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Abstract
This study explored the concerns that K-12 teacimefige statesN = 145) had about
implementing the Common Core State Standards (CG®8)how those concerns differed by
demographic characteristics of the teacher. Spadli this study sought to answer two
guestions: (1) What are teachers’ identifiable ssagf concern about CCSS? (2) How do those
stages of concern differ by years of teaching egpee, primary teaching role, and grade level
taught? Data collection consisted of a 35-itemeliscale survey, demographic data, two open-
ended questions, and follow-up interviews with bas&t of participants. Analysis of Variance
revealed significant differences in the relativieirsity of some stages of concern by grade
taught, and category of teaching, but not for yefexperience. In addition there were
statistically significant differences in relativeensity of some stages of concern by state, by
gender, by whether or not the respondent had redéDCSS training, and by district urbanicity.
Multiple regression revealed that some demogragiacacteristics had a statistically significant
effect on the relative intensity of concerns faagits 0 and 5. An analysis of the open-ended
guestion responses revealed that, of those resptsndo answered the questions< 96),
67% ( = 64) felt prepared or somewhat prepared, while 3% 32) felt unprepared. The two
resources most needed, according to the respomsestime and training. The semi-structured
interviews conducted after the survey¥£ 5) validated that the respondents were in thiy ear
stages of adoption with higher concerns in Stage3.@This study reinforced the importance of
understanding and acting upon teacher concerngtiimiae CCSS implementation, particularly
in the area of information about the standardsveimat they mean for the teacher in the
classroom. Future research should explore impddsuctured teacher professional

development on the nature and intensity of concerns
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION
Problem statement

While there is no shortage of reporting both fod against the Common Core State
Standards (CCSS), we do not yet have a compretensnerstanding of teacher concerns about
implementing the Standards. CCSS—which were orilyimaopted by 45 states, the District of
Columbia, four territories and the Department ofddse Education Activity—are the product of
the National Governors Association and Council bfe€ State School Officers, who formed a
coalition to align states standards and testingrbgiting one set of standards and common
criteria for grading (National Governors Associati®enter for Best Practices, Council of Chief
State School Officers, 2010; Hacker & Dreifus, 20Teir work is supported by private
funding, including $35 million in grants from théllBand Melinda Gates Foundation (Hacker &
Dreifus, 2013).

As implementation of the CCSS has begun acrossahetry, there has been some
resistance by educators in the states. As of Augs4, legislation to pause, review, or repeal
CCSS had been introduced in 26 states (Common Bamidash, 2014). While most of the bills
failed to pass, executive orders have been signee\ien states (Arizona, Connecticut, Georgia,
lowa, Oklahoma, Mississippi, and Maine) regardif@SS implementation. In addition,
governors in five states have signed bills to reflediana, Oklahoma, and South Carolina) or
pause (lllinois, Missouri) the CCSS. With the motuen and funding support currently enjoyed
by the CCSS movement, however, it is unlikely thatt states will reverse course;
consequently, the sooner that teacher concerridefied and understood, the earlier
administrators can design and implement appropméeventions and supports to address those

concerns in order to ensure more optimal implentemta
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Implementation of large-scale educational reforrmoiplex (Clandinin & Connelly, 1998;
Fullan, 2003; Marz & Kelchtermans, 2013) and igoftinsuccessful at the level of classroom
instruction. Hess and McShane (2013) suggest ¢laaher professional development is an
important part of aligning classroom instructiorthie changes introduced by CCSS, arguing that
“The last half-century of school reform includeseanarkably long list of once celebrated now
discarded ideas accompanied by the common lamattity were undone by implementation”
(p. 62). Understanding teachers’ feelings and eiimes regarding CCSS implementation is
important because it will help us understand haaehers will support the change (Hall, 2013).
Most research on teacher concerns has tendedus &ocinnovations regarding curriculum
(Christou, Eliophtou-Menon, & Philippou, 2004), tilroduction of technology (Overbaugh &
Lu, 2008; Donovan & Green, 2010), and instructistedtegies (Hall, 1976; Dunn & Rakes,
2009). A literature search of major academic daebasing the key words “Common Core,”
“‘Common Core State Standards,” “CCSS,” “Concerasdgl Adoption Model,” “CBAM,”
“teachers,” and “teacher concerns” revealed only tecent studies, both doctoral dissertations,
that examined teacher concerns about CCSS usingBAd1 framework. Both examined
concerns in narrow contexts. The first (Wolf, 20&8amined CCSS implementation specific to
mathematics curriculum in the context of teachages of concern. The second (Adrian, 2012)
examined teacher stages of concern about stanbdasgst grading. The literature search,
however, did show that CCSS is of keen interestiiacators, the business community, and
politicians.

Some research conducted using the Concerns-Basgatiéid Model (CBAM) has shown
that the concerns will differ by years of teachexgerience, with less experienced teachers more

concerned about their own ability to implement argfe while more experienced teachers tend
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to be more concerned about the impact to studémsstou et al., 2004). Given that the type of
comprehensive reform that is proposed by CCSSatanytears to implement, and that the
change can be an ongoing process (Hall, 2013) rataoheling teacher concerns and how they
differ by experience can help educators identifigepbal obstacles to implementation and
address them in a differentiated fashion.

Another area of potential teacher concern relatéld teacher’s primary role, i.e., general
education or special education. The CCSS implertienta anticipated to be disproportionately
challenging for the population of students who hiaxellectual or behavioral disabilities. This is
because for these students, the standardizedkasg that is part of the implementation of
CCSS can itself pose difficulties separate fromvking the underlying material (Hope, 2009).
This, in turn, places a heavier burden on the gpeducation teacher. There are also potential
discrepancies between the needs of the studentemithing disabilities and the CCSS
benchmarks. For example, handwriting can be difficr students with learning disabilities
throughout their schooling, yet the CCSS handwgibenchmarks end after grade 1 (Graham &
Harris, 2013). For these reasons it is also impottaunderstand concerns specific to this
population of teachers.

Finally, identifying specific teacher concernsngiortant to understanding how engaged
teachers feel in the educational process, partigutarriculum development. Teacher
involvement is important to optimize learning outas because teachers are most familiar with
the practical realities of the classroom (Ben-RerE280). When teachers are excluded or don’t
remain engaged throughout curriculum decision-ngghine result can be marginalization of the
profession, where teachers are no longer curricuhakers, but curriculum implementers

(Craig, 2012). For successful change to occurhexdomust feel engaged and their classroom
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perspective respected (Craig, 2012; Fullan, 20Qichols and Parsons (2011) warn that the
teacher’s voice is being limited and the teachiragjgssion is being “deskilled” by a system
overwhelmed with testing, a top down culture ofaactability, and a redefinition of teaching as
a technical job rather than a professional career.
Research Questions

The purpose of this study was to explore the corsctitat teachers have about
implementing the Common Core State Standards, awdliose concerns differ by
characteristics of the teachéhe don’t yet have a comprehensive understandirigosie
concerns, which is problematic because the impl¢mtien phase is often the point of failure for
major educational reform (Fullan, 2007; Hess & Masd, 2013; Jerald, 2005; Tyack & Cuban,
1995).Understanding teacher concerns can helpnmétacisions about the supports and
interventions teachers need for successful impl¢atien.

The construct of “concerns” is based on the Carz&ased Adoption Model (CBAM). In
this model, concerns are defined as “the composjieesentation of feelings, preoccupation,
thought, and consideration given to a particulsmésor task” (Hall et al., 1979, p. 5).
Specifically, this study sought to answer two gisest (1) What are teachers’ identifiable stages
of concern about CCSS? (2) How do those stagesrmiecn differ by years of teaching
experience, category of teaching, and grade lewgjht? (See Appendix C for the complete list
of demographic data collected.) My assumption Was the intensity within the stages of
concern would differ based on these characteristics
Definitions of Variables

The theoretical framework for this investigatiorthe CBAM, which grew out of work by

Frances Fuller in the 1960s to examine the attgw@hel beliefs of student teachers (Hall, 2013).
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Fuller posited three phases of teacher concerre-teaching phase, where there is non-concern;
an early teaching phase, where concerns are ablbuaisd a late teaching phase, where the
concerns are about pupils (Fuller, 1969). In laésearch, Fuller reconceptualized the stages as
concerns about self, concerns about tasks, ancgowmabout impacts on students (Fuller,
Parsons, & Watkins, 1974; Parsons & Fuller, 197@hway & Clark, 2003). In the 1970’s, Hall
and his colleagues at the Research & DevelopmemieCtor Teacher Education at the
University of Texas in Austin expanded the concdrased approach to examine teacher
concerns in the context of innovation adoption @ay & Clark, 2003). The Stages of Concern
(SoC) is one of three dimensions of the CBAM, eafcWwhich can be used to understand and
assess educational change processes. The othdimbe@nsions are the Levels of Use (LoU),
which describe behaviors of those who have or Imtembraced the change; and Innovation
Configurations (IC), which examines how the chaisgeeing implemented (Hall, 2013).

The seven stages of concern served as the depesadiables. The independent variables
were the teacher’'s demographic characteristicgjdintgy years of teaching experience, primary
teaching role, and grade level taught.

According to the CBAM Stages of Concern framewadelachers can move between seven
distinct stages of concern; as some concerns aresskd, others arise. The seven stages are
shown in Table 1. The stages can also be combmedhree subscales, namely Self (Stages 0-

2), Task (Stage 3), and Impact (Stages 4-6) (Hall.e1979).



Table 1

The CBAM Stages of Concern Descriptions

Stage Title Description
0 Unconcerned Individual indicates little concerithvihe innovation
1 Informational Individual indicates a general agragss and some interest in learning

more about the innovation

2 Personal Individual is uncertain about the demafdhe innovation and
his/her ability to meet the demands

3 Management Individual focuses on the processgs$amits of using the innovation
Consequence Individual focuses on the innovationpact on students

5 Collaboration Individual is focused on workinglvothers regarding use of the
innovation

6 Refocusing Individual focuses on ways to gainermenefits from the innovation

Adapted fromThe Stages of Concern QuestionngBeorge et al., 2006, p. 8)

Summary

CCSS is a far-reaching educational reform ini&fior which many states have been
preparing for the past several years. To datednniesearch has been conducted using the
established CBAM framework to identify teacher cenms in the context of the CCSS
implementation. Understanding teacher concernsta®8$S is important at this stage of
implementation because of the potential obstaddslly adopting the standards represented by
their population of students. As important is tippartunity to infuse the change process with
the voice of the teacher, who is closest to thesctgom. The results of this study will help
inform the decisions being made by educators andrastrators regarding the allocation of

resources, including teacher professional developne support successful implementation.



CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW

In this chapter | will discuss literature relevémeducational reform and the role of
teachers, the Concerns-Based Adoption Model (CBARhework, teacher characteristics and
their impact on concerns, and the evolution of@eenmon Core State Standards. | will situate
the discussion of the CCSS evolution in an hisédrgontext, discussing how the concept that we
should have a general education common to all stadolved over the past century.
Teachers and Educational Reform

One of the criticisms of current educational refasithat a top-down approach to
curriculum change doesn’t allow sufficient inputirir those closest to the classroom, namely
teachers (Fullan, 2007). This is problematic foo t@asons. First, teachers understand the
practical realities of the classroom, so are oftest situated to understand the gaps, needs and
problems in the classroom, and how to address (Bem-Peretz, 1980). Without their input and
engagement, change is much less likely to be ssitdgEullan, 2007). Second, the long-term
implication of excluding teachers is the margiratian of the profession, as teachers simply
implement what someone else hands them (Craig,)2012

Educational researcher Michael Fullan (2007) suggeat most reform fails because
those school-specific factors that Schwab (1969)ldvoonsider “commonplaces” (student,
teacher, subject matter, and milieu—or context)osiag marginalized in favor of mandates and
top-down approaches. William Schubert (2010) exq@és similar concern: “I am convinced
that one of the biggest questions facing our figlthe marginalization of those [i.e., teachers]
who have curricular knowledge and expertise byehmlso control major curricular policy and

practice” (p. 9). The important contribution others is especially at risk in an environment of



top-down reform. Reform will not work if teachers dot feel engaged and their classroom
perspective is not respected (Craig, 2012; FuRany).

This perspective is echoed by educational reseafatgy Hargreaves (2004), who has
studied teachers’ emotional responses to educattbaage. He found that “in the period of
large-scale educational reform that began in tfe949egislated educational change initiatives
have had largely emotionally negative and painfidats on teachers” (p. 288). Hargreaves goes
on to note that “large-scale change grinds moshia into the dust” (p. 304) because it is
forced on them, and they experience “excessivespresand weak support” (p. 304).

