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o . - The purpose of this study was 'to determine the

.- attitudes of teachers toWards innovative compensatory educational

'~ programs which they were required to implement in their classrooms:. . F

- - Twenty-five first, second, and.third grade teachers vere survéyed. =/

~.-EVvery. teacher'uaswreguiréd to teach at least- three compensatory,, o
programs in reading, science,.and mathematics in addition to the ,
regular curricula. Teachers responded to a gquestionnaire rglevant to /

oo /
' teacher concerns akout.new programs in areas of management, degree of’
. perseonal invclvement, and program impact. on“stidepts. The findings of . -
. the study indicated that teachers were seldom asked about their :
». " desire to use these programs. Teachérs had liamited knowledge f
.. iccmpensatory programs. Teachers wanted to interact and learn more '
- aboat compensatory programs. Teachers'ldcked confidenceé in these .-
f\TTtgpg:a154frinally,'teachers were interested in modifying o
' instructional approaches;. however, they.were not interested in /"
. .ccllaborating with others to disseminate the prograas. (Author/JP)
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INTRO?%CTION
. : ' A i . ‘}i ' ; 7
School administrators involved, in the large-scale lmplementat;jp,/

of innovative programs often overlook the feelings and opinions of/the
- I o S Vs
person responsible for e actual implementation of the program, the

clasSroom téacher. No matter how carefully de51gned a program is, it

cannot be said to be teacher proof. In additfon, it is usually

*

practically and financially impossible for project management to insure
‘that the program is being implemented as designed once it has been broadly

‘diSSeminated Therefore, in order to aid in the proper administration of

» v

a program at the very least a program should be undertaken to monitor

teachers' opinions of the programs. o, L .

¢

.. "The purpose of this study was to.assess achers' general attitudes

Ty

Al n_'

- in their classes.' ongrams in reading, maEhematics, and social studies were

R presenv’#ch of these classes.. In addition, some . classes also had

3

prograna,in bilingual education, music, art,,affective ‘education, and science.

;By‘statétand'federal guidelines these programs were considered supplementary
- - . - /'/ ) v ! : - N . >

g . . . . .
. / - . ~ N : : .
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. . . . .
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" to the regular curriculUm._:As such, these ﬁrograms were to be faught in

‘addition to rather than instead of the regul&f curriculum. B sed upon

-a 'simple comparison between the amount of time required to t ach the

| . . ' v
regular and supplementary programs and the length of the sqhool day it was

found that the task was impoSsible.

// "
//
/

Process evaluation performed: by the Department of Research and EQalua-

tioh indicated that the teachers felt frustrated by the fact that they

’

were not completing theirléssigngd task. They also felt that the training
’ 3y . L

» .

they received on the .proper. implementation of these projects was.inadequate.

A .
This study assessed

end of the schoolkyear:

’

| the concerns of the DISD Title I teachers at the



. B ‘ METHOD

. Subjects

: ‘ 0 o e
The sample consisted of all first, second, and third grade teachers

in 25 Title I schools in the- Dallas Independent School District. At

RN

" these three’ grade levels, every teacher was required to teach at least"

B

. three compensatory programs in reading, Science, and,mathematics in addi-

tion to_thé District s basal curricula. ‘Two hundred and fiftx~six (256) R

teachers responded to the questionnaire'which was about 90% of the teachers

Y

in the sample. - : o e,

Instrument ' . . ‘ ‘ S "

The Concerns Questionnailre was based on thf Stages of Concern Check-

.

"list deyeloped by Hall and Rutherford (1Q7Sf; The.34—item-queétionnaire

. ' 4 : : : . -
gathers infarmation relevant to teacher concerns about new programs in

]
LI

areas of management,-degree of persenal involvement and impact on students.

. - o . ‘ _
Teachers are instructed to respond to the concerns items on a 9-point scale

of "not true of me now"'to '"very true of me now." The teacher responds by

o - . - . ’.

markiyg ‘an answer sheet bubble following each statement. . For example:
N g . : .-I_ o ‘ . L l" - -
I am concerned about students' attitude toward o '

“w

‘these‘programs 1 2 3 .4 S. 6 7,\_,8 9

The questionnaire»further'identifies sei, age, highest degree, grade level
. - . ' o - e .
taught, number of years in teaching, percentage instruqtional time for
supplementary programs, and a general attitude toward Titlg I programs.”
. . N . N ‘ "‘ .

N

. . . . ' - . . )
S - - i . .
Procedure _ ~ : , S : fa .

The questionnaires were distributed to the teachers and the responses

a -

'collected during the first two weeks ‘of May, 1976 Distributionaand,response

. .
e ) 5.

*collection was accomplished through the‘interschool mailingwsystem. The :

response sheets were run through an opscan system amd the responses tabulated

Y : . . . ) » : . e : o X . 5 :
-and recorded on computer tape. Yo o & TN R
o . . . . Iy o St
i : . ; S . _ .
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RESULTS * ‘
N ¢ N . .

