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Abstract

:

Educational changes require a great effort on the part of the entire educational community and, above all, the active involvement of teachers. The aim of this article was to analyze the main resistances to change that predominate among teachers at different educational stages. Through a non-experimental design, using an online questionnaire, teachers’ beliefs about factors influencing resistance to change were collected. The results indicate that the participants do not have great resistance to educational change and that legislative changes and the perception of teachers as having excessive functions are the most common aspects of resistance. There is greater resistance to change among men and in public schools and as the experience and age of the teaching staff increases. Based on the results, it is suggested that the educational center be placed as the unit of change, increasing the leadership of the director to carry out the changes suggested by the center itself, fostering teamwork among teachers, and institutionally supporting innovative initiatives that are evaluated or facilitating teacher training in relation to their teaching practice.
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1. Introduction


In recent years, society has been demanding new challenges from schools in accordance with social needs in order to train active, creative, enterprising, autonomous, responsible, and coherent citizens of the 21st century, among others. Among these challenges are the incorporation of information and communication technologies to the teaching-learning processes in a balanced way, the adoption of educational principles of functional diversity for a truly inclusive school, the unavoidable collaboration between school and community, the definition of the principal’s leadership, the training of teachers in active and participative methodologies, the design of functional tasks contextualized to the interests and needs of the students or ad hoc resources, the objective evaluation by competences, and the structuring of the school organization to eliminate inefficient bureaucratic processes (just to mention the ones we consider most urgent).



Each new era requires a different educational model and a different teaching staff, since the teaching profession assumes new functions due to social and scientific development [1]. In fact, educational change is a reality for all teachers around the world, as schools are constantly under pressure to innovate. However, many school practices remain persistent in the face of any kind of innovation [2].




2. Conceptual References


Nowadays, educational centers operate in a very competitive environment [3] and are evaluated by different stakeholders in education: families, the community, local authorities, the ministry of education, among others. The literature highlights that educational organizations tend to adopt models from the business sector given their productivity and mechanization [3,4]. This was pointed out by Hopkins, Ainscow and West [5] when they stated that schools adopt innovations with the aim of improving their performance by streamlining their management since they must prepare students to know how to face jobs that have not yet been created, for technologies that have not yet been invented and problems that they will have to face and that do not currently exist [6].



In this context, Ball [7] points out that red tape and bureaucracy in education have increased, and teachers have felt increasingly disadvantaged, as well as marginalized in the workplace. In fact, if we analyze the literature on the subject, we find an excess of roles that influence teacher professionalization [1,8].



Very often, innovations ignore the perspectives and realities of teachers, despite the fact that innovation should be received in light of the beliefs, perspectives, attitudes and practices of this collective [9,10]. In this sense, Paredes [11] affirms that for change to occur, people concerned with the change are necessary, through their ideas, behaviors and attitudes. Along these lines, Shirley [12] states that in educational change is often an irrational process. Consequently, the vision of changing traditional methods remains unfulfilled despite the school’s ability to connect the school curriculum with the students’ real-life concepts [13].



Moreover, around the world educational policy makers, practitioners, and academics have recognized the importance of leadership in the generation and implementation of innovations that in our context remains undefined [14,15,16].



On the other hand, Preston et al. [17] in their research highlight that the arguments that incite innovation in educational reforms have more to do with the competition and choice of educational centers for their innovative characteristics than for the intrinsic need for change expressed by the teaching staff. Consequently, this qualification will also influence the achievement and improvement of academic results [18,19]. It is therefore important to check whether these resistances exist and to ask ourselves what factors influence them.



For this study, change is defined as an innovation that implies that employees must learn new ways of thinking, acting, and/or operating in order to achieve the defined objectives [20,21], discarding changes that are exclusively framed in top management decisions that may not affect employees. Therefore, based on this premise, as Avey et al. [21] point out, resistance is a reaction in opposition to the change to be implemented, in such a way that employees adopt attitudes and behaviors that hinder such change. In addition, that educational change must emerge from all of the agents involved (as it is a collective responsibility) [22].



Resistance to change represents a critical psychological state of employees that affects the success of change initiatives undertaken by the organization, having the ability to seriously undermine these initiatives and lead to failure of change projects driven by management [23]. It is, then, of vital importance to know and understand this phenomenon of resistance to change, especially if we talk about current organizations which are in constant change, that is their permanent state, to change and change again in order to remain relevant and competitive in a knowledge society where quality demands are increasing [24,25,26,27].



