A, 18A
e
19N, and 21A. In the case of 17A all three groups agreec} that the

program does not stress enough fun and enjoyment and the students “

" expressed the greatest level of frustration with this point. In isA

teachers and principals respond:y positiveiy indicating agreanent that

.there is roam for creativity in the program. In 21A all three groups

agreed that the program provides motivation to students.

- To suggest that the users werg completely negative to the new
program in the area of quality and practieai'ity would be much too .‘
narrow in thought. :’ih,e ieveluof' negative response dfoes. not

suhat‘antia'te such a conclusion. When considering.-availablity of .

equipment i'unding, and time. soheduiing. there are very few people that
_.-are cmpleteiy satisfied. In fact. thére is alwsys roam i'or

,itmrovement. However, one cannot ignore the negative response

conpleteiy either. N inpiBtation is to be successi'ui the program

i‘mst be viewed as’ being feasible and the feasibility"is govemed by the

quality and practicaiity of the program. Efforts nust be made to

Y

develo'p and'lmintsin a level of quaiity. This is not to say the
program rriist be perfecd before in’p;l‘gmation; howovor,' it must be

monltored and inproved whsre necessary. If the users see steps toward
\ D
inprovsment. they will in turn attempt .to inprove thoir krwwiedge and

M 14

aouurate use of thfrricuiun. | ' ¥

o

-
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..aigniticantly the most negative, suggesting a strong desi

82

Interpretatione Related to Glaracterietics at the School District

A poeeible reason for the judging group not selecting attitude -
etatenente related to Fullan's fifth factor, ~,'1he History of - rmpvative
Attempts, i\e that the history of major innovationa in thg high school

p_hysi_cal educa_tion program is very limited. Nhny teachers have had no '

'

e:'cperience of paet innovation attenpts. The exception to this was the.
credit program that existed before the reorganized high ‘school program.

'Ihese credit courses were in place in a limited manber of schools in

the province. - ' I

Factor 6, The Adoption Process, had onl.y statements referring

to the‘students.- The statements deafys‘vith the way the program was

-introduced to the etudente and how teachers and principals perceive \

that introduction. Variable 6A focuses on‘ther studente had’ the
opportunity to choose activities that interest them, All three grqupa

agreed that students do not hhve a choice. The attitude statement in

queetiod (i.e. nmber 27 on the teacherlprincipal survey) may be viewed

; fran twpgpg_x;epectivee. one, the,studente are not given the @portuni ty
. to choose activitiges and two, students do not have interesting

. aotivities to choose from. The latter does n&t\auggest the lack of .

PO

choice but the lack of intereeting aetivitiee. Students wax
or choice

and/or more interesting activities. 'Ihie corresponds wi tﬁ the negativek'
student attitude toward the lack of fun and en]oyment in the program.
demonstrated by the response to varible 17A. arid also with the student
rosponse to atatement 43 v(hioh auggeets that they are bored with the
oognitive aspect. ' . _ o (‘{ ' '

The reeponae to variable 19N, which is aleo related to faotor

L& *

o
. &
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six, showed that all three groups agreed that students should have the
’hoice. Again, students were significantly the most in t'avour. Fran a"
consideration of the responses to these variables, 1t would appear thst
étudents are not-content yith t_géir inm thé new program. The’
fact that students are not given an explanation of the progrem beforo
they register (see refsponsl;e to'variable 20A) l‘urther'inc’reases this’

negative feeling. If one were to take the view of Leithwood and

MacDonald, the - teachers and possibly the principals, are int‘luenced by \

the students’ attitude and hence their similar respbnses to the
varlables connected with this factor. The results suggest that

teachers ‘'would like to offer the students more say in terms*of choice;

* yet'théy are not as strongly in favour of 1t as students. A possible
./

S . X - 4 )
reason for this lower negative attitude is the teache'xfknowledge of the

implications of offering the s gnts choice. Another reason Is that
many teachers may not wish to give students a choice be?ilse.teachcrs

lack experience and traimng with many of .e activities. '[his~point

will later be discussaﬁ/further.

A significant differencé™wag shown bétween students in the 2100
c.ourse and étudents in the 3100 course. The students in 2100 wege in
greater a.g'reement with statement 27, ‘indicating a higher negative
feeling regarding the lack of choi2e of interesting'activities. 1t is
difficult to determine the e;ac't reason t‘:)r this ditférenée;' hcmev;ar,
it is possible that students in 3100 are more satisfied with the choice
of interes;ln;; ictlvitias. The charaoteristics of the 3100 clasees may

: ’

also be different. These olaases are generally Eﬁller and the

students who choose to be in them are g{neralw 'sitive to

phy,slcul education and thus mrejaoceptive‘ of t aotivitios 6ffered.

T



IP.‘ S 3 ilp. )
v On this same line of thought it wwid make sense that students in the “e.

' /\}100 eoiiree woul;zbe the most negative begause the: first course is
e Sl i e
. ,-' - usually obligatory. fln fact. the Level | studenta scored in between

: -a ‘ . —f e-
O e the Ievel ll and l,evel lll meami‘and were not significently di‘fi‘erent °
Sho o,

j_““" S trom either. It is poseibiebthat the novelty of the: t.evel l eourse mey
o B te}id to make the students a little less’ negative than 2100 students. '
With all this discussion it is inportant to Reep m perspectiVe that
- all three groupe were negative overall. ‘ \'
" The amount of cent.ral adniniatrative support an«i involvenent ie
an inportent factor in the sucee,es of inplementation.' ’Ihe survey had
only- one sta ement related-to -this 7th%ctor. Poth te;chere end b - .
principals a reed i‘airly strongly that teachers ar: alone in their | "
: efforte to adnini‘ster the program. 'Ileechers were - sig'nificantly in ' ~
~greater ‘agreement than principals conceming this point. nossible B
reason i’or\ this differenoe as mentioned earlier i‘or othe; po'inte,
that teachere are in more direet contsct with the running of the

.”  program and its pro'l?fems. Teach®rs may perceive administrative

involvement as coming from three sources: the principal of the school’,

——

~~ ‘the school board, and the Department‘bf qucation. me might suggest B

same possible reasons for this perceived lack of involvement.

Prineipals may view teachers as posaeasing greeter expertise in the s |
program than themelves. 'Ihey may feel they would be interfering in an ,
area they know little about. The lack of school boaQ involvement may

be the’ reeult of the ahsenee of qualif»ied staff to deal \with physical

. & .
education coneet:tns. At present therel are only three qualified physioal_ .

A ' eduoktioh .coordinatora’ in the Provi , one of whom is on a hal&-tim?
v hanls. 'lhe i-emlning hoards have g ven the reaponsibymy for physiqal

“ N 7 » .
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eduoation to coordm}tors of other dismplines. Until recent'ly"the

-

g Department of Education hes not had a full-time qualified pysical”

*

[ }
education conaultant which’ my have reduced the *amount of'visible BRI

inVOlvement fram that level. Teachers vti thout a degree did not scdre

as negative toward ti’iia _point aa teachers with a degreex 'Ihis may be
because the non-degreed teacheré are not left alone to the same ex} ‘nt
because of their lesser qualifications. ‘This perceived overall lack oi‘

adninistrttive involvement is, ir mllan .8’ opinion, _dtitrimental to

successful implementation.’ If teachers do li)t perceive the innovation N

b4

+as being ‘inportant to the school bhoard, detmo_strated by their ievel‘

invol vement, t‘hey will not value the change themselves. Thig may also

be the case with prinéipals. R : : Ty r

Factor 8 has two variables pertaining to it, variable RA M)icr] '

deals with' the adequate preparation of teacherq through inservice
training. and variayle 8N a neutral statement which statea that - \

teachers' require continuou access’ to qualified help. Principala weng

,,.'4

positive toward the succes gf imservice’ trair‘ng‘ whereaa teache:g f‘”

were negative. 'Deaeher know more apecit‘ically what they require r‘"ran
coye

- .nservicirh 'Ihey know the problems and concerns to which they want

47
answers. Principala on the other hand generaily have been - inserviceq

ontthe high school pr%ram a8 a whole and nay not be awarq‘of the

specitic needs of the program Tdachers wi thout u degree were .
[

sig'nificantiy more nagative than teangers wi th a degrae. 1hcae . \"

" teacHwrs requiro even more tqem inaerv‘ice training because of tho lnck

4

* - . .
‘/.
.