Many in education look to the last national eduwai reform initiative, No Child Left
Behind (NCLB), to anticipate impacts of CCSS. Onalg on the effects of NCLB at the end of
its fifth year of implementation in one school distidentified numerous stressors and
dissatisfaction for teachers (Smith & Kovacs, 20These included “excessive paperwork, time
shortages (both instructional and planning), andimg curriculum, and prescribed lessons”
(Smith & Kovacs, 2011, p. 218). Some researchéesesiidence that the high-stakes
accountability environment of NCLB “enacted negattonsequences on some teachers’ sense
of professional worth” (Hochberg & Desimone, 20@091). Fullan (2003) writes that “with all
the emphasis on uninformed and informed prescnpiier the past twenty years, one of the
casualties has been teachers’ intrinsic motivatiosense of moral purpose” (p. 11).

In a recent report regarding CCSS implementatid@ahfornia (McLaughlin, Glaab, &
Carrasco, 2014), the authors noted two generakemehtation concerns expressed by educators
across the state. The first was a lack of time, tio® little time to do professional development,
develop new materials, and to communicate withedtalders. The second general concern was

that implementation was hampered by the “broaddriguities and uncertainties associated with
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CCSS” (p. 5). Hess and McShane (2013) noted dasigoncern regarding professional
development that helps teachers align their classriastruction to CCSS, citing a 2013 survey
of state education officials that showed 37 stegpsrting challenges in implementing quality
professional development. This can be problemattenglish Language Arts (ELA), where
meeting the standards will require that studendsive instruction from highly-qualified teachers
who have received high-quality professional develept (Graham & Harris, 2013).

Special education teachers face unique expectatiothsesponsibilities, including working
collaboratively with general education teachersafteaching scenarios that are often ill-defined
and poorly supported (Newton, Kennedy, Walther-Tasn& Cornett, 2012). The challenges
associated with that role may be exacerbated WearCQCSS requirement that students with
special needs be held to the same benchmarks. T8& Gpecify that students with learning
disabilities need to achieve established benchmhbatksacknowledge that this may require extra
supports (Haager & Vaughn, 2013). One study eséighiat as many as 30 or 40 additional days
of instruction will be required in order for studenvith special needs to meet the standards
(Shah, 2012). The CCSS guidelines, however, offamnal guidance on those supports or how
students with learning disabilities can meet tigenous CCSS standards.

CBAM Framework

The importance of understanding beliefs and corsceftthose participating in a change
process has been well-established (Dunn & Raké®)2®esearch has found that concerns
about an innovation “exert a powerful influencetba implementation of reforms and determine
the type of assistance that teachers may nee@ iadbption of the process” (Christou et al.,
2004, p. 160). Specific to education, a framewaorkunderstanding teacher concerns began with

research by Frances Fuller, a counseling psychsilagithe 1960s. Fuller’s original work
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focused on novice teachers and teacher developrieitier was trying to improve teacher
education programs by understanding the conceatgtbspective teachers had. This was
driven in part by her interest in addressing aréigancy uncovered in research between what
teachers said they needed and what was providieno in teacher education (Fuller, 1969).
Fuller saw a disconnect between teacher educatbshad different concerns relative to
teaching, and undergraduate education majors. @iwhesized that when the course content
addresses concerns of preservice and novice tesathere will be more interest on the part of
students.

Fuller also hypothesized that teachers with déffietevels of experience will have
different attitudes about teaching and expresedfit concerns (Fuller, 1969; Parsons & Fuller,
1974; Fuller, Parsons, & Watkins, 1974). She cotetlia series of studies on pre-service
teachers (Fuller, 1969; Dunn & Rakes, 2009) anddoelusters of concerns and attitudes that
changed in a distinct and predictable way as teadeened experience (Roach, Kratochwill, &
Frank, 2009). As a result, Fuller posited threespsaof teacher concern: a pre-teaching phase,
where there is non-concern; an early teaching phasere concerns are about self; and a late
teaching phase, where the concerns are about gkpiler, 1969). Fuller and Case (1969)
continued the discussion about making professiedatation relevant to teachers. Their
theoretical framework was a three-phase modelrdpaesented three different populations.
Phase 1 focused on education students who had taegdrt, and had no concern about teaching;
phase 2 comprised pre-service teachers with a mmiwf teaching experience, who were
mainly concerned about their own performance; drase 3 included experienced teachers, who

were mainly concerned about their students.
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For the phase 2 population, Fuller developed sigest, which emerged from transcripts of
counseling sessions with teaching students. Thstages are characterized by the prevalent
guestion in the mind of the student teacher (F@ll€ase, 1969).

e Stage 1: Orientation to teaching. Where do | stand?

e Stage 2: Control. How adequate am I?

e Stage 3: Student relationship. Why do they (stusjett that?

e Stages 4 & 5: Student Gain. How are they (studelts)g? Stage 4 concerned with
cognitive, 5 with affective gains.

e Stage 6: Personal growth & professional issues. Wha?

Based on the concerns model, Fuller (1970) propmsss and procedures that could be
used by teacher educators to personalize the ednadtelementary teachers. The purpose was
to help educators understand the concerns of pcogpaeachers, and to help educators apply
the concerns model that Fuller developed. Fulleppsed that when student teacher concerns
are understood, they take more responsibilitydarning, and are more satisfied. In this model,
Fuller distinguished between less mature and mateima teachers. She defined concern as
“constructive frustration” and “what a person wgrtig to do in a particular situation” (p. 13). She
held that the three phases were sequential, rigfigttte teacher’'s maturity, and that they
overlapped. Further, she found that prospectivenea have some common concerns, and that
concerns occur for many in an invariant sequenadg(f: 1974). Fuller argued that by better
understanding the concerns and then addressingitheracher education, prospective teachers
will be better prepared. She argued that for teraetiecation to be effective, it needs to be more

than just task-based information.
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Initially, the main instrument used to gather cansalata was the Teacher Concerns
Statement (Fuller & Case 1972). This was a ques#iba for both pre- and in-service teachers.

It consisted of one open-ended question asking edraterns the teacher has when he/she thinks
about teaching. There were also five backgroundtiures. A scoring manual (Fuller & Case,
1972) provided guidance on seven concerns codes tised for scoring; the applicable code

was determined by a close reading of the open-eresgbnses (e.g., code 0 was used when the
teacher’s response contains information or condiatsare unrelated to teaching). In the

manual, the descriptions of the concerns stagésr dilbmewhat from earlier work. For example,
Stages 4 and 5 were previously described broadigtadent gains.” In the scoring manual,

there is more delineation. Stage 4 is “Are pu@krhing what | am teaching?” and Stage 5 is
“Are pupils learning what they need?”; in additi@tage 6, which previously had been described
as “Who am 1?” is much more specific, “How can pirave myself as a teacher?”

Fuller reconceptualized the stages as concernd abtfuconcerns about tasks, and
concerns about impacts on students (Fuller, PargoWgatkins, 1974; Parsons & Fuller, 1974;
Conway & Clark, 2003). This occurred as a resufudiher research and analysis on teacher
concerns using content analysis of Teacher Con&atements, which uncovered the
limitations of the earlier model of concerns (Fuli¢ al., 1974). The purpose of the later research
(Fuller et al., 1974) was to determine if teach@raerns fell into only two categories, and
whether teachers expressed only a single concewathmr expressed more than one concern.
Fuller et al. (1974) also examined whether concergre related to experience. A major finding
of the study (Fuller et al., 1974) was that consetil not “mature” with experience, resulting in
the reconceptualization into three stages: (1) €orxcabout Role + Concerns about Adequacy,

(2) Concerns about Teaching, and (3) Concerns dhapit Needs. The study concludes with a
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recommendation to develop a structured instrunfetthias better psychometric properties. The
study also noted serious psychometric limitatioihthe Teacher Concerns Statement.

The new instrument, the Teacher Concerns Che¢Ki&CL), was introduced at the 59th
annual meeting of the American Educational ReseAsdociation (Parsons & Fuller, 1974).
The authors noted that they had been studying éeacdmcerns for over a decade, and had been
frustrated by the reliability issues encounterethwhe older instrument, Teacher Concerns
Statement. The new 56-item checklist was develaped two years, and showed improved
reliability over the Teacher Concerns Statememis,veas easier to score with less risk of
problems with interrater reliability. The originmlodel predicted that concerns about teaching
change over time and mature with experience asiéeaavorry less about themselves and their
ability, and more about pupil needs. In the redediscussed in their AERA paper, however, the
authors note that regression analysis revealedtbet was “no evidence to support the
proposition that increasing teaching experiencenetated to concern categories hypothesized to
be more mature” (p.5). One exception was male miseteachers. No significant difference
was found between elementary and secondary teachers

Fuller's work has served as a theoretical foundeaftto continued research over the past 40
within the context of innovation adoption and sdhedorm (Hall, 2013; Hall, 1976; Hall &
Hord, 2011). Hall, Wallace, and Dossett (1973) edé&sl Fuller's work to examine teacher
concerns related to change in education, lookiregifipally at the adoption process of an
innovation. They proposed the Concerns-Based Adopilodel (CBAM), which reflected a
developmental progression of concerns, and sughésae the readiness of the individual for the
innovation is determined by the stages of condeaihthey presently experience. “The overt

manifestations of the initial checking-out procehs, subsequent knowledge and skill needs, and
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the problems encountered in preparing for and dgtusing the innovation will be observed as
expressed concerh@. 14).

The CBAM framework resulted from over three yedrsegsearch on innovations in
educational institutions using three primary datarses: literature on change, field-based
experiences, and documentation of adoption praogsacher education (Hall, 1974).
According to the CBAM authors, in the early partaofadoption process, users are more
concerned with getting information, support andieglyHall et al., 1973; Hall 1974). “As the
individual has his early, more intense self-relajadstions resolved and as he gets more and
more into using the innovation, the intensity afonate use (task) and student (impact) related
concerns increase” (Hall et al., 1973, p. 15).

George (1977) developed and psychometrically vedaighe Stages of Concern
Questionnaire (SoCQ) as an instrument to measdreidimal attitudes toward innovation, based
on the Concerns-Based Adoption Model. The questimarmeasured concerns of teachers about
educational change, using the seven stages inBB&MC One major change over Fuller’s
original concerns model was that experience wadsmger measured by years of teaching but
rather by familiarity or use of an innovation. Tatel George’s questionnaire and the CBAM
framework have been applied in numerous studiesaarass many different types of change,
including new curriculum and the introduction oftt@ology (Hall et al., 1979; George et al.,
2006).

Van den Berg and Ros (1999) applied the ConcersgdAdoption Model to teachers in
the Netherlands to examine the conditions undechvimnovation will succeed. They found that
teachers have different attitudes toward an innowmait different stages of the implementation

process. “Concerns can be taken as an importaicatod of the subjective reality that allows
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teachers to organize and understand their dailkaod an indicator of the subjective reality
that motivates people to teach in a particular w@y'882). The authors found high levels of self
concerns more than three years after the introoluct a large-scale project. They suggest that
for implementation to be successful, change agantt be attentive to the “individual

guestions, needs, and opinions that arise amorgédeain response to innovations” (p. 879).
Further, they found that “depending on the typesawicerns and their feelings of
certain/uncertainty, teachers may consider therasedither qualified or unqualified to
implement and institutionalize innovation” (p. 880)

Burke (2001) used Fuller’s instrument (Teacher @ome Checklist) and work in teacher
competency development as the source of instruiteans for the Attitudes Toward Personal
Teaching Behaviors. In administering the instrutmBarke (2001) found 11 distinct categories
of influence, separated into personal environmeutside the job) and organizational
environment. He found that there are stages iaehts’s career and accompanying patterns of
attitudes at various stages, which can be usedveldp individualized professional
development.

One of the foundational assumptions of CBAM is ttteinge is a personal experience, and
individuals won’'t embrace change until they haviei@eed some level of personal confidence
(Hall, 2013). In the context of educational refothis framework helps explain why so many
reform initiatives have not attained the desirettomes. That is, if teacher concerns related to
information about the reform or their ability to etehe demands of the reform are not
addressed, then teachers will lack the confidea@ngage effectively in the change initiative.

Fullan (2003) tells us that for large-scale refaonsucceed, it's important “to create the
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conditions and processes that will enhance théhiked that we move down the path of
increasingly greater ownership and commitment23).
Teacher Characteristics and Impact on Concerns

The relationship of teacher characteristics likedgysubject matter taught, years of
teaching experience, and gender to perceptiorigicis, and beliefs has been widely explored in
educational research. Researchers, however, haud finly a limited number of teacher
characteristics that relate to the concern stagdsei CBAM framework.

A longitudinal study conducted by Pigge and Mgts#97) found a progression of
concerns from self to task after teachers expeetite classroom, but did not find a statistically
significant relationship between the teacher’'s eastage and task and self concerns. There
were differences in impact concerns based on teh&’s capability, as measured by grade
point average (GPA).

Reeves and Kazelskis (1985) administered the Te&brecerns Questionnaire to 128
pre-service teachers and 90 experienced teacheegesearchers found that results only
partially supported the teacher concerns theoryl#isa experienced teachers would have
concerns that were more focused on getting infaomgStage 1) or meeting the demands of the
change (Stage 2) and that more experienced teasbetd have higher concerns about the
impact of the innovation (Stage 4). Rather, theaesh showed that both pre-service and in-
service teachers expressed their highest conceut #ie impact of the change on students
(Stage 4).