It is not until the first decade of the 21st century that the study of resistance to change and the processes involved, as well as the psychological factors of each person that give rise to it, began to gain importance in academia [28].



However, if reference is made to a change in the work methodology of teachers, it should be taken into account that resistance can develop according to modalities that can coexist and appear partially or alternately. From Bianchi’s [29] perspective, in the first place, there would be the resistances to change that are expressed openly in a verbal way, so they are conscious resistances to change. Secondly, there are those resistances to change that manifest themselves through non-verbal language; and thirdly, there are hidden resistances to change, which only manifest themselves in a strongly unusual way at critical moments.



Depending on the changes to be made, it will be important to take into account the type of resistance to change to be faced in order to mitigate its effects. In this way, resistance to initial change can be encountered, which, depending on the context or the way the change is implemented, can take three forms. (1) It can manifest itself in a descending manner, i.e., it can present a resistance to the initial change and decrease in intensity as the change is implemented; (2) it can also manifest itself in a straight line, i.e., without varying its intensity over a long period of time; and, finally, (3) it can manifest itself in an ascending manner, where there is not only an initial resistance to change, but it increases over the course of the implementation of the change [29]. Thus, if the agents of change are well observed, we can identify the form of resistance to change in the face of innovation, and strategies can be formulated to neutralize them or use them to their advantage, since, according to Gordon et al. [30] in the school environment, the teacher is the main factor in change. In fact, these authors, referring to the implementation of the competency-based approach, point out that a methodological change depends on the attitude adopted by the teaching staff [22] and there is a large majority of teachers who resist it.



Resistance to change is part of people’s characteristics, can manifest itself in a direct or deferred way and has various causes: habits, insecurity, fear of the unknown, poor communication, acquired inertia, among others [31]. García-Chacón [32] considers that resistance to change always occurs naturally, and for this reason they use, at a business level, tools that facilitate the diagnosis of the levels and motivations of the individual to resist change (as well as their flexibility).



Regarding the studies that have been carried out on teachers’ resistance to change in the mid-twentieth century, these only referred to the fact that they were due to personal fears of innovations. However, for Paredes [11], all that remains is the teacher’s self-perception about himself and the influence he exerts on his daily work.



On the other hand, Deborah Britzman [33] identifies a type of resistance to change in teachers known as isolation and identifies it as part of a triple mythology: “everything depends on the teacher”, “the teacher is an expert” and “the teacher is self-made”. However, Sparks [34] indicates that resistance to change speaks of the low quality of the proposal, its innovation and the lack of consideration and respect for teachers’ expertise.



In the 1980s, Bianchi [29] states that a well-publicized reform creates the conditions for greater resistance to change. Referring to his concept of fait accompli, he explains that, if the change or innovation is unannounced, as a fait accompli, everything is left unsettled, so that there is no time to form a strong resistance to change. This is due to the fact that when such a change is made, without prior warning, all its elements are misaligned. Consequently, they have to change in order to adjust to each other, since, in the end, resistance to change depends on positional situations.



What seems clear is that resistance does not always have to be negative; in fact, it plays a filtering role in these times when too many reforms are proposed or certain fashions are imposed. According to Moore et al. [35] it is no longer possible to speak of adherence-resistance to change and they point out four different ways in which teachers act in relation to reforms: (1) aligning themselves with the reform; (2) accommodating themselves to the reform without modifying their own teaching practice; (3) selecting different aspects of different educational traditions to construct their preferred pedagogical identity (called eclectic); and (4) selecting different aspects of various educational traditions to construct a pedagogical identity not perceived as threatened (called pragmatic) in such a way that resistance to change does not always hinder change one hundred percent (although it does hinder it).



The culture of educational centers with respect to change in the teaching-learning processes is also of vital importance. Fullan [36] pointed out a series of guidelines for carrying out change processes in the culture of schools: selecting a space or educational center where the context favors the implementation of changes, training principals to lead improvement processes, providing training to teachers, and establishing interrelationships among participants (among others).