~ &
4 A .
(&f praaar'ﬂca training. 'Ihey muid probably hava dmioulty ST o
- cos e !
. auimiiatﬁg the smoupt or* infqmtion nivcn in a -or two-,day,f' K "
. " o . ' . .
. workahgp. 'Iha‘aa\fﬂnd[nga agrae wi th Fullan who Mga,led.- that one=day
' ’ I R e ) "\ . : ' \
’ '."“: SEEE T L SO Ty, r » | i VRN
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T sulz,lects generally felt that there is a need. for can'mnication and

WOrkshops do not work no matter how many there are. -y C

e . 'I‘eachers require continuous access. to qualified help, and the

, .
reSponse by both teachers and prmcipals to va!‘iable 8N exhibits their

= ' Agreement - with othis point. Teachers expressed a si‘gnificantlyz higher

l\é\}el of agreement than principals. This suggests a greater desire for

. outside help by teachers than by principals. Teachers with a degree

also,;hmed a algmficantly higher level of - agreement than teachers o~

o mthout a'degree. Q'ne might guess from this that qualified teachers in,

the practical situation are more knowledgeable of the problems and N

‘needs of- the program, _ ln keeping with the discussion related to

variable TA, 1t is possuble that the non—degree teachers are receiving
what they feel to be sufficient qualified help. Ovei;a‘ll if one .
canbines the results of SN thh the responses of 7A it might be said

that teachers are not -obtaming the continuous qualified help they -

‘require. . . ' o
N . . -' , ‘ ! -
Factor 9, Time-Line lnfomntion System (Evaluation) also

elicifed a negative response fram teachers and principals. 'Ihe

.-.a-

\
furthe}x: discussioqonceming the new program, while at the same time

they seemed to suggest that the channels available t‘or feedbaca< were
poor. The overall inpression was ‘that the curriculum was introduced

\ too fast. It appears fram.the response that the users think the
- . program has been rushed and that their opinions of it have not been )
considered. 'Ileachers with degrees wére the most negative, which.. is
understandable®in that. thélr training and r;esultant .i.mowledge “should
. give them the'abillity to develep ideas and ‘suggest fons for inpro_vement .

and also the desire to express these ideas. Any lack of comunication

N
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~

/

y knowledgeable about the new curriculum. The teache\rs who have the _ w

. concern in the develepers and irrplementors. "t is dift‘icult for those

' by the new program. The users agree that;the comunity is not

il oe—— . .

. . ' .- 87

= ’ ) _ . (

~

..and fgedback 'channels must frustrate them. If the users feel"the
A

rogram is rushed and pdssibly even pushed upon them they rmy develop qr

negative attitude toward it. 'Ihe notion that the 1deals ot‘ the o~ ~ .

curriculun haye not. been ccmmmcated adequately and the users have not

been given sufficient opportunity to give feedback shiculd arouse . RN
== R N :

-

using the program to'move beyond the adoption stage to the pomt where

~ they understand and vlilue the ideals.of it if good two-way ° ‘ \ N

ccrmunication has not takenﬁ;lace. ’ : o

.'w

'[he user response regardmg factor ‘10 1nt1mates that the

camunity was not satlsfactorlly considered in th/emplementation of
the curriculun. All three groups agreed that ‘the ccmmmty perceives )
physical education as sports and cmpet_ition and that it has very

little to do with education, an att\i\tgde that certainly is not pramoted -

~
~

H i A \‘\ .
greatest undergtanding of the topics of physical ed(xcation\showed a -,

significantly more negative opinion regarding this point. Fullan

" pointed out _that.'cmmmity understanding and support  is ex'tremely'

important to the success of. inplementatien.. One must remember that the | .
\
findings regarding this point are based only %the opinion of the ' \
(oo :
users. . To detemine the exact level of understanding of the

[y

camunities, they themselves must’ be s_tudied. ’ . o

)

!nterpretat‘ions Related to Characteristics at the School Level

E0

When covparing teachers' and prinoipais' responses to the | .

‘ factors discussed so far, a definite trend can be observed.’ The

' - >

r

-
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. . (e )
. ' . -principals.have tended to be'less extreme in thei’r opinions concerning
the points raised. It has been suggested that the“reason for this is

..‘ _ .
that principals are in lesm direct contact with the practical situation

[ —

(i.e. actuatly_ teaching the.courses). Factor 11 zeros in on the |

principal's role in inplementation as perceived- by teachers_and the
. 1 4

R r-,'_principa'l's themelveé®d Both teachers aﬁd principals respoﬁded \?ery
posi trvely with varméle 11A 1nd1cating agreement that principals play

\ o a posxtive and mportant role in the inplementation of the new physical

/educaton curriculun. This, in turn agrees with the hterature cited on

the toplc: The: response -te 1IN, however, suggests that.\;he Qegree. to | »
which the ;;_r.incipal can be,g')nqolved is limited by other adn;n'istrat'fve
‘ duties. Both groups agree that this is the case. The princlpal has .
the responsxbhty of learning a about understandmg and prcmoting the
new program, yet this involv_ement is Ijmited. Other courses and,
responsibi"iti’es also demand equal time ahd consideration. To coin a .
- . phrase, .the pri,ge’ipal is "Jack of all trades but master of ene"', ‘the .

v ' ‘ . "

one being a(hhinistration. The results also showed teachers wi thout a

“degree- to te siéhi‘tjibahtly in greater agreement with this point than

teachers with a deéme. This response ma;- réflect .a- greater |

v , uhfi_erstan-din'of what it is like trying to deal meaningfully with a

a program that one is not sufficiently traihed for, because of  the

: situation,in which teachers wthout a degree have found themselves.
Most would agree that mdividuals leam the most ﬂ‘bn their

peer groups.. Teacher-teacher relations is, therefore.ta significant

factor in the inpletmntatic;n of the physical educatipn program. Iln'

order for ideas ar'xll sipport to come \“from[teacher peer groups, teachers

must have the oppertunity to communicate with each other. Once again, - ‘
. R R . ﬂ T ’ ‘:'- .
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teachers were‘signi ficantly rnore negative than princigpls and t‘e”achers

wi th degrees were significantlkmore negative .than .teachers without a ‘.
‘wﬁ.\_,/
degree. 'Ihe findings also suggest that teachers are mlling to

coammunicate ‘but do not have the opportunity to do so.\ Most schools

have only one or maybe two, physical education oteachers. Geograpmcal

195
:Qistance and lack ofuavailable time hinder communication between

o

teachers of different schools. 'Ihe point ‘made earlier that teachers
| . ' vi.

feel alone in their aefforts- to inplanent the new physical education

_ a.‘program has application here. 'Ihxs feeying of loneliness could be

' \
rectified rf'teachers(were given the opportuni ty to oamunicate with

each other on a more regular‘basis. Gwen that most school boards do
N s

not have qualified physical education resource personnel other

physical education teachers in the district‘ are the best resources

‘ available. Teacher ccmmnication and nutual consultatlon should, ,

therefore be encouraged and provided for by the school boards.

A major factor _of the environment in which a -program is.
iniilanented is :the characteristics and orlentations of the teacher.l
Variable 13A brought about different responses from teachers and |

principals. Principals scoreg.positively, suggesting, although .

. Q
’ rmrginally. that teachers do have'adequate university preparatibn.

teachers are playing an inportant role in the 'promotion of physical
education, and teachers carry out all the recarmendations of t’he

program. 'De_achers. ‘on the other hand, scored negatively on this‘point.," N

-

and fa&ain t_he score was marginally negative. The difference between
groups, however, was significant. Degree teachers a1§6 scored

signi icantl'y"lw\rel\ than teachers without a degree.. If one conbines
‘_thes results with the findings ot‘ factor 8 faotor 7, variable 16A and

. . ' . 1

AN
N ’
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l variabie 18A, one might summise, fram .tlie teacher perspectiv‘e, that

’ those surveyed were teaching in rural areas where accessibility to

80

L ' T . . .
g . . " .
. ) i
]

although the program is seen as providing» for the creativi ty of the ¥

teacher, the goals and objectwes are not clearly understood possibly

as a result of teachers being- alone in their’ et‘t‘orts to administer the

* program. Teachers recognize theu:-—role in pramoting the program; yet
o 'they feel'their training for-the program is{ndt adequate. Most.&fu
" their energy 1s expended dealmg with the program themselves rather 5

‘than the prcmotion of it. Prmcipals, conversely, have a greater -

«

posutive attitude toward facher prepar hess for and understanding of:

T

the program, possnbly because the. teachera are. unw1lling to expresa the ‘.\\

extent of thelr mlsunderstanding of the program to their prmcipals.
~ [

'Ileachers mth a degree have a greater negative attitude regarding this

point tharn teachers wi thout a degree because tHeir training has given

" them higher expectations from themselves and the curriculun.

r

)

.Interpretatlons °Related to Characterlstlcs External to Local System :

In terms of Fullan 8 t‘ifteenth t‘actor, External Assistance, -
both principals and teachers agree that there ‘is llttle outside

a931stance available.- One nust ranenber that the large rmLority ot‘ ‘

L]

J
e

outside organizations such. as provincial sport governing bodies, isl
viewed to be limited.' 'Ihis is not to say that such resources are not
available, rather the .user does not perceive thern as being available
Possibly a pramotion by these outside agencies may 'réémdy, that |

perception. . | a

o~
14

LA



. data does. not tig_nonst,rat; a complete satisfaction, especially among
. . - .