The effect of years of experience was explorecuesal studies. Hargreaves (2005)
interviewed 50 Canadian school teachers acros® deadls and found that the teacher’s age and

career stage affected their response to educaihiaalge.
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In research conducted with novice teachers, HoySpeto (2005) note that efficacy
increased significantly during student teachind,dmclined significantly during the first year of
teaching. The changes were related to the levalpport that the first year teachers received,
suggesting that understanding concerns of lessiexjged teachers can help inform both
development and the supports needed.

Years of teaching were also found to be a fact@mwtonsidering teacher productivity.
In a study that involved multiple school distriétarris and Sass (2011) found that elementary
and middle school teacher productivity increasetth wxperience, which they attributed to on the
job training. Formal training was found to be imefive in terms of teachers positively
impacting student achievement. The authors suglgeseason for this is that teacher
productivity is context-specific, while the forntahining is standardized across all contexts,
making it less relevant.

In contrast, longitudinal research (Watzke, 2007Yj}ee chronology of concerns stages
for beginning teachers revealed that teaching éxpes was not a differentiator in the peak
concern stage. The study showed that impact coscetrich typically occur later in the
chronology of teacher concerns, were highest ftin pce-service and in-service teachers. He
also examined characteristics that included gemdee, grade taught, and school location to see
whether teacher and school variables affected @vebncern, and found they did not. Watzke
(2007) concluded that concerns-based theory caotige a comprehensive answer for factors
impacting early teaching.

In examining the effects of different teacher chteastics on self-efficacy and job
satisfaction, Klassen and Chiu (2010) found thatryef experience, gender, and grade level

taught were related to self-efficacy, albeit notessarily in a linear way. The research
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reinforced the importance of tailored professia@lelopment for teachers. Campbell and
Thompson (2007) studied pre-service music educatmidound a statistically significant
difference in concerns by gender. Forlin, Lorenfsimrma and Earle (2009) found some
statistically significant differences in pre-sewi@acher attitudes about inclusion of students
with disabilities in the classroom. These differenoccurred across demographic characteristics
like gender, age, and teaching experience. Ghadishaaban (1999), however, found that
gender and level of teaching were unrelated togmi@n of teaching concerns.

The Evolution of CCSS

The national dialogue we are having today abowt afscore standards for our public
schools is not a new one. Kliebard (2004) documgnggonflicting views about curriculum
subject organization and the purpose of the cdumaun his aptly titled;The Struggle for the
American CurriculumA constant in the discourse around a core cuwmaihas been the
influence of social, economic, political, and mogeently, global trends. As those trends change,
S0, too, does the prevailing opinion about whadlais should be learning in school.

The beginnings of a core curriculum in the U.S. lbartraced back to the late 19th
century and the National Education Association’sn@ottee of Ten. The Committee was
headed by Charles Eliot, who was then presidertaovard University. The committee was
made up of men who either ran universities or pyEsts secondary schools. The specific
concern that the committee was addressing was nsaivechooling. Given the make-up of the
Committee, it is not surprising that they frameeéitmecommendations around subjects that
would prepare high school students for college. Uingerlying assumption by the Committee
was “that the best preparation for college wasstirae as the best preparation for life” (Eisner,

1979, p. 5). That perspective was countered in 1§1Be recommendations of the Commission
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on the Reorganization of Secondary Education, whodad a report outlining the seven aims of
curriculum. The report, known as the Cardinal Rples Report, expanded the focus of
curriculum beyond college to include those thingsassary to lead a good life, like health and
ethical character (Kliebard, 2004).

After World War II, the main driver of a core cuauium was the perceived threat from
outside the borders of the U.S. For students ¢bhisor educational scholars, the language
surrounding the introduction and rationale for ¢tnerent Common Core State Standards will be
very familiar. The benchmarking report upon whikkl CCSS are based (NGA, CCSSO, &
Achieve, Inc., 2008) warns us that the U.S. edoodtias not adequately responded to the
challenges of the global “knowledge-fueled” (p.Bdeomies and that consequently we are
losing are dominant position to other countries.

Compare this to the grim warnings in the summari dfation at RisKU.S. National
Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983): “@ation is at risk. Our once unchallenged
preeminence in commerce, industry, science, arthtdogical innovation is being overtaken by
competitors throughout the world.” (p. 5). The authof the 1983 report compared the decline
in education to an act of war, warning that “Ifanfriendly foreign power had attempted to
impose on America the mediocre educational perfanedhat exists today, we might well have
viewed it as an act of war. As it stands, we hdlvad this to happen to ourselves” (p. 5).

In 1957, less than 30 years befér&lation at Riskthe call to educational arms was
precipitated by the Soviet Union’s successful lduatthe world’s first orbiting satellite,
Sputnik. In response, and on an emergency basigyr€ss in 1958 approved the National
Defense in Education Act (New York State Archive8pain, the concern was that the United

States was losing ground on the world stage beaauseéeficiency in our educational system.
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Twenty-five years afteA Nation at Riskvas published, the U.S. Department of Education
(2008) was still sounding the alarm, concluding thse are at even greater risk now” (p. 1) and
that the warnings of the 1983 report “remain reteé\aand poignant” (p. 2) because of the pace of
change in the global economy.

Specific to the current core curriculum movememeré were attempts in both the first
Bush and the Clinton administrations to introdws@ down national standards (McDonnell &
Weatherford, 2013). These set the stage for atateuntability as determined by standardized
state assessments (Marshall, Sears, Allen, Rolg&eB8shubert, 2007). This, in turn, paved the
way for growing involvement and a larger role ftats governors in education. By 2010 a
coalition of governors and state school officiadsl iormed to align all state standards into the
Common Core State Standards.
Teacher Concerns Specific to CCSS Implementation

Two studies were conducted over the past two yhatsspecifically addressed teacher
concerns, as measured by the SoC instrument, &8086 implementation. The first (Wolf,
2013) was a mixed methods study that examined éeactderstanding of and concerns about
mathematical modeling, which is one of the eighthramatical practice standards in the CCSS.
Based on data collected from 364 teachers in €ghtornia school districts, the study found
that teachers understood the mathematical modstarglard and were willing to change their
practice to include the modeling. Specific to stageconcern, teachers expressed primarily
concerns related to self (Stages 0-2). The onlyadgaphic characteristic that was found to be a
significant predictor of the teacher’s stage ofa@n was gender. The study concludes with a

recommendation that teacher concerns and needst@orated into professional development.

20



The second study (Adrian, 2012) also used mixedhoakstto explore the grading beliefs,
practices, and concerns of elementary teachersah@ol district that was preparing to
implement grading and reporting based on CCSS s@h®gle was made up of self-selected
teachers from a single school distrist£ 102)who were participating in a book study in order to
build a common knowledge base and common vocabatand standards-based grading practices.
The SoC survey was administered before and aftgk btudy sessions. The highest stage of
concern before the book study was informationad8tl), after the book study was personal
(Stage 2). The author concluded that it was impbttaengage teachers in conversations about
removing barriers and to ensure professional deweémt and concerns addressed the concerns
of the teachers.

Both studies focused on very narrow aspects of Ci@fpmentation, and neither study
used a geographically-stratified sample.

Summary

The literature regarding educational reform andheainvolvement has consistently
highlighted the importance of involving teachersny major change. The research underlying
the development of the CBAM shows that teachere Ispecific concerns about different things
during educational change, and will not progressugh a change initiative until underlying
concerns have been addressed. In addition, a anralber of demographic characteristics of
teachers can have a statistically significant inhpactheir stage of concern. To date the research
that has been conducted using the established CBadwework to identify teacher concerns in
the context of the CCSS implementation has focesedery narrow aspects of implementation
(mathematics curriculum and grading). Getting aatdey understanding of teacher concerns

about CCSS, as proposed in this study, is impo#dttitis stage of implementation because of
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the potential obstacles to fully adopting the stadd represented by their population of students.
As important is the opportunity to infuse the chapgocess with the voice of the teacher, who is
closest to the classroom. The results of this statlyhelp inform the decisions being made by

educators and administrators regarding the allogaif resources, including teacher professional

development, to support successful implementation.
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CHAPTER IIl: METHODS

In this section | will describe the methodologeddor the data collection and analysis.
This includes a discussion of the steps takenrémgthen both the reliability and validity of the
analysis. The section describes the recruitmertgss) the instrument used, and the statistical
tests used for the data analysis. The chapter edeslwith a description of a pilot that was
conducted to test the question as well as theatdliaction and coding processes.

Participants

Participants in this study were teachers recruitaeh 127 school districts in the states of
Kansas, Missouri, lowa, Vermont, and Oregon. Thas & convenience sample because The
University of Kansas Research Center for Reseandbearning, Research Collaboration,
already has established relationships with the Deygants of Education in those states via grant-
funded teacher development programs.

lowa began introducing CCSS earliest, implemeniihg and Math standards for grades
9-12 in the 2012-13 school year, and plans to fuflglement the standards in the 2014-15
school year (O’Hara, 2013). Kansas and Vermonbthiced ELA and Math standards for grades
K-12 during the 2013-14 school year; and Missond &regon will implement the ELA and
Math standards in the 2014-15 school year (O’H2043).

Because this research used a convenience samppadigpants were not randomly
assigned to groups, generalizing the results éogel population was problematic. Consequently
it was important to have a sufficient sample sizbé able to generalize the results for the states
represented in the survey. Also, | sought to hawkcgent variability among the teachers by

deliberately sampling for heterogeneity (Cook & Géall, 1979).
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In order to create a heterogeneous sample andogheraximize external validity, |
created a quasi-random, stratified sample usingdatisirbanicity codes (National Center for
Education Statistics, 2009), which classify thdrdisas belonging to a city, a suburb, a town, or
rural (see Appendix H for a complete list of urlwatyi codes and definitions). For each state |
first downloaded district data from the Nationah@s for Education Statistics (NCES, 2013)
School District Demographic System website, whiddvgled the number of students and
teachers by district using 2010 Census data. | thereved urbanicity codes for school districts
by state (National Center for Education Statist)6) and matched them to the states and
districts in my sample. The resulting file was timeadified to remove specialized schools (e.qg.,
a school for the deaf) or school districts with wmoaccreditation problems that would not be
representative of the typical public schools instee. My next step was to assign a random
number to each district using MS Excel random nungleeerator. | sorted the records first by
random number (high to low) and then by urbanicage. Finally, using the sorted random
numbers, | selected a subset of districts for eabhnicity cluster as follows: two from cities,
five from suburbs, ten from towns and ten from kurdeliberately oversampled the town and
rural districts to account for the smaller distscte. The resulting districts, identified by
urbanicity type, can be found in Appendix I.

The recruitment process began with an email toamstn each state’s Department of
Education requesting permission to recruit paréioig in the state. An overview of the study
objectives was provided. All contacts respondetl @paroval would need to be provided at the
district level. An email list for superintendentasvwcompiled for each district using data from the
state’s education website. An initial email reqirgssupport was sent to each state’s

superintendents (as a group) April 6 and April0142 This was followed by a reminder email to
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the superintendents (as a group, by state) on Afriknother reminder email was sent to
individual superintendents on May 5th, and a freshinder sent to superintendents on May
22nd.

This is a descriptive study, so teachers werearadomly assigned to groups. Rather, the
groups were established by the demographic dakectedl. For example, for years of teaching
experience, four groups were used: Group 1: 1-fsyafaexperience; Group 2: 6-10 years of
experience; Group 3: 11-20 years of experienceys > 20 years of experience. These
groupings are consistent with other research thegstigated how teacher concerns regarding
curriculum changes differed by years of teachingeeience (Christou et al., 2004). The IBM
SPSS Sample Power 3 program was used to deternangeded sample size of 200 with an
alpha of .05.

Human subjects approval was received March 124 2@In the University of Kansas
Institutional Review Board (Appendix G).

Instruments

An online version of the CBAM Stages of Concern Qiosmnaire (SoCQ) was used as
the primary data gathering instrument. This inseat has been examined, tested, and used in
many studies and is the most widely used assesstheahcerns (Dunn & Rakes, 2009). The
SoCQ included introductory language that expldmesduestionnaire and how to complete it
(Appendix A); the instrument, which is a 35-itermay using a Likert scale (Appendix B); and
demographic questions and two open-ended quegi#gmpendix C). In the original survey, the
word “innovation” is used throughout. The author$he survey recommend changing that word
to something the respondents will recognize (Geetgd., 2006). For that reason, the wording

was modified slightly to replace “innovation” wi@ommon Core State Standards or CCSS.
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Because the instrument copyright is owned by SEfdbyright permission was requested and
received. (See Appendix D for a copy of the liceagsagreement.)

The services that accompany the online SoCQ inatodguter-based scoring, data
visualization tools, the ability to easily establsubgroups, and data files that can be
downloaded to MS Excel. For this study, the surdata were downloaded, and all data
manipulation (e.g., recoding) was done in MS Excel.