On the other hand, Garbanzo-Vargas and Orozco-Delgado [37] also point out that the dynamization of schools has to be carried out by promoting innovation and change led by innovative, pedagogical, situational, technical and/or transformational leadership.



With these premises in mind, a study was carried out among teachers at different educational levels in the Autonomous Community of Galicia in order to define their level of resistance to methodological changes, as well as their characteristics. The working hypotheses were as follows:



Hypotheseis 1 (H1).

Teachers’ resistance to change is significant.





Hypotheseis 2 (H2).

There are no significant differences between men and women in resistance to change.





Hypotheseis 3 (H3).

There are no significant differences depending on the age or experience of teachers.





Hypotheseis 4 (H4).

There are no significant differences according to the type of center, academic degree of the teacher or educational level where the teacher teaches.





Hypotheseis 5 (H5).

The age of teachers and the grade where they teach are variables that explain the resistance to change of teachers.






3. Methodology


A descriptive and inferential cross-sectional study was carried out using a non-experimental design employing a non-probabilistic sample of volunteer subjects.



3.1. Participants


The study was carried out among teachers throughout Galicia by means of an online questionnaire. The average age of the teachers was 45.7 years. Of them 65.3% are women and 34.7% are men.



The teaching staff of the sample (N = 1056) is between 23 and 65 years old and most of them are women (N = 690) as it is usual in our country in the teaching sector. The average number of years of teaching experience is 18.45 years. Thirty-four percent of them are graduates, 61.1% are undergraduates and only 4.5% are doctors. With respect to the highest grade where they teach, 9.5% are pre-school teachers, 25.6% are primary school teachers, 21.4% are secondary school teachers, 12.6% are vocational training teachers, 25.2% are high school teachers and 5.8% are counselors, teachers of different specialties such as therapeutic pedagogy, hearing and language or guidance. A total of 88.4% work in public centers while 11.6% work in subsidized centers.




3.2. Instrument


The instrument used to measure motivation was the Resistance to Change Scale (ERC) [38]. It is composed of 29 Likert items with five levels: (1) totally disagree, (2) disagree, (3) indifferent, (4) agree, and (5) totally agree. The items, in turn, are grouped into 6 dimensions. The first of these groups 6 items and corresponds to the instrumental methodological dimension (items 11, 16, 17, 25, 28, 29) which analyzes the considerations referred to methodological aspects in the teaching-learning process. The second, technical dimension, concentrates a total of four elements (items 3, 4, 5, 26) focused on analyzing the technical-training level of teachers with respect to the needs of their students. Thirdly, the “leadership capacity” dimension includes a total of five elements (items 6, 14, 15, 18, 24) as well as the normative dimension (items 13, 19, 20, 21, 22). The first of these is intended to analyze the role of teachers and their leadership style in the classroom, and the normative dimension assesses the degree of acceptance of legislative changes by teachers. The academic or executive dimension includes four of the items of the scale (2, 7, 9, 23) and, finally, the formative dimension is composed of five items (items 1, 8, 10, 12, 27). The latter two describe the teaching style of the participating teacher (academic or executive dimension) and the importance of continuous training of the teaching staff (formative dimension).



The reliability of the Resistance to Change Scale was estimated using Cronbach’s alpha coefficient to check the internal consistency of the scale. The results showed an alpha coefficient of 866, which implies high reliability. Likewise, the internal consistency of the dimensions that make up the scale is as follows: methodological (α = 0.82), technical (α = 0.81), leadership capacity (α = 0.80), normative (α = 0.76), academic or executive (α = 0.74) and formative (α = 0.73).



For correction, higher scores reveal higher levels of resistance, while lower scores reveal lower levels of the evaluated variable.




3.3. Procedure


The study was carried out in accordance with the deontological standards recognized by the Declaration of Helsinki (Hong Kong revision, September 1989) and in accordance with the recommendations of Good Clinical Practice of the EEC (document 111/3976/88 of July 1990) and the current Spanish legal regulations governing research.



The application strategy of the instrument consisted of administering the scale to the teaching staff of the Galician centers through a form in Google Drive sent by e-mail, stating the anonymous, voluntary participation and the confidentiality of the information.




3.4. Data Analysis


First, a descriptive analysis of the data was performed considering means and standard deviations. The independent variables analyzed were personal variables (sex, age and years of experience of the teachers) and academic variables (type of center, teacher’s degree and educational level at which he/she teaches).