' 'as the pr’ihcipal, is very good, suggesting an acceptance of the. '

I

- & : ) . ~ . L,
,-"_cori'esponds with the results to the 15 factors discussed previously,

"fare better or worse. ‘The teacher attitude, although not as poaitwe _

91 -

Interpretations of Attitude Results of Subjects Surveyed
The positive attitude shown in ‘the crosstabulation indicates

that the majority of users are positive toward the curriculum; yet the,

. teachers and students. - The fact that principals were the most positive

where principals were generally less negative. than the other groups. -

The student attit'u_de being the least positive may 'sugge'st'a prohlem . o

with the curriculum, 'or sinplv an attitude of students toward school

work in‘general. It would be interesting to. conpare student attitude

towards other curricula to detemine whether phyeical educatlon would ) .

program. “The lower positwe attitude however, may indicate that™

a -

' ca!plete the discuseion of user attitude one must ranember that

'although positive attitude contributes to the success of

) place.. ’

teachers are cognizant of problems of which principals are unaware.. To

A%}

Addi tional Discussion

‘curriculun as having potential in meeting this’ need. 'Ihe majority of

[t is reasonable to say that the users agree that change is® .

4 needecL in the physioal—-education program and they consider the new

P

.those surveyed were found to have a ‘positive attitude toward the

program. 'Ihe problems that were noted appear to be centered around
poor camunication at alt-levels. )

LA

pu——— g



. The literature suggests that the_ users o't‘ an i-nnovation cahnot
be expected to assimilate all the information, conceots, values, ‘
ideals,’ geals, and obiectives of the change imnediatel'y- and without
help. Fulldn. and other a\'}\thors s‘\:g;est that the “Gomplexity of the
. |school envirorment as well as the ind1v1duals themsepves, does not
.allcm effortless m'plementation. A contmuous interchahge of ideas and

" concerns is essential- yet the survey results il’lustrate rom a user,

perspective that teachers are "alone in their efforts to a inister. the . ot

program, .t:xdents should but do not- have the courses explai ed to them, .

S ‘and the cemmuni ty is tinaware of the ideas of the new program. \'\. ' 'T; .
Cam'um ty awareness and understanding of the program are |

SN  important and effort rmst be made to mprove it. To ass\me that

.. teachers and prlnclpals are doing an eft‘ectlve public relations )ob 3 s
~ o
' . conceming the new physical echcatlon curricul\m would be incorrect

More than likely most of their energx is berng devoted to coping with -
" _the program themselves. Part of the implementation process should. ’
.include a pubhc awareness program carried out by the developers ) v
dtﬁ'éctly 065 by helpmg the users to do S0, !

'.‘- Sarason (1982) proposed that if teaching is a lonely

profession, it becanes even more SO when a new program is introduced. ' .
. Although this independence is characteristic of the teaching : - \

prot‘essioh’) teachers .should not be left."carpletely alone when -
° . inplen‘enting a new program. ‘They require help fran sameone )
. . * v
knowledgeable of the program, its ideals and its objectives. The v

. -literature and teachers themselves agree that

nservice workshops have .

not met the preparation needs of the, teachers. The\ focus’ should be on

—

the need for conti_nyﬂmm ‘access to qua_lified helpi.

' . a
Y . Y
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process, and help should be available throughout this process. Such

help can be prnvided by trained physical education coordinators at the

school~ board level. . 4 ,'

'Frcm this discussion one should also stress the importance ‘of

“ e

ei‘fec_tivet!,in'plganentation strategles ‘which, as pointed out by Bermen and

. McLaughlin‘ (1978), should pramote mutual adaptati'on.- The word ‘Tutual

connotates that adaptation shouid take place fran.'both ‘the deve16per

»

and user perepect'i-\-;e. Coordinators should be trained to dissemina'te '

the ideals of the new program, to evaluate the success of the
'inplementation of these ideals and finally,: to take the feedback

. mf_onnation back to__the-developers for possible revision' of the

a—
—_—

progiram.— 'lhe .users should be trained to accept and put into practice

the concepts of the program and then to be able to constructively

7 cri*ticize them, producing useful feedback information. At the

development level "there should.be a willir_igness to adapt or change the
program to meet the expressed needs of the users. ’Ihe goal is the '

a

auccessful adaptation ot‘ the theoretical program to the reality of the

practical school enviromment , * 'lhe success of implementation is

a——

dependent on the ‘mutual support and communication of both users and =~ -

Remanbering Fullan's point that if any one or more of the 15',
factors of his theoretical model are—ri;_:gitively affecting
inpieit\entation the process will be less effective, one can make comment
to the effectiveness of the inplenen'tation of the hew physical ° |

education curriculun\rel'ative to the findings of the study. An

+ overriding characteristic of the study {s that it does rot i'ndicate'

whether a speoifi_c factor is,. in its totality, negatively affecting or’
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\ o ,

’ pO?ltively at‘t‘ectxng the change process. lt' would be more eppmpriatga

to take .the pomt of v1ew/that each factor is by varying degrees
aft‘ectlng the: process of mplementation. '

It -is apparent frcm the fmdings/that I-\xllan s arphasis on the

' cmple')‘uty of ‘the social eriv1ron'nent into which a inovation is being

o \Z B —

o —intrpdu ed was not GVerplayed. A few exanples of the ccnplexity that

eglsts ix the change env1\rom1ent t'or the new program are the user

_. feeling. that the program fis good and the change needed, while at the

- yet good ‘commmnication channels were selen as unavailable; the student

v

’

same - t1me s owmg concern aTut various aspects of the preéram; -th;e _
pomt that prmcilpals ‘showed \eonfidenge in the p?ebai‘htion of ‘the
teach‘eré. yet\teachers did _no\t feel 'eon]t‘ident in their preparation to
teach the .new Lé\urricul’un; the V‘\J\i'lli ss:of teachers to cammunicate,

. desire for more choice, and the_ teecher'!princi;;al concern for student

enjoyment and motivation. F\ullan'\s warning that such an environment .
does not allow for a one. immediate 1\nplementatlon must be heeded.
Although the new program is now in plac in its entirety, it must not _
be seen as being cc‘npletely inplemente\d ' '}he.goal must be to encourage
the gréxni:xg suceess of the~.chanlge process of ’the' new physical edtieatioh
curric#xlun '.an'd to ihcrease the positive “influence ot"the factors .

/ . ) ° M ¢ .
affecting it implementation. ‘

\
. - . a «
B i '
a . .
. v
. ,

g S + |
Rec ndations ‘ ' .

1

the results, several reccmnendations can be made. '_ .

1. Avenues.of two-way ccmmnic tion must be established

With consideration of the data return-and the interpretation of
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permanently between the program users and the: program- developers. This

will allow ongoing evaluation of both'the program and t]:e way the users
. \ . . . .

use the program. .

R s

2. Camunicatlon among physical educatlon speclalists sl_i_Quld

be encouraged and opportum ty for such ccmrtmication should/ ' .

|

'.provided. This carmmication of peers can take place both fat the
' .

achool district level and the prov1ncial 1evel. o,

|
| " 3. Provision should be frade - to better 1ni'onn principals‘of the

workmgs of the physical education - program, including the ,negative and
'Ihe differences in attitude between prmclpalé

\ S .
\ and teachers, apparant i'ran the survey return, can be decreased by
A

- XV better commnication between the teachers and the principals. N

>

! ' \ "4, School boards - should demonstrate -to_the users a greater

| concern and involvement in the implementation of the hew physical

. education progeam.
\5 " 5. Student feedback. must ‘became part of the evaluation process

{ .
'of the new program. This may be accampl ished through anrmual evaluation

fonns given to, the ‘students at the end of the school year. (Note:

this @uld be an .evaluation of the program, not the teacher)., Students

who have opted out of the: program should be included in this evaluatlon

v to determine why they have chosen not to continue with the program.