The reliability, internal consistency, and validdfthe SoCQ have been tested and
established across several samples and 11 innosdtitall et al., 1979). Factor analysis
established that there were seven independent igoooastructs that could be identified with
the seven stages in the CBAM framework. Cronbaalpka reliability coefficients have ranged
from a low of .50 N = 214) to a high of .8@\= 750). Table 2 summarizes coefficients of
internal reliability across seven studies condubtietiveen 1979 and 1991.

Table 2

Coefficients of Internal Reliability for the SoClgy, Stage

t f Concern
Authors ngr;gle - - S agzges 03Co c; - -
Hall, George, & Rutherford, 1979 830 6478 83 .75 .76 .82 .71
Van den Berg, & Vandenberghe, 1981 1,585 J79 .86 .80 .84 .80 .76
Kolb, 1983 718 75 87 72 84 .79 .81 .82
Barucky, 1984 614 .60 .74 81 .79 .81 .79 .72
Jordan-Marsh, 1985 214 50.78 .77 .82 .77 .81 .65
Martin, 1989 388 .78 .78 .73 .65 .71 .83 .76
ol Newlove, Rutherford, & Hord, =750 63 86 65 73 74 .79 .81

(George et al., 2006, p. 21)
Using the results of the CBAM questionnaire, setnuetured interviews were conducted

with a subset of the participants= 5) to further understand the concerns in ordesatmlate the
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profile results and to identify potential interviemts. Because of the social sensitivity associated
with CCSS implementation, | anticipated that soeaehers may hesitate to be fully candid in
the interview. For that reason, | did not recorel ititerviews, and | assured participants that no
comments would be directly attributable to indivatiteachers. Finally, | described the
safeguards put in place (e.g., using record numbetsxames) to protect their privacy. | also
emphasized the importance of their input in enguttie teacher’s voice is heard in this current
dialogue.

Because there was no random assignment of partisipa groups, there was a greater
risk of false causal inferences (Cook & Campbdlf9). Therefore, | put in place guidelines that
minimized potential threats to internal validitych as identifying potential confounding
variables early in the design, and careful selaatioparticipants and administration of the
survey. For example, responses from teachers whe ngg teaching when the CCSS were first
introduced could have a confounding effect on thim dTherefore | included a question about
continuous teaching between 2009 and 2012 thawetlane to filter out teachers who did not
teach during that period and therefore were prebiyntess involved in the CCSS planning or
implementation for their school. This resulted ifin@l sample size of 145.

Data Analysis

As noted earlier, this study sought to answer twestjons: (1) What are teachers’
identifiable stages of concern about CCSS? (2) Howhose stages of concern differ by years of
teaching experience, primary role, and grade(gh&uThe first step in the data analysis was to
run descriptive statistics to develop an overafipe of the sample. This allowed me to identify
any anomalies such as small cell sizes in my sathptemight invalidate my results or require

that | aggregate responses.
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To answer the first research question, the rawescarere compiled for each of the seven
stages and then converted to percentile scoreg astonversion table provided by George et al.
(2006). The table consists of normed percentilsgth@n a stratified sample of 830 elementary
and high school teachers, and university facultg wbmpleted the survey in 1974. This sample
represented a range of experiences with innovatoheducational change. The percentiles
were then plotted both in aggregate and by subgroudevelop profiles of concern. The
resulting graphs revealed in which stage(s) theeoms were most and least intense. For
example, if the highest percentile was shown ig&tha(informational), the respondent group
was most concerned about knowing more about CC®®imentation. Conversely, if the lowest
percentile was shown in Stage 4 (impact), the nedgot group was least concerned about the
impact of CCSS implementation.

To answer the second research question, | perfotmeadnalyses. First, | ran a series of
one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) tests to Idokstatistically significant differences in
raw stage scores by the various demographic cleaustats. | first examined whether there were
any significant differences between respondentagd by teaching experience, by primary
role, and by grade level taught. | also lookedifierences in raw stage scores by urbanicity,
state, and gender. Where | found statisticallyificant differences | examined those differences
more closely with post hoc analysis using the medit.east Significant Difference (LSD) test
(Keppel & Wickens, 2004) where homogeneity of vacmcould be assumed, and the Games-
Howell test where there was no homogeneity of vaeaHilton & Armstrong, 2006). To
further understand differences in stages of conbgremographic variables, | examined
predictive relationships between the demographacaitteristics and the raw stage of concern

score using multiple regression. For the independamables that were categorical (State,
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Urbanicity, Role, and Grade Level) | created dunvagables (Keith, 2006). Also, | used the
bootstrap method in SPSS to increase reliabilipabee of my small sample size (Wilcox,
2010). The statistical analysis was conductedguSIASS 22 with an assumed alpha of .05.

Qualitative analysis was used to both validatestirgey and probe on specific areas of
concern. First, respondents were asked to resmotwabtopen-ended questions: “How prepared
do you feel about implementing CSSS? What additimws or training do you think would
benefit you?” The first step in analyzing the gtaive data was to filter out responses from
respondents who had not been teaching continudasty2009 to 2013 and therefore may not
have been exposed to training or informational ojymities. The remaining responges= 132)
were then coded to identify the participant’s gah&eling of preparedness (prepared,
somewhat prepared, unprepared) and any specibonmess (e.g., lesson plans). To establish
trustworthiness, | asked another researcher toraigew the responses and code them. | then
established interrater reliability for the preparess coding by computing a Pearson product
moment correlation coefficient (LeBreton & Sen@008). For the resources needed, where the
choices were dichotomous (either resource neededthrl computed a Cohen’s kappa (Cohen,
1960; McHugh, 2012) that accounted for the amofidisagreement that would occur by
chance. In both cases, the frequencies used ftysismavere an average of the two raters’
coding. This helped ensure that any bias eitheof@gainst CCSS would not impact the
interpretation of the response.

To probe on specific areas of concern that wereudated in the answers to open-ended
guestions, | conducted five semi-structured inefd by telephone between June 11 and June
18, 2014. This mixed methods approach has beenhathdn the early development of the

SoCQ instrument as well as in teacher concern refséball et al., 1979; Overbaugh & Lu,
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2008; Donovan & Green, 2010). | recruited intenees via email using information provided at
the end of the demographic questions, where ppaints could express a willingness to be
contacted for a follow-up interview. An email wansto the 30 participants who provided email
addresses. Of those, eight responded back, anthferwiews were scheduled and conducted. |
ensured that the teachers who were interviewedines@nonymous, and did not identify their
specific school districts. In preparation for théerviews, | created a profile for each participant
using stages of concern and demographic data. fEaticipant was provided with an
individualized Stages of Concern profile, whichdalissed at their request after the interview.
See Appendix F for a sample write up of an intewie
Originally | was planning to use a narrative analyschnique based on thestening
Guide as first introduced by Gilligan et al. (GilligaBpencer, Weinberg, & Bertsch, 2003) and
later applied by Doucet and Mauthner (Doucet & Maet, 2008). This technique involves
recording and then transcribing the interviews, @r@h analyzing the text for themes. |
determined, however, that because of the sensititiere of the teacher concerns about CCSS
implementation as articulated in the answers tofren-ended question, | would get more
candid responses if | did not record the intervigog rather took notes. The notes were
subsequently analyzed for general themes, ancetuifg any discrepancies between the answers
and the intensity of concerns represented in titualized profile.
These general questions were asked of all inteeasw
1. How did you receive information regarding CCSS iempéntation at your school?
How would you prefer to get that information?

2. How do you think the CCSS implementation will impgour students?
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3. How have you worked with other teachers in youwostio adapt your
curriculum for CCSS?
4. How do you think CCSS implementation is progresamgther school
districts/other states?

In addition, if the participant indicated they Haald CCSS training, | probed to find more
information about the nature of the training.
Pilot Data Collection

The SoC Questionnaire and data collection andnhgppliocesses were tested between
December 27, 2013, and January 15, 2014, with getoence sample of Vermont educatdys (
= 22) who were patrticipating in the Secondary viNgTAcademy, an online community of
secondary-level educators in Vermont. The progaadministered by the KU Center for
Research on Learning, Research Collaboration. Hisubjects approval for this pilot was
received from the University of Kansas on Decen##r2013. The educators were invited to
participate in the survey via a message on the @8/Academy website that explained the
purpose of the study and included a link to thenendjuestionnaire. As of January 15, 2014, 22
educators had completed the survey, the demograghrenation, and the open-ended question.

Based on the results of this pilot, the demographestions were revised slightly to
make the choices less confusing for the particgdfdr example, when asked to specify primary
content area taught, most special education teaghgr‘other” or listed all areas. This question
was eliminated in favor of focusing on the primesle of the participant (general education,
special education, administration, counseling, Qthe

The responses to the open-ended questions (“Hepaped do you feel about

implementing CSSS?” "What additional tools or traghdo you think would benefit you?”)
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were used to validate the survey results by idgntijfany obvious discrepancies between the
Stages of Concern profile and the participant’$ifigeof preparedness. The responses supported
what the overall profile indicated, namely thatp@sdents were not fully aware of the changes,
would like more information, and had some concafmsut what the CCSS implementation
meant for them.

While some statistical analyses were run, the Issaahple size precluded any meaningful
analyses of differences between groups or theoakttips between the demographic variables
and the stages of concern. From an exploratondptaint, however, the results did reveal that
there are identifiable stages of concern, andttizete concern profiles do vary among the
teachers. For example, those who had not had fdd@&8S training expressed more intense
concerns about what the implementation meant famntthan those who had training. Special
education teachers were more concerned about gétformation on CCSS than general
education teachers.

Summary

This exploratory study used both quantitative qudlitative analysis to probe on teacher
concerns regarding CCSS implementation. Particgparte recruited from 127 school districts
in Kansas, Missouri, lowa, Vermont, and Oregon. phmary data gathering instrument was the
CBAM Stages of Concerns Questionnaire (SoCQ), whahbeen widely used and whose
reliability, internal consistency, and validity lekieen tested and established. A pilot study
conducted with a small convenience sample of Vetradacators was used to refine both the

data collection and coding processes, and the dexploig questions.
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CHAPTER IV: RESULTS

In this section | will discuss the results of tesearch in the context of the two research
guestions that this study sought to answer: 1) &hateachers’ identifiable stages of concern
about CCSS; and 2) how do those concerns diffahlayacteristics of the teacher. | will begin
with a discussion of the descriptive statistiosill then discuss the relative intensity of
concerns, first overall and then discuss differenneconcern intensity by geographic and
teacher characteristics. Next | will discuss thedes that impact the stages of concern. Finally, |
conclude with a discussion of the qualitative dathection and analysis.

Sample

According to the National Center for Education Stats (NCES, 2013), there were a
total of 25,982 teachers in public schools in t@gle districts in 2007-08, broken down as
follows: Kansas 8,382; Missouri 6,997; lowa 4,06érmont 1,999; and Oregon 4,537. A total
of 177 responses were received, representing aalbxesponse rate of only 1%. Teachers who
had not been teaching continuously from 2009 t&B320% 32), and consequently may not have
had as much knowledge of or exposure to CCSS ingai&ation in their respective districts,
were removed from the sample. This resulted imal Bample of 145, which represented a
response rate of less than 1%.

There are several factors that could have influénice small response rate from
teachers. First, only a small number of superindatglfrom each state responded to any of my
emails, so it was not clear if they forwarded mguest to schools, and how many teachers
actually received the survey request and link.n@fduperintendents who did respond, several
said that the teachers in their districts had essavily surveyed and declined to participate.

Also, the Common Core State Standards discussi®bden politicized in the states of Kansas
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and Missouri, which may have made superintendezggdnt to involve their teachers in a study
that examined teacher concerns about CCSS. Fimajylyequest went to districts at the end of
their school year (2013), so the superintenderdgeachers may have perceived they had too
many end-of-year tasks to complete and thus weredastrained in order to respond.

Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficients for thagidy ranged from a low of .57 to a high
of .77. Table 3 summarizes the coefficients ofrimaéreliability for each stage (five items each).
Table 3

Coefficients of Internal Reliability for the Studby, Stage

Stage o

Stage 0 57
Stage 1 .66
Stage 2 e
Stage 3 74
Stage 4 g2
Stage 5 75
Stage 6 g7

Descriptive Statistics

As shown in Table 4, lowa accounted for the largestip of respondents, 32% of the
sample § = 47). This was followed by Oregon, which made up 28%e sampler(= 40).
Kansas accounted for 17% of the sample £5), Vermont 13% of the sample=£ 20), and
Missouri 9% of the sampleé & 13). To increase cell size for more reliablelgsig, | combined
the responses from Kansas, and Missouri into avagiable, KsMo K = 38), which accounted

for 26% of the sample.
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Table 4

Responses by State

State Frequency Percent
lowa 47 32.4
Kansas 25 17.2
Missouri 13 9.0
Oregon 40 27.6
Vermont 20 13.8
Total 145 100.0
Adjusted KsMo 38 26.2

Respondents were asked to indicate their primdey vath an option to write in “Other.”