Next, the Kolmogorov Smirnov test was used to decide, in a rigorous way, whether or not the available sample comes from a normal distribution.



Given that Sig = 0.405 it is concluded that the dependent variable is normally distributed.



Subsequently, the relationship between age and years of teaching experience and the dependent variable resistance to methodological change was analyzed using Pearson’s correlation coefficients.



Data analysis was carried out using the SPSS statistical package (V.23.0) (Pontevedra, Spain).





4. Results


The participants’ resistance to methodological change is relatively low since the mean is 2.54, with 1 being the minimum value and 4.52 the maximum.



Below, we can check the different percentages in each of the response levels, as well as the mean corresponding to each item (see Table 1).



The statements with the highest percentages are discussed below. As can be seen, more than 72% of teachers consider that they have an excess of functions. One of the aspects that is very striking, especially due to the controversy generated by teacher evaluation, is that 67.9% do not share the statement that professional self-evaluation lacks objectivity and is therefore not useful.



In addition, it is interesting to note that 78.2% recognize that they completely disagree or disagree with the statements that new technologies bring poor results in education. Similarly, 73.8% of those surveyed do not share the opinion that the classical teaching style favors more lasting learning. Within this framework, 70.9% do not agree with the statement that teamwork among students hinders the individualized evaluation of the knowledge acquired by each one of them. Almost the same percentage of the teachers surveyed (67%) completely disagree or disagree with the belief that the textbook is an essential resource during the teaching-learning process in the classroom.



Likewise, the following statement: “I use the same methodologies without taking into account the characteristics of the students”, is another item that stands out for its disagreement with the statement. The results amount to a total of 90.8% of teachers in total disagreement and disagreement. Finally, 91.7% of the subjects disagree with the belief that introducing methodological changes is a waste of time.



A total of 71.2% share the statement that legislative changes have negative effects on teaching attitudes. Therefore, 64.3% say that they trust the results of their own experience more than the changes imposed on them from above.



If we consider that 73.5% completely disagree with the statement that continuing education is pure theory, we reach a very significant figure. Another striking figure is the 78.2% of teachers who do not agree that the success of methodological change lies in the students’ ability. On the other hand, 88.4% do not share the opinion that new technologies relegate the teacher’s work as an educator.



As we can see, these two statements have a high degree of agreement among the participants: I trust the results of my experience more than the changes imposed on me from above (64.3%); It is disconcerting to have to change since others say so (49%).



In some statements, the teachers surveyed do not have a very clear position. For example, concerning whether students should adapt to the method used by the teacher in class, 43.6% disagreed, compared to 35.4% who agreed. On the other hand, 47% disagree with the statement that my job is in the classroom and 34.2% agree. One of the most evenly matched percentages is 39.3% of those who disagree that in the classroom work is carried out as I consider it to be and 35.7% are of the opposite opinion. In addition, when the subject of discipline comes up, 41.2% believe that traditional education favored it, although this percentage is not far from the 37% who disagree with this statement.



Finally, they still do not have a clear position with respect to the statement about the provisional nature of educational changes and the consequences that have an impact on their commitment as teachers. A total of 39.9% disagree and 42.2% agree.



The association between the level of resistance to change with the different independent variables is detailed below (Table 2).



As we can see, there are significant differences between the opinions of teachers according to gender and type of center. Therefore, there is greater resistance to change among men and in public centers, since in both distributions their mean is higher. However, men’s resistance has a higher level of significance.



In this case, there are also significant differences between the means of the teachers’ opinions with respect to their degree and according to the year in which they teach. The mean is higher among teachers with a bachelor’s degree, with significant differences between them and those with a diploma/graduate degree, the mean of the latter being lower.



With respect to the course in which the teacher teaches, we see that resistance is greater among high school teachers, followed by teachers of vocational training, secondary, primary, others, and infants (in that order). However, no differences were found with respect to the province where they work (see Table 3).



With regard to the data on years of experience and resistance to change, we can say that there are significant correlations, although very moderate, between resistance to change and age and years of experience, with resistance being greater the older the years are. Evidently, the correlation between age and years of experience is high (see Table 4).



A stepwise multiple linear regression analysis was also performed to test the extent to which the age of the teacher or the course in which he/she teaches predicts resistance to educational change (Table 5).