"

: 6. An effective public relations program must be established

|

between the physical educators and the camlinity. The purpose of this
would be to rmke the oamunity aware of what the new physical education

. r

program entails and hopei'ully, to value it, : ‘ ,

l f Gi'ven that teachers feel alone in their effort to inplement
":the new program. school_boards should be encouraged to hire qualified N

- . . . \
1§

t
i

- -

- positive aspects of it. o
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~~camunication e\.na/,the sharing of .ideas amr}é physical educators within

., community; coordinate the collection of feedback qata"t‘r_cm the, ¢

LY

. and help as ’th'ey moye fram one level of use to the next. Through

- Coa T - : . . .i )
_ S ‘ ' / = ..
: ’ , . 96

Lo , . 3

physical education coordinators. Such personnel can provide the

continuous access to qualifieq/he,lp that both principals and teachers

agree‘is needed. Physical education coordinaiors can be central
figures in the carrymg out of the mcamndations mentloned so far.
’Ihey t:an provide the mtemledmte stage of ccnmmication between

teachers and p_rmcipals and'thg currieulun dpvelopers; coordinate

~

_the school ‘board; help'establ'ish the pub}{c 'relations program to the

N @

teachers prmcipals and students conqerning the new program; and _

gvide a useable school board prese(ce and involw t in the

a

irrplementati'on of the new ‘pogram. -

"8. At present it is not/clear as ‘to how well the new physical
education program has been i?/emented. It has been pointed out that

first-ltand observation is the best way of detemining the level of

. ‘ A ¥ .
inp'lementatr;on.‘ Physical education coordinators can carry out this

first-hand observation, 4ssibly, using Hall and Louck's levels of use
L] -
model as a framework for evaluation. fI‘eache.t"s often require feedback

observation and i put a coordinator can speed the -movement fram one

level to the next hi&er level of- use. : . . . T
9. pot-tumty should be given to.teachers to upgmde their

physictlal ucation training. This is especially important for those o

a

) teacher/s without a degree in physical education. University courses

n'ust})e scheduled at. times convenient for working teachers to take
advéntage of them. ening and sumer. time Blot are appropriate. For

/téi)se areas away from the university. extepsion courses should be made / ‘
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10. An ongoing evﬁluation of equipment and résources shou_ld'be
carried out. Thé results of this evaluation should be used to éither
improve the quality and availability of equipment a_nd' resources, or to

adapt the program to fit the resources availat‘),le.
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~ was developed and introduced into the schools? -
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APPENDIX A -

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS: PRINCIPALS

1. How was the new phg,'sical education program

intrgduced into your school?

2. Wy do you think the new physical education program
[ )

3. What would you say are the aims and objectives of

the new courses? . R , .

. . ) .

4. How would you describé the new courses in temms of’

their usefulness and worth? o ) )

. . 5. What are ihe needs of studeht‘*s in the.area of

physical education? - . . '

6. Do you tHink the new program adequately meets the .

__needs-of the .students?-, o ' ' .

1
, ’

¢

7., Over the past two years, h)bw would you rate the'

success of the new physical education courses? ‘

*

. - 8. Do you think the physical education teacher(s) in

yé_ur school has/have been adequately prepared to teach the new program?

e
-]
[

L}

{4
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9. What in your opinion are the weaknesses of the new

program? .

- 4

10.

11.

the new program?
N\ '

12,

éducati_qn teachers as related to the new program?

+

13.

»

How would you make these weaknesses known for

* possible revision and improvement?

3

*

What is your role and responsibility as related to

+

LY

Y

What is thé role and responsibility of the physical
: _ \ A

How do you see the student fitting into the new

program in terms of role and responsibility?

t

14. 'There are fmny educators who believe physical

education is mainly for skill development, others éay it is for fitness

and health development, and still others say it is chiefly for the
sociglogical development of the students. What is your opinion

concerning these and other issues that come to your mind?

[
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APPRDIX B .
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS :  PHYSICAL EDUCATICN TEACHERS .-

1. How was the new physical education program

o

" sintroduced into your school?

iy

¢

2. Why do you think the new physical education program
was developed and introdiced into the schools? .
. N

. 3. what would you say are the aims and objectives of
_ the new courses? .

N
~.

~

4. How would you describe the new courses in terms of

A}

their usefulness and worth?

’
[ 4

5. What are the needs of students in the area of

physical education? .

e [y

6. Do you think the new program adequately meets the

needs of the student? ' -

~

, 7. Over the past two years, how would you' rate the

— - . . o

success aof the new physical education courses?

8. If you need help with same aspect of the new

program, who would you turn to for help?
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o 9. What would say are the weaknesses of the new

program? ' . N

10. How would you make these weaknesses known for

possible revision and improvement?

\ ) .
Y yd

11. What is your role and responsibility as related to. .

[N

the new program? N _ . i L

" - 12. What is the _]nole and responsibility- of the .
. . . . . . a '. * . , <
principal as related to the new program?

a

_13. How do you see the student fitting into the new '

program in terms of role and responsibility?.

“14. What would you say are the major issues in physical

education?

L]
L]

s

15. There are niany_ educators who believe physi!al

'S

eduéation is mainly for skill deve_lopmen't, others say it is éhiefly for_.fi
the sociological development of the students. What is your opinion N

concerning these énd.\ othdr issyes that came to youf mind? ~

L] - ) : (
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"APPENDIX C

Ay

"INTERVIEW QUESTIONS: STUDENTS o

‘1, Why do you think the new physical education courses

were developed and introduced into the schools?

- [

£

2. - W_ht;t would you say are the aims and obj'ectives of
the new courses?

3

-

3% How would you describe the new courses in terms of

their psefulne'ss, worth, and enjoyment? )

-~

4., What _v&)uld you like to pet out .6 a physical N

education course? What are your needs?
. [] .

N

needs?
!
6. . How wouid'@)te the suecess of the new physical
4 4
education courses that you hg"\;e taken?
7. Would.you choose to take another physical cation
course next year? . .
. . AN e o .
‘ 8. If you found sanething in the new program that you
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9. What part do you think you play in the new program?
v ’ * .'/
v 10. What part do you think the physical education
teacher plays in the "new program? n
( . - .
TR _Wnat part do you think the principal plays in the
new program? St .
. S
.3_
AN
‘ 'd -
~
. ' \i . Y T,
@ '
‘
-]
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APPENDIX D
- ATI‘I'IUDE STATEMENTS CA'I‘EmllZED Amlm TO FULIAN'S

LIST OF "FACImS AFFECI‘IM} lhﬂ’LB\MTI(N"

_A. Charaateristics of the Change

1. Neéd and reTevance of the change ' B

“The new physi‘c'al education curriculum does not A

meet the needs of the students.

The. new physical\education program is {nproving

' the status of physmal educatlon in Newfoundland.

-
>

“The present physical educatlon curriculm\ is not

S

as beneficial to the stwlent as the previous noncredit program.
’ ¥ - . . A
h The new physical education curriculum, as.

devel oped and- implemented, increases student motivation towards

a kY

physical activity and its beFie fits.

~ If given the opportunity to go hack to the old

noncredig program, most teachers wou\ld choose to go back.

If students hfgd the choice of doing noncredi t or
credit physical etucation, most would choose the predi}
program, A ) ' . '

The new physical education program is a step in

the right direction.

2. Clarity ) % . ' .
. »  'The goals. and .objectives of the new ph,ysiqal
education curriculun are clearliv-gm'derstood by physiéa_l

educators. ‘
. ¢

Lol
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_ ) . - _ . \-“j"'

’1he~evaluatio;1 scheme produces a representative

grade of student psychamotor and cogriitive performance. (Note:
Max,al:g be categorized under factor 3) .
) The process of introducing the new physical

education courses is confusing.

The new program is the result of 'good intentions,

and poor pla'nnﬂing.

_° } ] .
3. Complexity

e : .. The evaluation scheme for the courses is too

'o

—— H f

14

.bui'densqne for“teachers', impdiring teaching.
’ o 5
Evaluation procedures of the new courses are too
. ,

t ime-éor;euning.

—

The reorganized -physical \educat ion program has

too many different physical activi t'ies .and not?enou@

traditional.
\ ‘The goals and objectives of the new physical
- . , I

education program are confusing and not well uﬁderstood by many

physical education teachers. (Note: May also be categorized

! ’

n‘  under faéiors 8 and 13)

' More discussion is required to br‘ing about

. P iﬁprovemnt in the new program.
) g ’ - |
) . 4. '‘Quality and practicality of“the program (materials,
" ete.) ' . ' ' )

The new physical education curriculum is

-

tboo\retically- good but does not work well in the .practical
. ‘ ‘ ' . .

-4
. )
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school situation.

-

'Ihe\wys‘ical education c:x-n,'iculun provides
the much needed variety in physical activities not previously
available.