In some cases, the respondent chose “Other” rdthar“Special Education” even when the

description they provided reflected a special etacaole. These responses were recoded as

“Special Education.” As shown in Table 5, mostha## teachers in the sample indicated their

primary role was general education (749 112), while special education teachers accounted

for 8% of the samplen(= 11). The category of “Others” included counsg|dibrarians, media

specialists and specialty areas like technology.

Table 5

Responses by Primary Role

Primary Role

Frequency Percent

General Education
Special Education

Administration

Other
Total

112 77.2
11 7.6
9 6.2
13 9.0
145 100.0

Respondents were also asked to indicate all gradght. These responses were then

recoded as follows: grades K through 5 “Elementagyades 6 through 8 “Middle School”; and

grades 9 through 12 “High School.” Responsesititdiided all grades or no grades were not
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included 6 = 16). If a response included grades that spatiretecoded grouping, it was
recoded based on the highest grades taught. Agnsinorable 6, elementary school teachers
comprised the largest percentage of the sample,(dZ61), followed by high school teachers
(30%,n = 38), and finally middle school teachers (234, 30).

Table 6

Responses by Grade Level Taught

Grade Taught Frequency Percent
Elementary 61 42.1
Middle School 30 20.7
High School 38 26.2
Missing 16 11.0
Total 145 100.0

As shown in Table 7, almost 43% of the respondeisated they had been teaching for
over 20 years, higher than the national averagd @ according to the National Center for
Education Statistics (NCES, 2012). Because of tn@lscell size for the 1 to 5 group, this was
combined with the next group to create a new graup,10 yearsn= 38), which accounted for
26% of the sample.

Table 7

Responses by Grouped Years of Experience

Years of Experience Frequency Percent

1to5 8 5.5
6to 10 30 20.7
11to 20 45 31.0
>20 62 42.8
Total 145 100.0
Adjusted 1to 10 38 26.2
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Table 8 shows that females accounted for 73% o$ain@ple 1§ = 106) and males for 27%
of the sampler(= 39). This reflects the national distribution7a% for female teachers
according to the Bureau of Labor Statistics (U.8p&rtment of Commerce, 2013).

Table 8

Responses by Gender

Gender Frequency Percent
Male 39 26.9
Female 106 73.1
Total 145 100.0

About two-thirds ( = 93) of the respondents indicated they had receCSS training.
Respondents were not asked in the survey to ireltbatnature of the training, but this was an
area that was probed during the follow-up intergew
Table 9

Responses by CCSS Training

Received Training FrequencyPercent

no 52 35.9
yes 93 64.1
Total 145 100.0

While the research design involved a stratified glanof school districts by urbanicity, as
shown in Table 10 there was only one response &achool district with the category of
“City.” Because of this small cell size, this qgdey was combined with “Suburb” to form a new
category “City&Suburb” 1§ = 23), which accounted for 16% of the sample. Qkrere-quarters

of the responses came from schools designated Eftben” or “Rural.”
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Table 10

Responses by District Urbanicity

Urbanicity Frequency Percent

City 1 v

Suburb 22 15.2

Town 82 56.6

Rural 38 26.2

Total 143 98.6

Missing 2 1.4

Total 145 100.0

Adjusted City&Suburb 23 15.9

What Are Teachers’ Identifiable Stages of Concern Aout CCSS?

To answer the first research question, the rawescarere compiled for each of the seven
stages and then converted to percentile scoreg astonversion table provided by George et al.
(2006). (See Appendix K for the average raw stagees for the sub-groups.) The table consists
of normed percentiles based on a stratified sawiB30 educators who completed the survey in
1974. The percentiles were then plotted both gregate and by groups to develop profiles of
concern. The resulting graphs revealed in whichets) the concerns were most and least
intense. The patterns of concern were then intexgnasing the guidelines provided by George
et al. (2006), namely by looking at the high and kiage scores as well as the differences in
relative scores between stages.

In looking at the stages of concern by the thrdxssales (see Table 11), almost three
guarters of the sample had "Self" (Stages 0-2heais highest concern stages (74%6; 107),
while 15% (= 21) had “Task” concerns (Stage 3), and 18% (7) had “Impact” concerns

(Stages 4-6).
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Table 11

Responses by Stages of Concern Subscales

Subscale Frequency Percent
Self (0-2) 107 73.8
Task (3) 21 14.5
Impact (4-6) 17 11.7
Total 145 100.0

The percentiles were plotted to show the overalkceon profile of the 145 respondents
who indicated they had been teaching between 2602@13 (Figure 1). The concerns are most
intense in Stages 0 (75%), 1 (66%), and 2 (70% ) piofile is typical of nonusers of an
innovation (George et al., 2006), with the highgst@ percentile signaling that the innovation
(in this case, CCSS) is still not top of mind. Thgh Stage 1 score suggests that the users want
more information about CCSS, and the high Stagm&ghat the users have some concerns
about what CCSS implementation means for them pahgo The higher Stage 2 score when
compared to Stage 1 suggests that the personatrcenare stronger than a desire for
information about CCSS, signaling potential resistato CCSS implementation. The Stage 3
score indicates some concerns about the logisticspdementing CCSS, while the low Stage 4
score suggests that at this point in time the nedgots have minimal concerns about the impact
of the CCSS implementation on students. The StaggedS5tage 6 scores are relatively less
intense, which indicates that respondents areuro¢atly concerned with collaborating with

others (Stage 5), or on refocusing the CCSS impiatien (Stage 6).
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Figure 1. Relative Intensity of Stages of Concern Overall
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Figure 1: Responses from participants who had beserhing continuously between 2009 and
2013 (N = 145). Raw scores averaged and converted tompéesebased on a normed and

stratified sample of 830 educators (George eRabB).

How Do Those Concerns Differ by Characteristics athe Teacher?

To answer the second research question, the amnpercentiles were calculated and
plotted for different groups. First, the stagesafcern were examined by geographic
characteristics, then by other characteristichefteacher. | also examined the different
demographic variables to see if they had a stedi$yi significant effect on the teacher’s stages
of concern.

Geographic characteristics.The relative intensity of the stages of concern, as
represented by percentiles, was plotted by staggei(& 2) and by district urbanicity codes

(Figure 3).
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For all states except Oregon, the highest conaares were in the Self stages, namely
Stages 0-2. This, again, is typical of users wieonaw to an innovation and who tend to be more
concerned about getting information about the imtion and its potential impact on them. The
most intense stage of concern for participants f@negon was Stage 3, which indicates that
they are most concerned about the tasks, logistiasfime related to CCSS. The higher Stage 2
score when compared to Stage 1 across all stgieslsipotential resistance to CCSS
implementation. The low Stage 4 score indicatesahthis point the respondents have minimal
concerns about the impact of the CCSS implememtatiostudents. The higher Stage 5 score for
Vermont suggests moderate interest in collaboratio@CSS implementation. A large
difference in relative intensity was seen for St@gé&he tailing up of the scores for Oregon and
KsMo indicates that those respondents have ideast &low to implement CCSS differently.

The differences between raw scores for each stage examined with analysis of variance
(ANOVA). The ANOVA showed statistically significadtifferences between states in Stage 3,
F(3,141) = 5.620p = .001, and Stage (3,141) = 4.203p < .01. Post-hoc analysis showed
significant mean differences between lowa and Qrdge.02), Vermont and Oregop €
.001), and KsMo and Oregop £ .05) for Stage 3; and Vermont and Oregox (01), and
KsMo and Vermonty < .05) for Stage 6. To further explore the diffezres between Oregon and
the other states, the demographic variables wess¢abulated against the states. This revealed
that Oregon had significantlp € .01) more responses £ 16) from middle school teachers

(44.4% compared to 23.3% across all states).
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Figure 2. Relative Intensity of Stages of Concern by State
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Figure 2: Responses from participants who had beserhing continuously between 2009 and
2013 (N = 145), by KsMo ff = 38), lowa ( = 47), Vermont it = 20), and Oregom(= 40). Raw
scores averaged and converted to percentiles lomsachormed and stratified sample of 830

educators (George et al., 2006).

In looking at the relative intensity of the stagésoncern by the district’s urbanicity
(Figure 3), the highest concern scores were irs#lestages, namely Stages 0-2. Participants
from districts in City/Suburb were slightly morenm@rned about getting information relative to
CCSS implementation than about the consequendég ahplementation for them personally.
The relatively low Stage 4 score suggests thatdbpondents in all urbanicities have minimal
concerns about the impact of the CCSS implememtatiostudents. Participants from

City/Suburb and Rural districts tended to be manmgcerned about collaborating on CCSS
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implementation than respondents from district®warts. In contrast, respondents from districts
in towns tended to have some concerns about hoefdous CCSS implementation.

An ANOVA was conducted to examine the differencesw stage scores by the district’s
urbanicity. The ANOVA showed a statistically sigo#nt difference in Stage 5(2,140) =
4.417,p < .02. The post-hoc analysis showed a significéfeérénce in the Stage 5 means

between Rural and Towmp € .01).

Figure 3. Relative Intensity of Stages of Concern by éstrbanicity
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Figure 3: Responses from participants who had beserhing continuously between 2009 and
2013, with no missing urbanicity datd € 143), by City/Suburbn(= 23), Town 6 = 82), and
Rural (= 38). Raw scores averaged and converted to pdesebased on a normed and

stratified sample of 830 educators (George eRDB).
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Demographic characteristics.The relative intensity of the stages of concesn, a
represented by percentiles, was plotted by grads taught (Figure 4), by gender (Figure 5), by
years of teaching experience (Figure 6), by whettherespondent had received CCSS training
(Figure 7), and by primary role (Figure 8).

In examining the relative intensity of the stagésancern by the grade level taught
(Figure 4), the pattern of concerns tended to imdai in all but Stage 0, where a large
difference could be seen. Respondents who taughedtigh school level had a high Stage O
score, which indicates that there are other thaiggeater concern. In contrast, respondents who
taught at the elementary school level had the lo®tge 0 percentile, which showed some
awareness of and concern about CCSS. The highge 3tacore when compared to Stage 1
across all levels taught suggests potential registto CCSS implementation. Respondents
across all levels taught indicate some concermdsgfor the middle school level, about the
tasks associated with CCSS implementation. Thévelg low Stage 4 score suggests that the
respondents across all levels have minimal conadrost the impact of the CCSS
implementation on students. The tailing up ofdberes for the middle school and high school
levels indicates that those respondents have als@ast how to implement CCSS differently.

An ANOVA conducted on the differences in raw ssdbetween grade levels taught
showed that the difference in Stage 0 was sigmfi¢g2,126) = 17.658p = .000. The post-hoc
analysis showed significant differences in the nsdan Stage 0 between Elementary and High

School p =.000), and Middle School and High Schopl<(.05).
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Figure 4. Relative Intensity of Stages of Concern by Gradeedl Taught
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Figure 4: Responses from participants who had beserhing continuously between 2009 and
2013, with no missing grade level daka< 129), by Elementaryn(= 61), Middle 6 = 30), and
High School (1 = 38). Raw scores averaged and converted to pdesebased on a normed and

stratified sample of 830 educators (George eR@DB).

The relative intensity of the stages of concergénder (Figure 5) shows a pattern of
concerns that is similar in all but Stage 0, wreetarge difference could be seen. Male
respondents had a high Stage 0 score, which irdichat there are other things of greater
concern. In contrast, female respondents showe@ sovareness of and concern about CCSS.
The higher Stage 2 score when compared to Stagemdsagender suggests potential resistance

to CCSS implementation. Both groups of respondiadisate some concern about the tasks
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associated with CCSS implementation. The relatile@lyStage 4 score indicates that both male

and female respondents have minimal concerns dgbeutnpact of the CCSS implementation on

students. The tailing up of the scores for madpoadents suggests that those respondents have

ideas about how to implement CCSS differently.

An ANOVA conducted using raw stage scores showatissically different concerns by

gender for Stage 0F(1,143) = 27.873p = .000; and Stage 6(1,143) = 4.028p < .05.

Figure 5. Relative Intensity of Stages of Concern by Gender
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Figure 5: Responses from participants who had beserhing continuously between 2009 and

2013 (N = 145), by Malert = 39), and Femalen(= 106). Raw scores averaged and converted

percentiles based on a normed and stratified saofif#80 educators (George et al., 2006).
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The relative intensity of the stages of concerry&grs of experience (Figure 6) shows a
pattern of concerns that is largely similar exdepslight differences in Stage 0 and Stage 6.
Across all groups, respondents are largely uncoreceabout CCSS implementation, indicating
that other initiatives are of higher concern. Tighbr Stage 2 score when compared to Stage 1
across years of experience suggests potentiataesesto CCSS implementation. All groups of
respondents indicate some concern about the tasksiated with CCSS implementation. The
relatively low Stage 4 score implies that respontsleegardless of years of experience have
minimal concerns about the impact of the CCSS impletation on students. The slight tailing
up of the scores for those with 11 to 20 yearsxpkeence indicates that those respondents may
have ideas about how to implement CCSS differently.