The results show that the multiple correlation coefficient is 208; the correlation between the set of predictor variables with resistance to change is very low and does not explain even 1% of the variance (0.43%), so the model fit is insignificant.




5. Discussion of the Results and Conclusions


Based on the hypotheses raised, we can point out that Galician teachers have great resistance to educational change but not extremely high. However, the greatest resistance occurs among male teachers, graduates, who teach at higher levels such as baccalaureate, vocational training or secondary school, the first named are the ones with the greatest resistance. Likewise, those who work in public schools have higher levels of resistance than other types of schools. In addition, there is greater resistance with increasing age and, therefore, with increasing years of teaching experience.



The variables that have a significant effect on resistance to change are age and the year of teaching, although they do not explain a significant percentage of the variance. This coincides with what Ramírez et al. [39] conclude in relation to age in their research on the beliefs of secondary school teachers. In their study, age becomes a determinant variable between positive and negative attitudes (and where negative attitudes are more related to older teachers). However, in relation to gender, it is the women who show a little more difficulty in making a change, contradicting the results obtained in Galicia, where it is the men who show greater resistance.



O’Bannon and Thomas [40] also point out that the variable of age makes a significant difference when it comes to assuming any change, such as the use of a new technology. Thus, teachers over 50 years of age put up more resistance than teachers under 49 years of age.



The extracted results determine that the factors that most influence resistance to educational changes with successive legislative changes and teachers’ perception of having excessive roles, as also pointed out by Shaked and Schechter [41] and Terhart [42]. Imbernon [1] points out that excessive roles directly influence their professionalization. Terhart [42], Leando da Silva and Tejada-Fernández [43] state that the excess of bureaucratic activities, report writing and some administrative activities, take away a lot of time for teachers to question and reflect on their educational practice in such a way that they are overloaded with work and this overload rather than improving their teaching, hinders it. Such is the case that leads Sarason [44] to affirm that schools have resisted change and the achievement of the objectives established by the ever-changing legislation.



Similarly, almost 70% of respondents disagree with the statement that self-evaluation is not useful since it is subjective. Wollenschläger et al. [45] mention that the results of a self-assessment indicate that the most important variable in making respondent feedback effective is the use made of the information related to the respondent’s performance (since this last point is the one that can determine the performance with which they carry out their tasks).



García et al. [46] states that there is considerable resistance with the use of ICT in the classroom. However, in the results we can observe that most of the teachers surveyed not only recognize the contributions of the use of ICT in the classroom, but they do not feel relegated by the use of these, which speaks of an open stance towards their use, and gives rise to the following question: Why, if there is no rejection to the use of new technologies, is there little use of them within the classroom?



On the other hand, it is indisputable that it is the ways in which changes are introduced that can generate greater resistance, this can become evident if we consider that the idea of “introducing methodological changes is a waste of time” is not shared by 90.8% of the teachers surveyed. However, more than 70% of the teachers surveyed share the statement that legislative changes have negative effects on teachers’ attitudes.



Finally, one of the limitations of the study is the need to replicate it in another Autonomous Community. This new source of data would allow us to corroborate whether the results of the study are representative in all of the territories where the same legislative changes are applied. The sample obtained from each of the three types of centers that exist (public, concerted and private) is different. In fact, we had to exclude data from private centers since we did not obtain a representative sample.




6. Lines of Action


Likewise, it can be seen that resistance to methodological change within this population of teachers is not extremely high, which generates a big question: if resistance to methodological change is rather medium among Galician teachers, why is methodological change not evident in educational practice? One explanation may be that teachers adhere to the second form of adaptation to the new reforms proposed by Moore et al. [35], where teachers adopt the reform without modifying their own teaching practice. However, this cannot be the only one, since it is well known that within the resistance to educational change there is more than one factor that has a direct influence.