The aims and objectives of physical educatjon in
Ne\&foundland cannot_‘ be met by the prlesent program. ’

The success g\_f the new courses is impaired by
‘overcrowding in the classes. Lo S ' e

4

, The new physieal education courses put too much
enphas'is on‘p_skills; and cognitive abillity and not enough emphasis
2 -1

'.on fun and en]oyment. | N

Adequate funding has been provided for the new
physical educatxon program. .

There is not quite enough time available to

RN

camplete the requirements of the course.

1 . -

A number of sports in the new physical education

4 .

. program cannot be carried out effectively with existing
\ , ,

equipment and facilities. ‘ | : S

Ay [ 4

The réorgahi'zeq ‘physical education_brogram is
" too 'traditioh’al.in Jts offejing of physical activities.
. The new physical education ;)'rqgram has -the.

potential of meeting the needs of students but. does not meet™

that potential as yet. q
. ' I & '

The physical education program being pgraded to /

credit status is sucCessful a3 8 - foml of motivatibn for .
students because they are nowyorking for marks. “ - I

Students are bored ‘wi'th. the eognitive aspect of

LN}
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the new program, . ™

N\ Students are not given the oppoytunityl to choose
t '
/ the activities that interest’ them. P

N Students should be given the opportunity to

choose activities that interest them.
I'd

— The new program provides flexibility for .
creativity of. the physical education teacher.

(- It is not feasible to allow students to choose.

actiyjties that interest them. ’
The new, physical education 'program meets many of

the needs of students but not all.
, . ~

) " .The extra time allotment for physical education

per week is one of the most positive benefits of the new

-

&

! ' program.
The aims and objectives of physical education in

, t\iewfom\dland cannot be achieved by the present program but with-

. . \
. a a few improvements fmich can be accamplished. .

—

: Y
practical application of physical education in the school
. h Ton .
setting., = | ‘ o [

With more time, the mew physical education §

1
. . j 3
program could be successful. J

The new physicdal education program is undergoing
growing pains. - '

The new physical educaton curriculum is at

p!{asent a good foundation on which to build a successful

,

program.

.- " The new physical education courses provide for a - -




" because they are always poorly organized.
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AN . i -
The fact that students are now receiving a

cognitive understanding of physical education is one of the

N

chjef advantages of the new program. .
o
-*f::{:‘;
B. Characteristics at the School District lLevel .
5. The district's history of innovativeat temts

"The change from the old noncredit system to the

* new credit system in physical education is a waste of time and

.
u

money. - ! E : _ -
. N\ L - . " .
Changes in the school curriculum have not been .

successful in the past and neither is the present change in the

physical education program.

Changes in the physical educat ifon curriculum
4

have not worked well in the past.

~

o Changes in the education system never work
. L '

Fo

»

AN

~

6. The adoption process ™ -

The process of introducing. the new physical

education courses is confusing to the physical educationm

teachers. {
PS

Students do not really know what to expect fram

the new physical educétion-coui'ses until they are a'ctuz'illy

taking. part*
The new program has been introduced to the
school and little follow-up has taken place since.

)

Those who introduced the new physical /education

D

———



prcgram do not appear tc be interested in how it is doing.
The content of the new courses is not explaine;i
to thre .students before they regi'ster..-
M'Js'é"teachers do not take the expectationa of -
" the mew pro‘grmﬁ seriously because there does not al;pear to be
anyone interested in exgctly what the teachers are doing.
} Stud'ents 'are' not given the opi)ortuni ty to choose

3
L]

the activities . that Lnterest then.
’ Teachers cart carpletely 1gnor[the objectives of
- the new program because nobody is there to checI\up on them. -
. s ©

7. Central adnin'istra'tlve supportrand involvement . “

Teachers are essectial ly alone in their efforts
to adninister the new" program effectively. -

Physical education teachers require more.
guidance frcm the I)epartment of Education to effectlvely teach (
. the new courses. (No_te: N'ay alsp be categorized under factor
14), . | S ' S

" Most teachers do mot feel confident in thc
——
quality of support avallable fram their echool board o .

The school does not appear to be as interested
in tl.xe new physical education prcgram as i.t is wl th other
progréms . | S e S

8e S:taff de\}elopment (in—servlice), an(.i partioipatic;n'-

Littfe thought has. Ibeen given to the {ideas of
physical education tcachers when develdping the new programs.

- ’ ... r
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A ’

, There are edequate feedback chafnnels for

téachers to express problems and concerns about the new

programs ;
. Physical education teachers are adequately e -
.o : . a . 28
prepared for the new courses thrdugh in-service training: ' .
Physical education teachers need continuotis L

-access to qualified help as they‘lea'r'n to use the program.

]

[

, 8, Time-line an‘d infqnmfi;)n sys;tan_(.evélﬁ'atlon)
.'lhe' new physical' education ‘pfogram is very good
but it was mtroduced too t‘ast. , | ) L a
Very little tlme or thought has gone {nto’ the&" '
planmng { of the new physical educatlon courses. - ' -

Thg time frame for complete implementation of ~ . .

the new courses. is too short. ' : ) T - .

A . .
More discussion is required to bring aboudd o
. 4 : o
imor, i?eme,nts' in the new program.
Most physical education $eachers did not have

- ' . .
o ‘ >

enough time to prepare for the.new physical education courses.

-

10. Board and cgfmunlty. characteristics :

The school board {s not supportive of the new

physieal ed}lcatlon program. . ' .
fﬂﬁ&v The schOol board does not haVe a cm'plete o |
understanding ot‘ the goals and objectives of physical educatlon _\\é‘
in Newfoundlihd. )
The carmunity thlnks of physical edl;t;tion as’ o "-.;_
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e

~.. about and unders'tanding the physical education curriéulun.’

: N 113

sports and campetition and very little  to do with-education and
~ L3N v

learning. o v

» The community is negative towards the new sports

activities.introduced by the new program. -

1 The school board does not value physicaly\

’ v——

education as an academic subject.

€~

The community Ls not knowledgeable enough about

athe new physwal education program
N

~

c.. Giarqcterist'ics‘a',t the School Level y E ' —_—
' . & ¢ ’ ’ ' . S
‘11. The princ¢ipal o J
.o v - . / N T
. ¢ 'The ,orincipal plays‘a positive role in the

development of Rhysucal education curriculum.
. ’Ihe princupal plays an in'portant role in the

introduction of the new physical education courses to the

" schoo I

Principals are of little help to physical
education teachers concerning physical education curriculum.
. . . ?.'

. oS ' , \
. The principal-has the responsibility of learning

-

'Ihe principal of the school has the

k4

responsibility of. prcmoting physical education.,

;~" Lo 'Ihe principal is often too tied down by ) RS

-adminlstrative duties to becmle involved in physical education ‘

! .

curricuhm concems. e T

A}

'Ihe principai ts responsible for aiding in the

24

S

n "

provision of equipment time and facilities for tho physical
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, program guides.

- ' 114

education program. C Y

Principals have good intentions but do not know
enotgh- to help‘physical education teachers with the new

program.

-

Teachers Tequire guidance *fram principals to do

a shifsysful job of Egaching the, new physical education
courses, - )

» .

© 12, Teacher~teacher relations

4

: ' - ° \
\ ' *There is not enough communication’ among physical
educgtioﬁ‘épééialists regarding the new prog}mn. C .

;

Little opportunity is provided for physical
educi:}?n,teachers to discuss concerng about the néw program.

/. Ph?éical education teachers learm more frdﬁ'qach

other about the new.physical education program than fram

workshops. ~ v T

Most physical education teachers choose to keep
their ideas concerning the new program to themselves.
‘ ! - . v N N
Physical education teachers feel free-to contact

a

each other for advice cdncerning the new physical education

]

progrmn.. " o ‘ | i}

13. Teacher characteristics and orientations ' '

w

. ¢ . . k
SECR « Most physieal education teachers teaching the

°
kY

new courses do not carry out all the recammendations of «the

The new program provtdes'flexibiliiy for

AT
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creativity of the physical education teacher. i

l
Most physical education teachers have a camplete
‘ 0

-

understanding of the new physical education program.
| Physical education teachers are well prepared in
university for the new 'physical education program. '_ \
Physical educ\ation teachers are playing an
important- role in the pr ion of physical education,to
students, teachers, administrators, and the general public.
D. Characteristics External to the Local System
14. Role of govermment. " . . R

No statemerits deemed appropriate to this factor. \

15. External assistance
There is a large amount of human and material
resources available to bhy_sical education teachers to help them

/ in the new program ‘from sources outside the regular education
< -
- circles (i.e. YM/YWCA, Recreation Associations, etc.).
- Teachers have easy' access to resources to aid

3

them in the new program from the ;rarious sport goveﬁing bodies
in the province. . ‘ _
Teachers often use: ogtside resources (i.e. °
* speakers, equipment, films, e.t'c‘c) in teaching the new physical
education program.
‘ Nioney donated by outside sources (i.e.