Of the 256 questionnaires returned 248 were retained for further N
analysis. Eight'questionnaires were eliningteo because they.wefe completed
in snch a manner as to make meaningful analysis impossible.

- Demographic daca'were collected on the respondents in the following
areas: ' ' L ' . .
1. grade:level . T '_ ' Y
2." age , -
‘3. highest degree /
". A crosstabulation of these results ar ,given dn Table 1.
- . ’ . \; - ~I_, v, ‘l ". ..‘ . .‘
o T //(/ :
. Demographic Crosstabﬁlation of Respondents1 o
: — . / - . ~ .
. / .
! " .~ Grade .
’ !
] K 11 2 3 5
, . B _
'Dégree Age : ‘
i : .
20-29 1% 34 31 14
b 30-39., .. 3 13 ‘10 . 8
» .“, . . . : . , v i [ . ‘
Bachelors 4049 . 4 | 6 ri . ;67
. © o T50-59 T e=l e 4 5 3
. - 60-over -- 4 1 1
. . N
i . . I
.20 . 3 4 2 3
a ;o
o
: 30 4 9- ~ 8 5 ¢« -
\ L . ’ . ‘ . ' v
Q‘;Ma_st.elrs 40 2 .= 5 [ B ' 4 .
: J\ © .50 . 1 . 5. 5 . -3 B
60-over - e & 1 :

v N

1'I‘eachers not included in this table did not respond to the demographic
’ questions in_ at least one category. = - 6 _ K _ » . (




A . o oo .o
' ! N . .

The responses to the questionnaire were initlallylnnalyzed via aﬁprincipa1+

™3 .
‘components, analysis. dhe résults confirmed the results reported by Hall and

Rutherford (1975) which indicated that there¢ were seven arcas of concern.

. ¢ . These were identified by the authors of this paper as:’

~

1. Ipformation Concerns

e , 2. Collaboration Concerns _ o v
‘3. Concerns with Stu?ent Ontcomee

s 4. Concerns about Lack of Knowledge

5. Time and Energy Concerns N
- 6. Implementation and Reyision Concerns ' v
(' o i . . . ’ - . .
7. Negativism. o : : ' y
N S ///

Items loading highly on the information factor dea}t’with.the conoerns

- the teachers had about-how|their roles would chi'fe<g;/a'resu1t-of these

e

programs. Responses stating that these 1tems were vgry true of _them would

indicate the desire for further information. Some &tems which loaded
4 . ' - . ) ‘o ‘e » -—
highly on.this factor were: ' E '

1. I would like to know what use these programs will have in _ .
the immediate future. , . o . R

2. 1 would 1 e to have more informatfon on the time and energy
*requireﬁ by these programs. : S e, 3

_3.. I would like to know how my role will change when I am ubing
these programs. » ‘ s . . 5.

e
SR . The collaboration component dealt with the desire to communicat with .
- other teachers about the p;ogram. These conterns’ f‘cIuaea both a deireﬂ

to exchange ideas and also to teach others';hout the.program.;"
N -t
¢ .
" Factor three dealt with concerns ahout how the program was affecting
‘. : ¢ - - s
the students. It also tapped the concern teachers had about the students’

~attithdee to the prodkam. ¥

. A T - | ' : ¢

,
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The items relating to lack of‘kuowledge all indicated that' the
teachers ‘did not ﬁéally.know what these brograms were. Examples of
. Y - M

these itéms a ./

. 1. I don't know what these programé are.'a»
2. I have limited knzﬁledge of these programs. ‘ . -
3+ Although I don't Know about these programs I am concerned

~about things in this area.

-
.

The fifth factor. was concerned with the vime and energy requirements .

of the programs. These items dealt with the feeling Ehat the programsjﬁtre

‘addigg to an already full day. S
on and Be

'Items loading highly on the implementati vision component. dealt

,Mith concerns about who makes decisiong. TheQ\also dealt with how input
5 might be made into the system. o

' The factor labeled as negativism had two items which loaded highly on.

it. These were: N

a - . P

. P o . .
l. I am not interested in learning ‘about these programs.

2. I know approaches that might wo;k\ietter. . .

]
]

It was felt that this indicated a negative attitude and almost hostility towgrds
these programs.