In addition, Orphanos and Orr [47] state that the principal’s leadership is one of the factors with the greatest impact on the implementation of innovative practices and that, in addition, it favors collaboration generating satisfaction in the collaborative work of teachers. In this line, Torruellas de Jesús [48] affirmed that the function of supervision is not only to sustain the existing educational program but also to improve it. This gives a decisive role to the principal of an educational institution as an agent of change. This implies that a principal not only has the power to bring about change, but also has a facilitating role, which means that he/she must encourage communication and ensure that any possible resistance factors are neutralized or used in favor of such change. Therefore, it is essential that he/she not only has knowledge about strategic approaches to make a change, but must also know how to carry them out. This implies that, in order to fulfill his functions as a manager, he must have leadership qualities, which entails the acquisition of skills in situation analysis, decision making, interpersonal relations and personnel management, as well as the ability to persuade. All of this is accompanied by a more horizontal and less democratic communication, which will ensure that changes are permanent.



Therefore, we consider that the premises of Antúnez [49], who stated that it is necessary to take into account that the educational center is the unit of change in order to carry out changes in educational centers, are still valid. Thus, in order for change to occur, it is necessary to have people involved in it, since these agents need autonomy and power. Consequently, it is necessary to have an internal driving force to dynamize the processes. Therefore, change depends more on the initiatives, the collaborative work of the teaching staff and school management than on legislative reform. In short, schools have the potential to improve the quality of their teaching-learning processes if they are capable of learning from themselves. To this end, teachers need continuous training that allows them the capacity for self-criticism and flexibility, as well as openness to the transformation of their teaching practice and the universal design of teaching-learning processes.



Based on these data, the teamwork of teachers in schools should be encouraged by supporting their innovative initiatives, facilitating and simplifying bureaucratic tasks, offering ongoing teacher training appropriate to their demands, defining the tasks of the principal as a leader, carrying out a rigorous evaluation of the impact of the projects carried out in the schools in order to generalize good practices, offer digital educational resources appropriate to the cultural and social context of the centers, design programs for community participation in the school, and focus institutional attention on the variability of the supply of resources for the mastery of student competencies and not so much on the administrative and curricular framework.



Finally, it seems important to provide institutional support for innovative practices that are evaluated, through monitoring and pedagogical support of the activity, professional recognition of the innovative work, or institutional dissemination of good practices.



Evidently, although the population sample is very large, it would be important to replicate this study with teachers from other autonomous communities and to carry out qualitative studies to define more rigorously the reasons for these opinions in order to make institutional decisions that will allow the adoption of measures to control resistance.
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Table 1. Percentages and means for each item of the questionnaire.






Table 1. Percentages and means for each item of the questionnaire.





	ÍTEMS
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	    X ¯    





	The teacher plays too many roles.
	2.0
	9.9
	16.0
	43.7
	28.4
	3.87



	Traditional education favored discipline.
	11.4
	25.6
	21.9
	30.2
	11.0
	3.04



	Professional self-evaluation lacks objectivity and is therefore not useful.
	33.9
	34.0
	15.2
	10.5
	6.3
	2.21



	New technologies provide poor results in education.
	39.5
	37.7
	13.1
	7.6
	2.2
	1.95



	The teamwork of students makes it difficult to evaluate individually the knowledge acquired by each one of them.
	34.6
	36.3
	12.1
	13.4
	3.7
	2.15



	Students must adapt to the method used by the teacher in class.
	15.9
	27.7
	20.9
	28.0
	7.4
	2.83



	The classical teaching style favors a more lasting learning.
	38.8
	35.0
	17.7
	6.8
	1.6
	1.97



	The training courses do not provide me with relevant content.
	26.1
	32.5
	20.1
	15.0
	6.3
	2.43



	The textbook is an indispensable resource in the classroom.
	33.6
	33.4
	20.3
	10.2
	2.5
	2.14



	Continuous training is pure theory.
	39.4
	34.1
	13.1
	9.7
	3.8
	2.04



	The success of the methodological change lies in the capacity of the students.
	34.9
	43.3
	14.4
	6.3
	1.1
	1.95



	Theory is one thing, but practice is quite another.
	7.7
	15.4
	17.6
	32.5
	26.8
	3.55



	Legislative changes have negative effects on teaching attitudes.
	2.7
	8.5
	17.5
	34.9
	36.3
	3.93



	The teacher makes himself.
	6.3
	20.8
	23.4
	34.8
	14.7
	3.31



	My work is in the classroom.
	13.0
	34.0
	18.8
	25.2
	9.0
	2.83



	I reject the usefulness of pedagogical theories from a practical point of view.
	26.8
	39.9
	21.9
	8.3
	3.1
	2.21