Parent=Teacher Agsoc'iations, Lions Club, etc.) is'eééential for

the success Of the new program.

v L4
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JUDGEMENT SCALE
Moderately Moderately . Teacher/~
. Apprc- Appro- Inappro- Inappro- Student Principal
.priate priate' Neutral -, priate priate Survey Survey Both

1. The new physical education curri- > 4. 1 ‘ 2 1
culum doci not meet the necds
ol the stwients,

4

(6,
i

2. ‘'the new physical education pro-

. aram is improving the status
of physicul education in ? . :
Newfoundland. _ _— ‘ a

-
-

2. the present physical educaticn 5 4 ’ 3 2 1 )
. curriculum is not‘as beneficial ‘
L the student as the previous . .
_ nuncredit progreu, ) \ : . ‘
P . - |
\ 4. 'Mhe new phiysicil education
: . curriculuu, as developed amd
- inplarcnted, increuses student ° ’ °
- motivation towerds physical -
activity and its bencfits. . ‘

(01)
o+
w
[

—

5. Il yiven the opportunity to 5 4 3 2 1
go back to the old noncrcdit - -
program, Lost teachers would ’ -
choose to go back. \ ' )

6. If students had the choice of 5 4 3 2 1

= doing noncredit or credit
physical education, igst would R
choose the credit program. - '

2
|

Lt
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12.°

13.

14

9.

"not enocugh tradition, -

“Mhe new paysical educttion pro-

gram is o step in the right
dircection.

M2 gouls and obje€tives ol the
new physical education curri-
culun ar> clearly uncerstoou by
the phiysical educutors.

The evaluation sciieng prouuces
a representative grade of stu-
dent psychuanoter and cwgnitiye
perrotivice. .

The process ol .introducing che
new physical ocducation courscs
is confusing. '

The new program i< the result
of good intentions ond poor
planning. :

The evaluation scheme for the
courses is too burdensaie for
teachers, inpuiring teaching.

Exvaluation procedures of the
new courses are too tine consu-

ming. ,

The reorganized physical -
ticn prografhas.too many ditfe-
rent physica¥‘activities and

Moderately Moderately _Teacher/
Appro-  Appro- Inappro- Inappro- Stident Principal.
priate priate Neutral priate priate Survey Survey Both
5 - 4 -2 2 T,
5 g 37 2 1
P4
¢
9 h 3 Z 1, i
A\
- 2
5 4 - 2 p 1
’ L]
5 &} 3 2 1 (‘ \
]
5 4 3 2 1
5 4 TN\ 3 2 1
i
5 4 3 z i -
[ o]
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\ -

™ ' Moderately Moderately ' Teacher/

Appro- Apprc— . Inappro- ' Inappro- Student Principal
. . priatg priate Neqtrail -priate priate ,Survey Survey Both

: — - ' -
15. 1he cuals and objectives of tho 5 * 9 "5 T )

new physical educaticn program
arc confusing and not well .
understoud by nany physical L !
cgucation tcachers. - ' ’ o

4

o)
e
2

(94

'I(S."= More discussion is réGuired to
“bring apour.improvenent in the ,
nevw progrem, . ’ '

17. 'The new physical education curri-
culun is theoretically good but
does not work well in the prac- _ . :
tical school situation, i ~ ..

(G ]
)
)
—_

o
N
—

14&. 'The new physical education curri- - 5 q
culum provides the imch needed -
variety in physical activities
not previously available.

W
.
[9%)
N
-

19+ The aims and ob.jcctive-s of phy-
« Sical educaticn in Nevfoundland
cannot be met by the present proyrium.

)
—

20. The success of the new courses is 5 q 3
impaired by overcruiwding in the

classes, --

21. The new physical educaticn courses 5 4 L3 IR K
put too much emphasis on skillg ’ ; - .
and cognitive ability and not _ . ‘ .
enough emphasis on fun and enjoyrent. . - :

6l



27.

[

Thore is not quite’ enougit tiiw
available to cunplete the
requirements ot the courses,

A number of sports in the new
physical cducation progroa
cannot be carried cut effec-
tively with existing eguijeent
arl facilities.

The reerganizdd physical educa-
tion pregpam is too traditional
in its cricring of physical
activities.

The ncw physical oducation
prcgramn has the npotential oi
neeting the necds of studentd
but does not mect that
potential as yet.

. Ihe physical educaticn progran

being upgraded to crodit status
is successful az a form of

motivation for student: because
they are now working Lur narks.

Students arc bored with tne
cognitive,aspect of the now
LDryyrain. )

Moderately .

Moderately . ‘Teacher/
ro—  Appro- .. Inappro- Inappro- Student Principal
prlate priate Neutral priate priate Survey Survey Both
5 A 3 oz 1 '
-
o )
5 4 3 2 1 ,
_ -
5 4 © 3 2 1
5 4 3 2 1
v . Y
'sk./_ ' 3 2 )|
[
5 E 3 z 1
4 Y
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29,

Lal
[
)

31.-

32.

Students are not given the
ogportunity to choose the

" activities that interest thom.

It is not feasible to allow
students to choose activitics
that interest them.

The new physical education pro-
gram reets many of the needs of
students buL not all.

Thel extra time allotirent for
physical education per veek i3
onc of the most positive bene-

~[{its of the new program,

The aims and objectives of -

physical educaticn in Newfound-
land camnnot be achicved Ly the
present proqgraun but, with a
fow improveiments, much can be
accanplished. -

The new physical education
courses provide for a practicul
application of physical educa-
tion in the school setting.

E mdérately Moderately ; Teacher/
Appro-  Appro- _ Inappro~ Inappro~ Student Principal
_ priate - priate Neutral priate priate Survey Su{vey Both
5 g 3 , 1
5 4 3 2 1 ’
\
5 4 4 3 y 1
5 4 3 ] 2 1
5 4 3 2’ 1
5 4 3 2 1
0
A , =



- Moderately
' -Appro-  Appro—

"~.. priate priate

-

v |
Moderately

Neutral

I

Inappro- Inappro- Student
priate

X priate

Survey

" 34. 'With more_tine, the new physzical 5 4 |
educatiun proyram could be
successful.

35. The new phvzical education pro- 5 ¢
gram is unkiergolly qrowing pains.

36. 1he new physical educalion *5 4
curriculuin iz at present a qux:-h/ o :

foundaticn on vinich to build a

successful progran,

37. 'tae fact that students arc now .5 d
receiving a cognitive under -
standing of physical education ) .

- 15 one of the chicf advantaucs v
. of the new program.

gv. e cnange fram the old noncredit 5 ¢
system to the new crealt Lystan
in physical education is a

.. waste ol tLw and ey,

wn

=29, Changes in the school curriculum
have not becn sucoesstul in the
past and neither is the present
change in the physical education
curriculur.,

- 4G. Changes in the phvsical eaucation 5 4
R curriculum Lave not worked well
in the past.

3

(Y]

W

[\

1

cher/ ;
Lncipal
S5 ey Both

i @

21
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43,

45,

46.

41. Changes in the education system

never work because they arc
always poorly organized.

The procese of introducing
the new physical education
cuurses 1s confusing to the
physical education teacher.

Students do not reawlly know
whut to expect fcom the. new
physical education courses
until .they are actually taiing
part.

The new proyram has been intro-

‘duced to tle schiool anc little

follow-up has taken pldce since.

1hosc whio introduced tiie new
physical cducation program

do not appear tu be intercsted
in how it is doinyg.

Moct teachers do not take the

expectations of. the new procrua,

seriously because there dees
not appear to be anyone inter-
ested in exactly what the
teachers are doing.

v

. 3
Moderately Nbae.rately Teacher/
Appro-  Apprc- Inappro- Inappro-. Student Principal
priate priate Neutral priate priate Survey Sunn_ay Both
5 4 3 2 1 '
5 4 3 2 1
5 q 3 2 } 1
z N N .
E - 4 3 2 1
-~
5 4 2 p2 1
5 - a 3 2 1

Ri4%



47,

45.

9.

SG.

51.

52.

»

. 4

‘' Appro-

priate

Moderately

Appre-

priate

- Neutral

Moderately

Inappro- Inappfol Student Principal

priate.

Teacher/

priate Survey Survey Both .

ieachier:s c.n émiplct_cly iginge 5

th> objectives of the now pro-
gram because nobody is there o
check up on tham.,

J

@]

fecchers arce eusentinlly alone
in their eftorts to adianister
tne new ey cliecctively.