. ) DISCUSSION R o S

- ‘It should be recalled that the tedachers were asked to respbnd to these . ‘\\

A}

) items on a hine-point scale. The endpoints of this scale are (1) not true
of me and 9) very é}ue of me. The ‘factor means ‘were restaled so that

they might be interpreted in a similar manner as the orlginal scale. The . | P

3

‘résults were discussed in relation to the Dallas situation:“? ] e

-
‘ . S A R 4
The mean score on the information factor was 290 This indicates ,

.» . '.' N . s ] . ) . . - ‘ . ;
. that the teachers were concernedibout what these programs would require of -~

‘ them and how other’ faculty members were handling them. -Insthe DISD teachers

in one school seldom have the opportunity  to formally interact with -

teachers in another school . on matters that concern compensatory education
'. .. v ) - ’ st . . A . . .
programs. . At best the teachers are brought together:to receive instruction

from project management personnei as to the implementation of these programs.
& l \\
- ‘Generally this is done in fairly large groups that does not allow for inter—

N t '.. . ¥
action on the part of the teachers. 1In addition,.teachers are seldom, if

ever, asked if they desire)to use these programs. In most cases the advan-

tages of.these programs are not explained to the teachers. The responses v

to items in Factor 1 indicate the teachers do have a desire to interact as

.

. 1
* . well as learn mofe about the programs. -,

- . .
1

The second factor\tapped the area of collaboration. The .factor mean

f?c.tl,iwas~4 022. The ftems which 10;3\313425 on this itgm_diéfe:ed\from items

\> , which concerned themsel*es with interaction in Factor’l The items 1oading

/ - on Factor 2 involved woﬂking actively with other faculty to spread the use *° -t

/// ' of theSe programs. ‘A'mean of 4 022 indicates that teachers were responding

o this item on,_ the lower end,of the scale indicat:iz'(g that it was' not true

. of then: This-may relate to the teachers"lack of confidencg’I“*the programs

» N . . . . \‘«

o R

i ’ . . . . ‘ oL v .
3 : . : . [ 9 : . -
N N .‘ , . oo t. n.
B .



* or thelr feeling that there are too many prograns to become.actively
involved in;any of them. .In either case the responses indicated a.fairly

low degree of‘concern for actively disseminating these pPrograms. ,

A

The mean score on the student outcomes factor was 6.058. This indicates

that the degree of concern was on the high end of the scale. One should

‘xecall tﬂ‘E these were teachers in Title I schools. ™ Therefore, they werﬁ
working with students who have been targeted as needing supplementary -

programs to aid them in thelir studies. Although there was an indication of
» : .
concern.in the area “of student outcomes it seems to be lower than what one

~

might expect\_ That 1s, the teachers indicated that student outcomés were

" a 'moderate rather than a high concern. It wb ld seem\that if "these programs i

' . had greater acceptance concerns with student outcomes would be higher.

Items loading on factor 4 indicated teachers' concerns that they had’

limited knowledge of these programs. The mean score oh this facter-was 2.980,

indicating‘that teachers felt that this was generally not true.of them.

However, this mean was not as low as what one might:haye expected given that
- . y - . -

the respondents had.been teaching these programs for aImostsan entire school -
vear. This again polnts out that sone problems eiist.ip_‘ e implementation ’

of these pro rams. . . » .

"Th tim and energy factor had a mean score of 6.168. This reflects a

L) A

‘concern\on Lhe part of the teachers about being able to handle all'the things
that were being asked of them. This feeling is probdbly based on the fact

that they could legitimately claimito be overburdened by the number of-

[}

.

programs whichytheylwere called upon to teach.
Factor -six dealt with implementation and revision decisions. These

items dealt~with’such decisions as revising the.instrpctional approach used

A TR ‘1()’_



N

in these programs and modifying the pregram bqsed'oﬁ.the experiences of

their,stud.ncs. The mean score qh this fnctor'éaé 6.389.° This can be

[N o

contrasted with a mean of 4.024 on the-collaboration fictor.. Although

they ﬁere.intereated in modifying the programs théy were not iﬁcerestgd

ip-cbllqbbrating with others to disseminate it. A possible expt?hQiffi

of this is, given the teachers' frustration with the programs, they
D . ’ 4 '

. . 1 ‘ .
were concerned in participating in anything that migh¢,alleviate the

burden of these programa: This wéuld be the case 1in tre revision factor

l:

.bu; would not be in the collaboration factor. i
' v y)
Factor seven tapped negative feelings towa‘da the programs. This

factor had a mean of 4.3413. The responses to this féétbr,weré in the

-

nidrange of‘the concern-scalésﬂ In view of the responses for the other

.

‘factors, the response to this one may be ‘considered almost pdéitivé ;f

only because it was not higheg. °

-

-~ - " . . . Y e

. " T
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1‘ o ' CONCLUSIONS -~ '

]

L

Interpretati
)

that emphasis:needs to be placed on revising the Method in which programs

‘aré implemented. Greater -concern must be placed Qh_keeping the number of .

The frustration that

. programs'in a-given.classroom at a managéable level.
1 v I

.

this is causing iappears to have effected .the responses in ﬂll the areas of

concern making them less than optimal. Additionally .more emphasis must be

placed in’'staff deQelopment. This could alleviate the teacheréf,ignorance-

about certain parts of the program and provide for better implementation. -
‘ A |

on of the reluits in 1uﬂ&‘o( the DISD situation 1ndica£es
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