	I do not willingly accept that others intervene in matters concerning my performance as a professional in the classroom.
	28.6
	43.8
	17.4
	7.9
	2.4
	2.12



	In my class we work as I consider pertinent
	10.5
	28.8
	25.0
	31.3
	4.4
	2.90



	With the successive educational changes, I am afraid of losing confidence in my daily work performance.
	24.5
	31.9
	21.7
	17.6
	4.3
	2.45



	With the educational changes I think “the cure will be worse than the disease”.
	17.0
	26.9
	29.5
	19.7
	7.0
	2.73



	It is disconcerting to have to change since it is decided by others.
	9.2
	18.1
	23.8
	32.5
	16.5
	3.29



	The tentativeness of educational change undermines my commitment as a teacher.
	18.0
	21.9
	17.9
	28.4
	13.8
	2.98



	With the reforms I am afraid of losing authority.
	32.2
	32.4
	19.8
	11.6
	4.1
	2.23



	I rely more on the results of my experience than on changes imposed on me from above.
	2.6
	11.0
	22.3
	42.0
	22.3
	3.70



	I believe that the teaching process is efficient and should not be altered.
	29.7
	47.6
	16.6
	5.4
	0.7
	2.00



	New technologies relegate the role of the teacher as educator
	46.0
	42.4
	7.1
	3.3
	1.1
	1.71



	The integration of students with special educational needs causes a decrease in the level of performance in the classroom.
	34.0
	31.1
	16.4
	14.6
	4.9
	2.25



	I use the same methodologies without considering the characteristics of the students.
	50.3
	40.5
	5.6
	2.9
	0.7
	1.63



	Introducing methodological changes is a waste of time
	63.0
	31.7
	3.5
	0.9
	0.9
	1.45
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Table 2. Student’s t test results for the association between gender and resistance to change.
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Sex

	
N

	
Average

	
F

	
Sig.

	
t

	
Sig. (Bilateral)






	
Resistance to change

	
Female

	
690

	
25,237

	
0.988

	
0.320

	
−2.160

	
0.031




	
Male

	
366

	
25,932




	
Resistance to change

	
Public

	
933

	
25,620

	
5.065

	
0.052

	
2.568

	
0.004




	
Concerted

	
123

	
24,396
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Table 3. ANOVA results for the association between the teacher’s academic degree and the course in which he/she teaches and resistance to change.
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Variables

	
Dimensions

	
N

	
Average

	
F

	
Sig.

	
Bonferroni






	
Qualification

	
Diploma

	
363

	
2.48

	
4.95

	
0.007

	
Diploma/Graduated = 0.005




	
Graduated

	
645

	
2.58




	
Phd

	
48

	
2.56




	
Total

	
1056

	
2.54




	
Course in wich it is taught

	
Early childhood

	
100

	
2.35

	
12.46

	
0.000

	
Early childhood/Secondary = 0.001

Early childhood/Professional education = 0.001

Early childhood/Bachelor’s = 0.000

Primary/Secondary = 0.003

Primary/Professional education = 0.004

Primary/Bachelor’s = 0.000

Bachelor’s/Others = 0.003




	
Primary

	
270

	
2.43




	
Secondary

	
226

	
2.59




	
Professional education

	
133

	
2.61




	
Bachelor’s Degree

	
266

	
2.68




	
Others

	
61

	
2.43




	
Total

	
1056

	
2.54
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Table 4. Pearson correlations.






Table 4. Pearson correlations.





	

	

	
Age

	
Years of Experience






	
Years of experience

	
Pearson’s correlation

	
0.881 **

	




	
Sig. (bilateral)

	
0.000

	




	
N

	
1056

	




	
Resistance to chage

	
Pearson’s correlation

	
0.134 **

	
0.084 **




	
Sig. (bilateral)

	
0.000

	
0.006




	
N

	
1056

	
1056








** The correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (bilateral).
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Table 5. Linear multiple regression model.






Table 5. Linear multiple regression model.





	Model
	R
	R Square
	R Square Corrected
	Tip Estimation Error
	Durbin-Watson





	1
	0.208(a)
	0.043
	0.041
	0.487
	1.92







a Predictor variables: (Constant), Course, Age. Dependent variable: resistance to change.
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