An ANOVA on raw stage scores by years of experiahidanot reveal any statistically

significant differences in stages of concern byryed experience.
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Figure 6. Relative Intensity of Stages of Concern by YedriSxperience
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Figure 6: Responses from participants who had beserhing continuously between 2009 and

2013 (N = 145), by 1 to 10 years € 38), 11 to 20 year® € 45), and greater than 20 yeans=(

62). Raw scores averaged and converted to pereebiised on a normed and stratified sample

of 830 educators (George et al., 2006).

The relative intensity of the stages of concermbygther or not the respondent had
received what they perceived to be CCSS trainimgufe 7) shows some slight differences in
Stage 0 and Stage 1. Those who responded thah#ukeseceived CCSS training were somewhat
less concerned about CCSS implementation and aboeizing information about the
implementation. The higher Stage 2 score when cozdpa Stage 1 for those who had received

training suggests potential resistance to CCSSamehtation. All groups of respondents
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indicated some concern about the tasks associatedC@SS implementation. The relatively
low Stage 4 score indicates that respondents risgardf years of experience have minimal
concerns about the impact of the CCSS implememtatostudents.

An ANOVA conducted using the raw stage scores skicavstatistically significant
difference in concerns for Stage 0 depending orthnghe respondents indicated they had

received CCSS training;(1,143) = 9.882p < .01, and Stage F(1,143) = 8.137p < .01.

Figure 7. Relative Intensity of Stages of Concern by Reoeptif CCSS Training
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Figure 7: Responses from participants who had beserhing continuously between 2009 and
2013 (N = 145), grouped by whethamn € 93) or not ( = 52) respondent had received what they
perceived to be CCSS training. Raw scores averageédonverted to percentiles based on a

normed and stratified sample of 830 educators (et al., 2006).

49



The final characteristic examined was primary mléhe school (Figure 8). The relative
intensity of the stages of concern was, like al dkher characteristics, indicative of respondents
who are still new to the innovation, with higheoszs in the Self subscale (Stages 0-2). There
were, however, some large differences observeaeimdlative intensity of concerns in Stage 5,
where those whose primary role was GenEd or SpEed l®ast concerned and those whose

primary role was Other or Admin most concerned &loollaborating on CCSS implementation.

Figure 8. Relative Intensity of Stages of Concern by PrinfRoje
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Figure 8: Responses from participants who had beserhing continuously between 2009 and
2013 (N = 145), grouped by GenEd € 112), SpEdr{= 11), Admin 6 = 9), and Othern(= 13).
Raw scores averaged and converted to percentiéesilman a normed and stratified sample of

830 educators (George et al., 2006).
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Although an ANOVA conducted using the raw stageesschowed a statistically
significant difference in relative intensity of amrns for Stage %;(3,141) = 3.661p < .02, the
large difference in sub-group sizes is an issust-Roc analysis did not show any significant
differences for Stage 5 between the subgroups.

Factors affecting stages of concernTo further examine differences in stages of
concern by various teacher characteristics, thesoses for every stage were regressed on the
independent variables to understand what effeanyf the variables had on the concern score.
Because all of the independent variables excepitsyaeExperience were categorical, the first
step was to recode them into dummy variables (K&id06). The dummy variables for the
independent variable categories, with the refereaeelisted below:

e Urbanicity: CitySuburb and Town, with Rural serviagjthe reference;

e State: KsMo, lowa, and Oregon, with Vermont asréference;

e Role: GenEd, SpEd, and Admin, with Other as theresfce;

e Grade Level: Elementary and Middle, with High Sdra®the reference;
e Gender: Female, with male as reference; and

e CCSS Training: yes, with no training as reference.

Statistically significant relationships betweentagr independent variables and concern
scores were seen in Stages 0 and 5 (Table 12%tage 0, the independent variables accounted
for 39% of the variance in raw scor@® € .393). The overall regression was statistically
significant,F(13,113) = 5.637p = .000. Five variables had a statistically sigrfit effect on the
raw Stage 0 score: Years of Teachipgt (05), Teach Elementarp € .001), Teach Middlep(<
.01), Female < .001), and Received Training £ .001). For Stage 5, the independent variables

accounted for 22% of the variance in raw scoRés=(.216). The overall regression was
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statistically significantF(13,113) = 2.399 < .01. Three variables had a statistically significa

effect on the raw Stage 5 scores, Teach GepEd(@5), Teach SpEgK .05), and From Town

(p<.01).

Table 12

Summary of Regression Analyses for Variables ExiplgiRaw Scores for Stages 0 and 5

Stage O Stage 5

Variable B SEB S B SEB B
Years of teaching -109 .053 -.164* -.038 .073 -.048
From lowa 510 1.397 .040 -1.126  1.922 -.074
From Oregon 102 1.280 .008 -454 1.762 -.028
From Vermont 1.634 1.617 .094 2.068 2224 .098
Teach GenEd - 759 1.888 -.047 -6.020 2.598 -.311*
Teach SpEd 1.334 2.614  .055 -7.119  3.597  -.240*
Admin Role 165  3.179 .005 -2.000 4.374  -049
Teach Elementary -5.542 1.143 -.465*** 2114 1572 147
Teach Middle -3.442 1.357 -.246** 2550 1.867 151
From City/Suburb 248 1.676  .015 -569 2306 -.029
From Town 175 1.121 .014 -5.422 1542 -367*
Female -4.095 1.125 -.299*** -328 1549 -.020
Received Training -3.225 946 -.263*** 572 1.302 .039
R 393 216
F 5.637*** 2.399**

Note. N= 126 *p <.05. *p<.01. ** p<.001

Qualitative Data

The responses to the open-ended questions (“Hopaped do you feel about

implementing CSSS? What additional tools or tragrdio you think would benefit you?”) were
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used to validate the survey results by identifyang obvious discrepancies between the stages of
concern profile and the participant’s feeling oéparedness. The responses were reviewed and
coded by two researchers to assign a level of peepass (Prepared, Somewhat Prepared,
Unprepared, No Answer), and to identify the resesinmost needed for successful
implementation. Good interrater reliability£ 88%) was established for the level of
preparedness responses and moderate reliabilitg$ources most needed= 73%). For any
items whose coding was substantially different.(ege researcher coding a response as
“Prepared” and the other as “Unprepared”), theaedeers discussed their interpretation of the
text, and were given an opportunity to change tbaiting. To establish frequencies of
preparedness responses for the follow up anaty@syumber of prepared, somewhat prepared,
and unprepared responses were averaged acrosgothaers.

An analysis of the open-ended question respommsdgldse who answered € 96)
revealed that 67% of the respondents ©4) felt prepared or somewhat prepared, while 3%
= 32) felt unprepared. Verbatim responses fromelvaso felt prepared include:

e ‘| think as a district and as a professional wemepared to implement the state
standards.”

e ‘| feel prepared to implement Common Core State@&eds, however, | would
like time to work on aligning our curriculum to tECSS and the resources to
make sure how | interpret the standards are howdhesupposed to be
interpreted. Some of the wording of the stand&a®t very clear as to exactly
what it means.”

These are verbatim responses from those who feleadat prepared:
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“Not as prepared as | would like. The CCCS are wemplex and by the time
they are unlayered they are very time consumirtgdaoh.”

“| feel somewhat prepared, but would like morertiag. | would like to see
some integrated units that have already been deselfor complex texts. We

have created some units, and would benefit fromrstpanaterials more.”

The following verbatim responses are from respotsdeho felt unprepared:

“I have had some training in the CCSS, but fed tizan still at a loss when it
comes to teaching to these standards.”

“I do not feel very prepared when it comes to asisgsthe common core. | feel
that the meaning of the standards and what is msegssed are two different
things. | also believe that the standards ar@elm deep and a mile wide. Some
of the standards are not developmentally apprapaat we do not have time to
teach all of the standards. The training on CCSJlean very limited and

funding for curriculum is also limited.”

The two resources most needed, according to tipemsss, were time and training. Here

are some representative verbatim responses:

“Time is needed for planning and preparation foplementation. Time for
meeting with vertical, horizontal, and cross-cwilar teams is necessary for
alignment work and implementation strategies. fing regarding cross-
curricular implementation of CCSS would be very dfesial. “

“...1'would like time to have conversations about howupplement our math

program with deeper math thinking skills.”
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e ‘| think there is still time, curriculum and traivg needed. Teachers are
extremely busy during the school year and due tigbuconstraints very little
funding is available to train them during summer.”

e “I need more time to familiarize myself with my gealevel standards, make sure
my curriculum aligns to the standards, find or teessessments that accurately
assess the standards, and make necessary adjsstment report cards. This all
takes a lot of time and our time is limited asit We need more training or
exposure to curriculum and assessments that greedlito the standards. We also
need more time as a staff to work on the thingedigbove.”

The semi-structured interviews conducted afterstivgey ( = 5) were used to validate
the Stages of Concern framework by comparing tisevars provided during the interviews with
the relative intensity of the respondents’ concerfisere were no major contradictions between
the concerns profile and the attitudes express#étkeimterview, though some interviewees
expressed more negative opinions than were reflanttheir stages of concern scores.
Demographic characteristics of the intervieweeslaghlights from the interviews follow.

Interviewee 1 was a female who taught general gaurcat the middle school level. She
had not received training on CCSS, and had beehitea13 years. Her concerns profile
indicated that she viewed CCSS implementation g®itant (low Stage 0), was most concerned
about getting information on CCSS (high Stage il was positively inclined. This was also
reflected in the interview, where Interviewee Idghiat she was comfortable with the standards,
that CCSS matched her personal teaching styletratdhe would like to see the test results

“before the test counts.”
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Interviewee 2 was a male who taught all grades reegived training on CCSS, and had
been teaching 17 years. His concerns profile sugddkat he felt CCSS was important (low
Stage 0), was most concerned about receiving irdoom (high Stage 1). His Stage 1 score was
higher than his Stage 2 score, which indicatedhbatiewed CCSS implementation positively.
In the interview, Interviewee 2 spoke positivelyabcollaboration within the district, and about
the impact that CCSS implementation would haveherstudents. Interviewee 2 also discussed
his desire to have unified delivery of informatiom CCSS implementation so “everyone hears
the same thing.”

Interviewee 3 was a male who taught high schoal,ras focus was general education.
He had been teaching for five years, and had reddmrmal training on CCSS. His concerns
profile indicated that there were other activittdgreater concern (high Stage 0), and that he
was more concerned about the effect that CCSS mggi&ation would have on him personally
(high Stage 2) than on receiving information (Stagevhich can signal doubt or resistance. He
had relatively high concerns about how to manageXiSS implementation (Stage 3).
Interviewee 3 expressed some doubts in the interatgout the impact that CCSS will have on
students, and thought that experienced teacheestraating CCSS as “the latest trend.” In the
interview, Interviewee 3 also expressed concermuabow to implement the cross-curricular
aspects of CCSS.

Interviewee 4 was a female who taught high scheibh a general education focus. She
had been teaching for 28 years, and had receivetafdraining on CCSS. The concern profile
for Interviewee 4 reflected that the peak concarese about implementation of CCSS (high
Stage 3), although concerns about getting infaonghigh Stage 1) were almost as strong.

There were also intense concerns about the imp&€8S on her personally (high Stage 2),
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though these were not as high as concerns abdutgetformation. Interviewee 4 had
relatively high scores on Stage 6, which can si¢mat she thinks there are better ways to
implement, and can suggest resistance to the ingpltation. In her interview and in her
response to the open-ended questions, Intervieveapréssed concerns about the
implementation of CCSS being too standardized.gieesaid that students needed to be
prepared in areas not covered by the CCSS. “Contdooe practices do little to improve work
ethic, values and moral integrity. Kids will leasen they have a foundation of hope.”