Physical education toachers 5
rogulire pure quiocance run thoe ’
Departient ot Flucation to

eftectively teach the now ‘.‘
s,

POSE texchers do not teel conti- p

dent in tne quality of support

avatilible 'rom their school
beard.

‘The school does not wHpear to be
as intcrested in the noew pnysical
educiaticn program as¥ it is with >
cther progriatis .

Little thought has been given to
the ideas of phy:sical caucation
teachers when developing the

new progrius.

1heee are pdoquate Lecabacik chonnels o o
for téache s tc oxpreoss prebline

ard concerns atout the ncw pougriui

4

Ja

3

(4]

z

(xS

RS

LN

1

1.
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) . Moderately ‘Moderately : Teacher /
\ Appro-  Appro- Inappro— Inappro- Student Principal
5 priate . priate Neutral priate priate Survey Survey Both
- s4. Physical educution teachers - - 3 V2 ' o i
: are adequatcly prepared for S : '
the. new cources through jn- .
service trainingy.
. 55. Physical educuation teachers '’ 5 4 3 2 1 ,
° nced continuous access to ' . . L
Y qualified help as they learn -
to use the program. : -

56. The ncw physical educaticn 5 4 3 2 J v -
program 15 very guud but it '
was introduced too fast. - '

57. Very little tine or thouygtit 5 4 3 2 -1
has gone into the planning of 7 | /-

. the new physical educatiopy
cuurses. s
[ - ' 1 <
53. The tiie frame for conplete 5 o 3 2 1
' inplenentation of the new - , . - .
. x ~ courses is too short. .
N \ - . .
' 59. bdost phyzical education 5 4 "3 2 1 i
teachers did not have enocugh - o
» time to prepare for the new - ~ . -
physical education courses. ‘

6U, Thce school board is not suppor— 5 -4 3 2 . 1
tive ol the new physical ' - ) o .
education program. ‘ - ’

] - . -
| - . 5
) L (W) 1)
L] \‘. ‘ . ] .
) \ . : . . e



83

S ' B . ’ Moderately Moderately® Teacher/.
Appro-  Apprc- lnappro- Inappro- Stucent Principal
) . priate priate ‘Neutral priate priate Survey Survey ‘Both

[y

61. 1hic school boord  does not s 5 N 3 2 v oo -
a canplete unerstanding of g, .
the goals und objecgtives of - #
7physical education in .
NewfoundlanG. ’
62. The comunity thinks off physical 5 e 3 z 1 ‘
cducation as sports amd conpe- '
tition and very little to Ji ) ¥
with education and le.rrding.

63.-The cornunity is negutive tuwards, 5 g 3 2 1
the now sports activitics ihtoo- : o
duced by the new prograu, -

64. The school txard does not viYue K5 1 3 z
physical education as an acadendc . (
subject., ’ 3 ) ’ : . _/

» 1 . ~

b}
—

L

i . . . .

(O]
(7
—_

65. 'lhe camunizy is not knaledgeable ) .
cnougn about the nev. paveical . . - ] * ]
© education pregran.  C . i : . Y

(U]
£
wJ
N
—

*66. he principal pluys a pesgtive
role in the developmeAt or
physical education durriculum.  ° N ° » .

67.Me principal pliys an irportant . ° R R 3 = A - ,
réle in the intraduction cf tac” ' L e T N

i new physicl ggucation cours s - : o ' / )
to the schabl.” - i ’ } R ~ . . ) . 4 e

»

"



" 68.

0,

7.

730

Principals arc of little help
ty phymonl ecuuar.mn teactuers,
conceraing phys sical educaticn
currlcu]un",\

the princinal has thic respon-
sibility of legrning abxut and
understarcling the pliysical
education curriculum. '

e principal of the schecl has
zhe responsiblity ©f prascting
physicul educaticn.

‘ihe principal is often too ticd
daam by adidnistrative dutics
te beeune involved in physical
ecucation curriculum concerns.

‘Me principal is responsible
for aiding in thc provision
of. equipnent, tire and
faclllgle.; for the phys 1(.ul
education progran.

Principals have good intentions
but do not know enocuch to help

physagal educuticn teachers with’

the new progran.

Moderatel\ bbae"ately °  Teacher/
Appro~ Appre- . ' Inappro- Inaporo— Student P¥incipal -
px_'late priate = Neutral pnate . pr:.ate. Survey  Survey
X 5 4 3 z . 1
»
g 4 q 5 S 2 1. .
g A 3 Z. - ]
5 a 3 2 . 1.
> —_
5 -4,. -3 ' 2 1
. I
q | o3 2 1
o -~ ‘ v
L J i ) ‘ ) o o '
i ~

z

e

L
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P
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) Moderately Moderately Teacher/

Appro— - Appro- - Inappro— Inappro- Student Principal

. L, priate ‘priate. Neutral priate priate Survey Survey Both

74. "teachers rotuire guidance fram L 5 a4 .3 2 T 1-
. prinéipuls o ao-a successtul Fob :
of tecaching the new physical 5 .
education ceurses. - T ; ‘
75. 1here %5 not enotuygh.aermunicstion
anong [Aiysical educition specialiuts _
regarding the new progras, .

wn
~
W
b\\
—

(V2]
B
L%
'\\
’
-

76.- Little opportunity i providced for g

- physical educatiocn teachers to ‘ X - -
discuss concerns alxut the oo

ncw pPrograr. . : o A

77. Ehysical eaucation tecchers learn 5 . T
~aofe from cach other about the ’ .
new physical education pregLun hd
r.han fram vor<shops, !

o
N
-—

[
—_
A}

73, Fost physical education teaclel's TS . 3
chioose to keep their ideas
concerning the new projra. to
thomsclves. '

(994
.

79. Physical education teachers [eel 5 4 :
[ree to. contzc: each other Lor . \
advice conccorning the new physical
education program. :

80. Most physical education tcachers S 4"
teiching the Jpcw course do not - .
carry out all*the reconmerndations - ¢ : : !

. uf the proyram guides. : : : ' '

(€Y
[T
4
-
t



L

~——

b

81. The now program provides flexi-
bility for creativity of the
physical education teacher.

- '82. lwst physical educaticn teachers
- - have a cumplete understancing of

the new physical education prograd,

>, thyfical education veachers are
l-prepared in university for
¥ the new physicai cducation program,

84. pPhysical education tcachers are
playing an drportant role in the
prancticn of physial education
to stuldents, teachers, adidinis-
trators, and the gencral public.

85. Adoguate fumiing has been pro-
vided for the ngy physical
education prograua.

86. ‘lere is a large ancunt of
human and nuterial resources
available to, physical
education teachers to help
them in the new grogrum
fraom sources outside the
reqular education circles
(i.c. YM/MICA Recreation 7
Associalions, etc.).

' 4
Moderately
Appro-  Appro-

Moderately , ‘Teacher/
Inappro— Inappro- Student Principal

~

priate = priate Neutral priate priate Survey Survey Both
. !
5 -4 K 2 1
M. teram
5 4 3 2 1
I'4 . *
: 5 4 3 ? 1 i
- 4 3 y, ) 1 - .
5 ¢ ¢ 3 2 1
* 14
5 4 3 2 “1 g
& N e
T
- [ 4
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rately l“bdérateiy - Teacher/
Appro- TO- . Inappro- Inappro- Student Principal
priate priate Neutral priate priate Survey Survey Both

87.

89.

90.

91.

‘iteachers have casy access to
resources to aid tiem in the
new -program from thdbvarious
sport governing bodies in the
province. .
Teachers citen use cutside
tesources (i.c. speakers,
equianent, filin;, cte.) in
teaching the new phycical
cducation prograi.

.
dMeney denated by outside scurce:
(i.e. Parent-toacher associations,
Lions Club, etc.) 1is essential
for the success of the now
proyrai.

-

Students sheuld be given the
opportunity to chouse tlhe
activitics chat interest the.
The content of the now coursas
are explaincd to the students
before thwey register for thon,

-

5

4

(V)

[0

1

081,
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Judges assignment

of statements to

¢ surveys.
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Response of Judges 1-14 on the
Five-Point Cont
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Statement
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Are you s teacher ot priocipal?

TEACHER/PRINCIPAL SURVEY

| >

: Teacheﬁ Priocipal
Do you bave & degree in physical education? Yes : No
Please circle the suaber of the physical education courses you teach. 1100 2100 3100
. . = .
3 i, ~ Strdngly Strongly
Agree Agree Neutral Dissgree Disagree

8.

s

The new physical education curriculum does not meet the °needs of
the students.