Interviewee 5 was a female who taught high schoaeneral education. She had been
teaching for 30 years, and had received CCSS tiiier concerns profile indicated that she
was most concerned about getting information ali®S (high Stage 1), followed by concerns
about CCSS implementation (high Stage 3). Whilerinewee 5 also had concerns about what
CCSS would mean personally (high Stage 2), heilprediggested a positive attitude about
CCSS implementation. She also had relatively hgicerns about working with others to
implement (high Stage 5). In her answer to the egraaded questions, Interviewee 5 said she was
“not prepared at all.” In her interview, Interviegvd criticized the way that CCSS was
introduced to the teachers in her district, ancudbdack of information about the standards. She
said that she decided “I will teach myself” abdwe standards. She expressed concerns about the
pace of implementation in her district, felt thia¢y were behind other districts. Interviewee 5
also thought that CCSS implementation would reguéetended periods with subjects like math
in order to work the problems.
Summary

The purpose of this study was to explore conciraisteachers have about implementing

the CCSS, and how those concerns differ by charsints of the teacher. The results of the
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study indicated that there are identifiable stagfesoncern among this sample of participants
that are most intense in the Stages that make lfig@e&erns, i.e., Stages 0-2. This is typical of
individuals who are new to an innovation, and anesadered non-users. Significant mean
differences were observed in relative intensitgaricerns based on the characteristics of state,
district urbanicity, grade level taught, gendergetter the participant had received CCSS
training, and primary role. No significant meanfeliénces in relative intensity of concerns were
observed by grouped years of experience. Statiltisignificant effects of some independent
variables were seen in two stages: 0 and 5. Arysisabf the open-ended question responses
revealed that, of those respondents who answeeeglustionr{ = 96), 67% = 64) felt

prepared or somewhat prepared, while 38% 82) felt unprepared. The two resources most
needed, according to the responses, were timeainthty. The semi-structured interviews
conducted after the survely £ 5) validated that the respondents were in thiy stages of

adoption with higher concerns in Stages O - 3.
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CHAPTER V: DISCUSSION
In this final chapter | will discuss the majordings of the study and then review the
conclusions that can be drawn. The discussionimalude the implications of the findings for
CCSS implementation generally and teacher develapsepecifically. | will then discuss
limitations of the research, and at the end intcedsome areas of future research.
Major Findings
This exploratory study sought to answer two questielated to CCSS implementation:
e What are teachers’ identifiable stages of conceasd€d on the Concerns-Based
Adoption Model framework)?
e How do those concerns differ by characteristicefteacher?
The convenience sample was drawn from five statgswere still in the early stages of CCSS
implementation: Kansas, Missouri, lowa, Vermont] &regon (O’Hara, 2012, 2013). In three
of those states (Kansas, Missouri, and lowa), ipalitontention over CCSS has manifested
itself in legislation either introduced or passedhange or repeal CCSS (Common Core
Backlash, 2014). This presented two challengeseaptitset of this study: first, how to mitigate
the likely confounding effect of negative CCSS peibt on the attitudes of the teachers being
surveyed; and second, how to mitigate the likelyatance of superintendents and principals to
participate in a study whose results could feedothigtical fires. | raise these issues early i@ th
chapter because their impact was apparent in hetljualitative responses of some teachers and
in a low response rate (less than 1%). This varbegsponse to an open-ended question about
CCSS implementation is illustrative:
o ‘| feel that as a District we have all the inittabls in place that we need to be
successful. We do have several areas of the unkaod will address the issues as

59



they arise. It is important that we realize waatate will be adopting the
Common Core State Standards and stop wasting tiowiag holes in it.”

These issues notwithstanding, there were threerfiagings that answered the research
guestions.

Identifiable stages of concernThe first major finding was that respondentshia $ample
expressed distinct and discernable concerns ab@8S83mplementation that focused primarily
on the stages associated with the beginning ofngtementation process. The pattern of most
intense concerns is in the Self subscale (StaggswWhich suggests that the respondents may
lack the confidence that they can successfully gagaor execute the CCSS initiative because
they feel they lack information about it or whaspecifically required of them. The concerns
about information are expressed through agreemintstatements like “I have a very limited
knowledge of CCSS” (question 6), “I would like todw how CCSS is better than what we have
now” (question 35), or “I would like to discuss thessibility of using CCSS” (question 14).
Apprehension about what the CCSS implementatiomsparsonally is expressed through
agreement with statements like “I would like to tnbow my teaching or administration is
supposed to change” (question 17), “I would likénéwe more information on time and energy
commitments required by this innovation” (questi®), or “I would like to know how my role
will change when | am using CCSS” (question 33).

The concerns construct is an affective and emadtioma, reflecting the feelings and
perceptions of those involved in a change prodesmsic assumption of the CBAM framework
is that change in the context of education is aqeal experience, and that you can draw
conclusions about what the user is most preoccupittdduring the change process by looking

at the relative intensity of the concerns acroessetven stages. Of particular interest in
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understanding the readiness of the respondentalicage the CCSS implementation is the
relatively higher intensity of personal concerng@® 2) when compared with informational
concerns (Stage 1). According to George et al.2a0is pattern is referred to as a “negative
one-two split” (p. 40) and can signal doubt anceptal resistance to a change. For individuals
with these higher personal concerns, receiving ndoemation about the CCSS implementation
will not suffice; rather they need a better underding about what will be required of them.
Potential resistance to CCSS implementation cantaanferred from the rising intensity of
concerns in Stage 6 (refocusing) compared to Stagesnsequence) and 5 (collaboration)
(George et al., 2006). This can indicate that éspondents have an idea about implementing
CCSS that is better than the current implementaironess. Specifically, respondents would
tend to agree with statements like “I know of sastieer approaches that might work better”
(question 2), “I am concerned about revising myafS€ECSS” (question 9), or “I would like to
modify our use of CCSS based on the experiencdsedftudents” (question 22).

The overall pattern of concerns seen here is nguerto CCSS implementation but rather
is common when educational change is introduceah dén Berg and Ros (1999) found that
high levels of Self concerns, relative to the ottages, continued more than three years after an
educational innovation was introduced. Individuaithin a system, when exposed to an
innovation that is complex and represents a mdjange from the status quo, will try to
determine whether the innovation is consistent Witgir personal values and job functions (Hall
et al., 1973). This manifests itself in relativligher concerns in the early stages (0-2).

Within the CBAM framework it is the relative intatysof concerns rather than the absolute
levels that are of greatest interest. The facttéethers at this early stage of implementation are

not expressing more intense concerns about thecinipatudents (Stage 4) or collaboration with
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colleagues (Stage 5) should not be interpreteddanmthat these are not important to the
respondents. Rather, it indicates that their paisconcerns are more intense and top of mind at
this point in CCSS implementation, which is corraied by the responses to the open-ended
guestion about preparedness. This verbatim respsiiestrative:

e “Not as prepared as | would like. The CCSS are eeryplex and by the time they
are unlayered they are very time consuming to teddCIT all students have the
background knowledge needed to master the CCS8duwrgrade level. | feel that
the CCSS have been pushed on us without propertdimeepare the teachers and
the students. The CCSS are NOT realistic for theeaagl grade level they have
been targeted for.”

Differences in stages of concerrConsistent with the exploratory nature of thidg{ithe
data were grouped by geographic and demographracteaistics of the respondents to
determine whether and where there were signifiddfégrences. In some cases the small cell size
(e.g., districts with a city urbanicity) precludegtaningful analysis, and in all cases the small
sample size meant that any statistically significgasults could only be interpreted in a
directional manner. Nonetheless the second majdirfy was that there were some statistically
significant differences observed between certaiugs that could help inform teacher
development and the general dialogue around CCgRinentation.

The most striking difference was observed when @aring the results by state. Contrary to
the overall pattern of higher Self concerns (Stdz2% when compared to other stages, the peak
stage for respondents from Oregon was Stage 3 @eament), which indicates concerns related
to the tasks, time and logistics of implementatibmese respondents would have tended to agree

with statements like “I am concerned about not hgnough time to organize myself each day”
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(question 4), “I am concerned about my inabilityianage all that the CCSS requires” (question
16), or “Coordination of tasks and people is takimg much of my time” (question 34).
Respondents from Oregon also were significantlyenigely to have strong ideas about how to
implement CCSS differently, as signified by theitgi up in Stage 6 (refocusing).

The pattern for Oregon is more typical of users @&healready well into implementation.
Considering that the targeted timetable for Oregaféssroom implementation and transition to
CCSS-aligned standards across all grades is 201@'Hara, 2013), | looked at other factors
that might explain the difference compared to Kandéissouri, lowa, and Vermont. First |
looked at aspects of the state’s implementatioroAding to the Oregon Department of
Education website (http://www.ode.state.or.us),sfate had begun aligning math standards to
CCSS in 2010-11 school year and reading/literaanescience to CCSS reading in 2011-12,
earlier than the other states. To the extent #aatiters from Oregon in this sample were
involved in the alignment, they may be more famiigth CCSS implementation and therefore
have a profile that is more similar to a user thanuser. Another possible explanation is that
there was a disproportionately large number of meiddhool teachers in Oregon compared to
the other states. As will be discussed below, lriddhool teachers in the sample tended to have
more intense concerns about how to manage the éaasksiated with CCSS implementation
than teachers from other grade levels.

A difference was also observed between districtliffierent urbanicities. The respondents
in the study whose district urbanicity was ruraded to have more intense concerns about
collaboration (Stage 5) than other urbanicitieseSeéhrespondents would have tended to agree
with statements like “I would like to help othectdty in their use of CCSS” (question 5), “I

would like to coordinate my effort with others t@arimize CCSS effects” (question 27), and “I
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would like to know what other faculty are doingtims area” (question 28). This presents an
opportunity for administrators of rural districtsuse collaborative work teams that encourage
cooperation and coordination among teachers as@gy of implementation.

When considering the relative intensity of concdipgharacteristics of the teacher,
several significant differences were observed dudisl be taken into account by those
responsible for designing the processes and tathiat support CCSS implementation. First,
elementary, middle school, and high school teachadsdifferent intensities of concern about
CCSS implementation, with the largest differencense the earliest concern stage. In the case
of Stage 0 (unconcerned), the grade level actpadlgicted the level of raw scores.

High school and middle school teachers had higgeS@ascores, indicating that CCSS
implementation is not top of mind for these respontd relative to other initiatives. This is in
contrast to elementary school teachers, whoseuelatower Stage 0 score indicates that CCSS
implementation is much more top of mind. This l@ghreoccupation with implementation by
elementary school teachers is consistent with ttereal debate among educators about the
translation of college and career readiness iodstrds for elementary school students who
may not have the cognitive readiness to succeesktting the writing standards, for example,
one criticism is that the writing benchmarks arenfdy educated guesses as to what students’
[sic] should be able to achieve at particular gsad&raham & Harris, 2013). In the area of
mathematics standards for students in grades 8dhrb, an argument has been made that some
learning progressions demanded by the standardsdiag fractions are at odds with students’
cognitive capabilities (Norton & Boyce, 2013). @Hi(2011) notes that the complexity of some
standards for young children, for example in matétgrs, does not match their formal thinking
capacity.
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Another difference was seen in concerns aboutalestassociated with implementation.
Middle school teachers were significantly more @ned about the logistics of implementation
(Stage 3) than either elementary or high schoahtes. Further, Stage 3 concerns were one of
the two most intense stages of concern for midcheal teachers, the other being personal
concerns (Stage 2). Given the differences in stisdamd curriculum at these grade levels, this
may not be surprising. What it suggests, howasdhat middle school teachers will be
especially responsive to CCSS planning and impléatien that considers the practical impact
to them, at the classroom level. This includesdsselated to resourcing, organizing, managing
and scheduling. This verbatim response from a raiddhool teacher illustrates this point:

¢ “l do not have the curriculum to implement all $tandards I'm supposed to teach.
Currently, | have to do all my own research anagline or buy books to teach the
appropriate lessons’..

Consistent with other concerns-based researcts¢kta& Chui, 2010; Campbell &
Thompson, 2007; Forlin et al., 2009), significaiftedlences in relative intensity of concern were
observed by gender. Males had significantly higloeres for Stage 0 (unconcerned), signaling
less preoccupation with CCSS. Male respondentsdvaaNe tended to agree with statements
like “I am more concerned about another innovati@piestion 3), “I am not concerned about
CCSS at this time” (question 12), and “I spendelitime thinking about CCSS” (question 23).
For males, the Stage 6 (refocusing) score tailedhife the score for females tailed down, and
the gap between the two scores was statisticaghjifesant. This suggests that the male
respondents in this sample had strong ideas almoutdnimplement CCSS. When this pattern
occurs early in implementation, it can indicateateg attitudes toward an innovation (George

et al, 2006).
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Respondents were asked whether they had receiv&&@@ining. They were not asked to
specify the nature of the training except in thaisstructured interviews. Four of the five
individuals interviewed indicated they had form& &S training, but that training varied widely
from handouts explaining the standards to organmattshops that covered how to align
curriculum to the CCSS. In some cases the traimag voluntary (e.g., workshop) and in other
cases it occurred in mandatory staff meetings. Woeking at the relative intensity of concerns
by whether or not the respondent had receivediti@isignificant differences were seen in the
overall concern about or involvement with CCSS ¢Bt@) and interest in learning more about
CCSS (Stage 1). Those who said they had receiaeurtg indicated significantly more
involvement with CCSS, as expressed by a lowergmgite in Stage 0 (unconcerned) than those
who had not. Not surprisingly, those who said thagt not received training had significantly
higher concerns about getting information on CCSS.