Th new physical educatfon curriculum, as developed and
1£§1emented, fucreases stédent motivatfon ctowards physical
activity and its benefits.

. v L
1f students had the choice of,dqlne noncredit or credit physical

education, most would choose the credit program.
4

The goals. and objectives of the new physical education curriculunm
are clearly uanderstood by the physical. educators.

L)

Evaluation procedures of the new courges are too time consuming.

<

The-neu physical education curricdlum provides the much needed
variety ia physical activicies not previously aval\able.

. The new physical education courses pyt too nuch emphasis on
-skills and cognitive ability and not enoGgh emphasis on fun and

en joyment. . :

There 1is not quite enough time available to complete the
requirements of the courses. ' )

S

i
!
‘ |

<

Gtl

.

&£,
e
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9.

10.

11.

2.

13.

l&-

15.

16.

17.

18-

AN

“

A number of activities in the new physical educatior .program
cannot be carried out effectively with existing equipment and
facilities. .

The new physical education curriculum 1s at preseat a good
foundation on which to bulld a successful program.

There are adequate feedback channels for teachers to express
problems and councerns about the new programs.

Physical education teachers are adequately prepared for the new
courses through in-service training.

Physical education teachers need contfiouous access to qualified
help as they learn to use the program.

The conmunlty{ thinks of physlc‘ education as sports and
competition and very little to do with education aiid learaning.

The community is not knowledgeable enough about the new physical
education program. ‘ X
. 'l
Tﬁe peincipal plays a8 positive role lé the development of
physical edugatlon curriculum
I
The principal plays an important role in the introduction of the

oev physical education courses to the school. *

Physical education teachers are well prepared fn university for
the new physical education program.
’

-

L

=

Strongly
Agree

w?

ree

Strongly
Neutral Disatree Disagree
o
3 2 1
3 2 1
3 2 !
-3 2 1
- ?Q__,, 2 1
3 2 |
3° 2 1
3 2 |
3 | 2 ',
3 2 1



19.

27.

3
. ) [ Strongly
. Azree
’ .
Physical education teachers are playing an foportant role in the ' 5

promotion of physical education to students, teachers,
administrators, and the general public. :

° .
Adequate funding has been provided for the new physlca,l«_ 5

education program.
. , « —_

Thevre is a large amount of :human and material resources . §

.

avajlable to physical education teachers to help them {n the new
program, from sources"outside the regular education circles
(1.e. YHM/YWCA, Recreatfon Assoctaw¥™on, etc.).

Teachers have easy access to resources to ald them in the new 5 -

program, from the varfous &port goveraing bodies {n the
province. ?
The content of the new courses is not explained to the students 5

before they reglst\er.

L3

¢

.
.

More discusston is vequired to Bring aboul {mprovement In the__-r §
nevw prograno.

The new physical education curriculum {s theoretically good but- 5
does not work well in the practical school sftuation.

3
IS -

[y -

The success of the course is {mpaired by overcrowding {in the 3
classes. ’, >
Students are not given the opportunity to choose the actinities 5

tiar f{oterest theom.

A!ree

~

Stroogly
Neutral Disagree Dlla!ree
3 2 \

3 2 1

] 2 l

3 2 6}1

3 2 |

3 2 1

"3 2 1
3 2 1
3 2 1

4

2¢€1



. . Strongly : Strongly
. - Agree ree Neutral Disagree Disagree

3l.

.

33.

3.

35.

36.

-

The new physical education program is very good but it was
fntroduced too fast. too

The princtPal has the responslbility of learnine about and
understanding the physical education curriculum. ’

. ) .
The principal of the school has the responsibflity of promoting
physical education. ’ -

-

There is not enough communlicatlion among physical @ducation
specialists reéarding the nev program.

Little-opporcunity is provided for.physical educatioh teachers

to discuss concerns about the new program. P

Physical education teachers feel free to contact each othét for

advice concerning tf new physical ed‘cation propram.

The new program provides flexibilicy for -creativity of the

physical education teacher.

Most phvsical education teachers have a complete understandine

of the newv physical education progran,

Teachers are essentially alone in their efforts to admin{ister

the new program effect(vely.

e 3
-

The time frame for complete implementation of the ned coursf{‘ls
4

too short.

ra
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\
- =~ *
. ' /
: Strongly Strongly
- - Kgree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree
] . .
P . [§
38. The principal is often dgo.-tied doun by administgative duties to 5 4 3 P \
bero\g-‘ej,involved in physical education curticulum concerns. .
“ -
F\\
39. Most physical education teachels teaching the new Courses do not 5 4 3 2 \
carry out all the recOmmendations of the progr;: gsuides.
40. Students ghould be given the opportunity to choose the (3 5 4 3 " ‘
’ -
activitles that interest them. :
[3 / . ; -
41.% The reorganized physical eduycation program has too many 5 4 ‘9 9 |
N different physical ac vil“ies\and not enough tradicional. N -
. o
~ . o \\f '
) 42. The poals and objectives of the new physical education program 5. - 4 3 . ? )
are confusing and not wel! understood by many physical education
teachers. ¢ °
~4
43. Students are Ggred with the cognitive aspect of the new - ¢ 4 3 2 |

pragram-

44. The fact that students are now recelving a cogpnitive

wn
s~
(V)
~9
—

* undergtanding of physical education s oane of the chief v ’
S advantages of the new program. : - N L - - - -
5. The phystcal education program being upgraded to credit status 5 4 3 2 T

is successful as a foro ofQ motivatjon for students.

ot
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& : . ®_ .
Y 5 . . - .
g T - . B _
s _ e . 1 b - -
- L. s A
. ! ‘,‘ M r p STIID! U‘IV!'Y
. 3 B ! >
. A \ . . - ' - -\‘ . !
. ° * J? . ' - ?"0081_1 Strongly
v . \ - " Agree | Agree  Reutral Disagree Disagree
: . - . -
.l The new physical educstion curciculum dBes not' meet thr; A~ S 4 1 2 ]
needs of the students. ' N : - . s
AY . ]
. 2. The new physical education c'ul;r‘lcpulun_ as Jdeveloped and 5 4 v 3 N i
. fmpleménted, “increases student motjvafion towsrds physical « § . h : .
= . ic't.lv_ity‘and fts benefits:s ' ' S . ‘
S c .y ot .
K 3. 1f studéfts had the chotce of dofnp noncredit of credlt S R “ & ) 2 1
. physical edgcatlon,.poﬁz would q:'ho'ose.’the credst program. ' b .
- 2 &. The new phvsical education »currlculu'r:‘ provides the. much 5 4 3 2 . 1
" “needed . variety {n .physical activities no¥ “previously o ’
. aval llb_le: B i ¢ . . o . ) - } : . .
- . . - ' )
. }. The new physical ec_ﬂu_culon courses'pu‘t too  much emphasis odf -~ 5 4 . 3 2 i
, ' : skills and cognitive ab!llity: and not enouph emphasi.s on fuo . ’
K snd enjoyment. ) ) .t . ¢
b & \ | , £, | _
. " 6. There is not quite enough ™ime avalilalle to complete the 5 4 3. 1
) ., requirements of the courses. s ‘ ’ v -
. . v - . . , &
7. ‘The community thinks of physical education a3 sparts’ and 5 4 3 2 1
competition and very little "to do with educacion and- g )
- learning., oL T - .
. l\ 8. The community {s nat knowledgeable enough about the new 5 - 4 k) 2 1
physical education program. .
.‘ - - ‘,
. - .'\ ’ = . - L . ._'o " -
- N - -
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10,

12.

15.

16.

11,

'18.

"students before they register for them.

. o o
-

+
Physical educatton teachers are playing an faportant role in

the promotion. of physical education to students, teachers,
+

adainistrators, .nq the general public.

The content of the new courges is not ¥xplained to the

L

The success of the new courses s impalred by qy€fcrowdlng in
. : /

the classes. .

Students are not given the opportunity to choose the
activities that interest them. ,‘ .
Students s8should be piven the - opportunicy to choose the
activities that interest them. ’

»

The -reorganized physical educatfon program has too many
different physical accivitles and not enough traditional.
. k]

Students are bored with the copnitive aspect of the new
program.

The fact that students™ are now récelvlng a cognitive
undetrstanding of physical education is one of he chief
advaocages of the new progran. ‘

¢ ’ )

The physical education proeram being upgraded to credit
status 1s successful as a torm ofsmotivation for stodents.
Please llrcle the nuaber of the physical education cpurse you

are presently iak:ng.
- )

Strongly

3'“
«

1100

ree

[

¢
Neutral Disagree

Stton;ly

™ 2
3 2 ,
"
3 2.
3 2
3 2
3 2
2100
.r
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