When these results are examined in conjunction thigtresponses to the open-ended
guestions, where time to implement and trainingrged as the two resources most needed, the
importance of training to the successful implemgataof CCSS is supported. When training
was received, respondents reported less intenseicmnabout getting information. At the same
time, the training did not address the personatenrs that respondents had about CCSS
implementation (Stage 2), where there was no saamf difference between those who reported
receiving training and those who had not. This sgggthat to optimize implementation of
CCSS, the professional development should veryifsgadly address the questions and concerns
that the teachers have about the impact to thessobom. Said another way, the results of this
study indicate that the training that has been falthis group of respondents has not yet

addressed those concerns.
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Finally, statistically significant differences iomcerns for Stage 5 (collaboration) were
seen by primary role of the respondent. Those whaotified their role as “Other” had
significantly higher concerns about coordinating anoperating with others on CCSS
implementation. This could be largely driven by tiadure of the roles that were categorized as
other, including librarians and counselors. If tiadure of the role is to serve all grades, then
having more intense concerns about working witleiglon implementation is understandable.

Minimal impact of years of teaching experienceThe third major finding from the
analysis was that the number of years that theoregnts had been teaching did not
significantly impact the overall nature of theimoerns. This is contrary to previous research
conducted using the CBAM framework where yearsxplegience was the most crucial factor in
explaining the stages of concern (Christou e2ai04).

The finding was a surprise to this researcher basdtie review of articles and some
literature on educational reform. Two differentggeectives about experienced teachers often
emerged from these sources. The first was thahé&saaevith many years of experience would
feel more comfortable in their ability to executeanges, and less concerned about what the
reform would mean for them personally. The secoad thiat experienced teachers would be
cynical and battle worn after many cycles of ref@ma would therefore be resistant to CCSS
implementation. In fact, years of experience ordgl B modest statistical impact on predicting
concerns compared to other characteristics ofgheher. For example, the factors that emerged
as the strongest predictors of Stage 0 scores lvangnify overall preoccupation with the
reform) were teaching elementary school and hareogived CCSS training. Teachers with
those characteristics were more likely to have lo@8tage O concerns, which signify greater

preoccupation with the reform.
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When you consider the foundational research oncea@achers and teacher development
by Frances Fuller upon which the CBAM framework Wwast, it would be logical to assume
that novice or less experienced teachers would Héfexent feelings or perceptions than
teachers who had spent more time in the classrB@search on teacher productivity (Harris &
Sass, 2011) and teacher self-efficacy (Klassen &,&910) found that years of experience had
an effect; as the teachers’ time in the classramreased, productivity and self-efficacy
increased. The major difference, however, is tiratocus of Fuller’s earlier research and the
two more recent studies was on the perceived walditeach, not to implement a reform or
change in the classroom.

Based on the results of this study, there was meage that, at this point in CCSS
implementation, more experienced teachers were hketlg to resist CCSS implementation, or
that less experienced teachers more likely to eoelttze change. Similarly, there was no
indication that teachers who had spent more tinteerclassroom were more likely to have
higher concerns about the impact of CCSS to thedents than the impact to themselves.

What this suggests is that it is the change pratesi§ and how it is facilitated that
makes the larger difference in the nature of teacbiecerns, and ultimately in the success of the
educational change. Michael Fullan (2007) has atgiiat any successful change must allow
educators to meet in the middle, to take localucaland context into account yet also recognize
the complexity that exists at all levels of the emlional infrastructure, from national to regional
to district and finally to school level. He fourftht schools that were successful in implementing
change had principals who were inclusive and fatiie, focused on student learning, or
established collaborative teaching groups. In @sttrfailed reform occurred when the strategy

was top down and relationships were not built igtlichers and principals (Fullan, 2007).
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Conclusions

Within the military there is an often-used adag# tio battle plan survives the first shot.
However well-informed and well-intentioned the altjees, however comprehensive and
rigorous the planning, the true test comes wheiplde is implemented within the chaotic and
uncertain environment on the ground. In many whisholds true for CCSS implementation.

A recurring theme among researchers who have feltbeducational reform over the
past several decades is that successful changkioaton is difficult because of the institutional
and human complexity involved. The point of failiseften the final phase of reform, the
implementation. As Jerald (2005) notes in his potigef:

The implementation stage is thwst difficult of all And it is the stage where the

majority of serious improvement efforts fail. Aotisands of administrators and teachers

have discovered too late, implementing an improvemp&an—at least any plan worth its

salt—really comes down to changing a complex omgin in fundamental ways. (p. 2)

Researchers have found that for a large-scale atimvto succeed, it is important to pay
attention both to teachers’ personal experiencés tive innovation and to their subjective
perceptions (Geijsel, Sleegers, van den Berg, &htermans, 2001). This is because emotions
have been found to drive teacher behavior (vanBig, 2002), and it is the teacher’s behavior
in the classroom that will need to change or atladapt for CCSS implementation to succeed.
The literature on educational reform concludes thatsuccess of any educational reform is
ultimately dependent on how it is implemented atdlassroom level (Tyack & Cuban, 1995;

Fullan, 2007).
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With these challenges in mind, | suggest that éselts of this study can contribute to a
better, though not conclusive, understanding ofdletors that will support a successful
implementation of CCSS. | will discuss those fagtorthe context of the two major conclusions
of this study: 1) teacher uncertainty surroundi@SS implementation is impacting how ready
and confident teachers feel to implement CCSSair tlespective classrooms; 2) the supports
provided to teachers, to include professional dgwalent, should address the differentiated
concerns and uncertainty expressed by the teachers.

Teacher ReadinesswWhen change is introduced to teachers, uncertaaryresult
because information is either lacking or inconsistbout the “rights, obligations, tasks, and
responsibilities” of the teachers, as well as thesequences of the change (van den Berg, 2002,
p. 582) Overall, the teachers in this survey indiddhat they still need more information about
CCSS, including a better understanding of the imtfaat CCSS implementation will have on
them in the classroom. Many felt they lacked treueces necessary to interpret and apply
CCSS, and therefore were uncertain about theiityabol successfully introduce the standards.
This loss of confidence has been seen in othermeiiaitiatives (Hargreaves, 2004).

Many of the respondents acknowledged the effoeswlere underway within their
respective districts to prepare for CCSS implentemtaFrom the state department of education
websites, it is clear that all the states in theeyithave had CCSS-related initiatives underway
for at least the past 12 months, and some mucletoiipe resources identified on the websites
are often diverse and seem robust. When lookitigeatesponses of this survey, however, one
has to conclude that the resources have not békcienut to address basic concerns that teachers

have about bringing CCSS into their respectivesctasms.
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The early stage of implementation is a considenatghile there are some differences in
the implementation schedule for CCSS among thessthtt constitute the sample, all can be
considered in the early, “non-user” phase. Thamgplementation of CCSS has been introduced
and is underway, but not yet across all gradest Mieans that many teachers have not yet had
an opportunity to experience a full cycle of refadmem curriculum to instruction through
assessments. The literature on the CBAM framewadlk tis that as teachers experience the
change and gain a better understanding overaliratie classroom, the nature of the concerns
will shift to managing the change and the impaat the change will have on students. The data
from this study indicate that the respondents ateyet to that point.

Hall et al. (1973, 1974) used literature on edaceti change as one of the primary data
sources as they conceptualized CBAM. That litemibadicated that individuals participating in
a major change will go through affective phasesithpact how readily they will embrace the
change. Across many educational change initiatressarchers applying the CBAM framework
have found that until these early concerns areemsed, it is difficult for individuals to consider
the innovation objectively (George et al., 20067 d&n Berg & Ros, 1999; Hall, 2013). The
significance for those charged with CCSS implemenas that it will take active intervention
of their part to move teachers to the next levekafdiness. A critical part of that intervention is
for administrators to acknowledge teacher concennd,to address them with robust support
systems.

Support systems. Hargreaves (2004) found that “support systentsairiing, mentoring,
time and dialogue” (p. 288) were essential to ssgite educational change. Also important is
for teachers to have the opportunity to learn ffdimect observation of practice and trial and

error in their own classrooms” (Elmore, 1996, p). 24hfortunately, the open-ended responses
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from teachers suggest that this opportunity isroftet available, and in fact the teachers’
experiences reflect some of the conditions thatd&ni1996) describes as leading to the failure
of reform to achieve scale or results:

Teachers are often tossed headlong into discugstaps to work out the classroom

logistics of implementing a new curriculum. Theg ancouraged to develop model

lessons as a group activity and then sent badkeio ¢lassrooms to implement them as
solo practitioners. Teachers are seldom askeditgejif this new curriculum translates
well into concrete actions in the classroom, nerthey often asked to participate as
codesigners of the ideas in the first place...heptvords, the condition under which
teachers are asked to engage in new practicenbealationship whatsoever to the
conditions required for learning how to implemeainplex and new practices with

success. (p. 24)

Van den Berg (2002) notes that professional deveéop that encompasses teachers’
beliefs, attitudes, or emotions “may be particylauccessful” (p. 589). When van den Berg and
colleagues provided intense professional developanar a two-year period that was small
scale, strongly person oriented, targeted at teaaherking in collaborative teams, and
supported by transformation leadership, they failwad disorientation, confusion and fear on the
part of teachers was avoided (van den Berg, 2002).

Overall, respondents indicated they still needrmiation about how to bring CCSS into
their classrooms, but the nature of the type anousrtnof information will differ. Some teachers
indicated that to date they have had no trainirglatnd were learning what they needed on their
own. Others indicated they had training about thadards, but not on integrating them into

curriculum and lesson plans. Some teachers whoatetl they felt very prepared mentioned
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participating in professional learning communitiddany mentioned a desire to work with other
teachers to discuss integrated curriculum. Thegbeew concern, as shown in the data, was
uncertainty about what CCSS implementation will méa the teacher, in the classroom.

Teachers in the study indicated differing conceyrsthe responses to the open-ended
guestions indicate that, for the most part, dittraze using the same general training to help
prepare teachers—where training has been providaitl 2As discussed earlier, the nature of the
concern (and consequently what is required to addtecan vary depending on factors like
grade level taught or the role of the teacher.ffedBntiated approach could include, for
example, providing middle school teachers with mofermation and resources related to
managing the logistics and timing of the implemegata or, providing elementary school
teachers with examples of instructional strategigls age-appropriate academic demands that
could be applied for their youngest students.

In addition to formal training and developmengrthis also an opportunity to use informal
and ongoing learning through teacher collaborafidms type of informal learning has been
found to be more effective in generating educatiogfarm than formal in-service development
(Jurasaite-Harbison & Rex, 2010). This requires tdachers have both the opportunity and the
time to collaborate on how best to apply the steshgldhow to align to current curriculum, and to
share lessons learned. Ideally, the collaboratmulsl be an ongoing process that supports the
fine-tuning and adjustments necessitated througtheuschool year to reconcile the CCSS with
the day-to-day complexities of the classroom. lrésponses to the open-ended questions many
teachers expressed a frustration that they hadveldp many of the resources on their own as

well as a desire to collaborate with fellow teashaeross grade levels and the district.
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Collaborative teaming can also have positive impaetyond the implementation of
standards. Research has shown that participatirag @mpowered school team can foster
teacher performance and organizational commitnigmingech, 2005). Student performance can
also be positively impacted. A study conducted itblic elementary schools in a Midwestern
state that was engaged in a large-scale improveefiamt focused on high-stakes assessments
found that “teacher collaboration for school impgment was positively related to differences
among schools in both mathematics and reading \aamient” (Goddard, Goddard, &
Tschannen-Moran, 2007, p. 891).

Implementing these supports will require transfararal leadership on the part of
principals (van den Berg, 2002), characterizedrbgttin the ability of the teachers to execute the
reform. This type of leadership has been showretmeise uncertainty on the part of teachers
(Geijsel et al., 2001) and increase teachers’ @isfaction and collaboration (Orphanos & Orr,
2014). It also helps build the type of school comityuand culture that nurtures empowerment
and leads to organizational effectiveness (Sonmzad5).

In summary, this study highlighted concerns thathers have about CCSS at this stage
of implementation. If left unaddressed, these comcean become potential obstacles to full
implementation at the classroom level. The voicthefteacher was included in the results,
helping us better understand teachers’ feelinggpanckptions as they introduce CCSS into their
classrooms. The perspective of those closesetal#ssroom is important because they best
understand the practical realities associated wiffiementing a reform as broad as CCSS.

The small sample precluded making conclusive recendations; however, the study
did identify areas that are worthy of attentiontbgse who are leading the CCSS

implementation for their schools and districts.e Btudy showed, for example, that the stages of

74



concern can differ by certain teacher charactessike grade level taught. There is also clear
evidence that the teachers in the study want nmboemation, both about the standards and what
implementation means for them. These results chnii®rm decisions about the allocation of
resources and the design of appropriate intervesitamd supports for teachers.

Limitations

The biggest limitation of this study is the smalh¥ple size. Some of the factors that may
have contributed to the low response rate werdiftehat the beginning of the chapter. While
the number of responses produced some statistgglhficant results, these results should not
be generalized to overall populations. For exampiepuld not be appropriate to assume that all
middle school teachers involved in CCSS impleméntawithin the states studied will be more
likely to be concerned about managing the impleatent. Likewise, the small sample precludes
drawing precise conclusions about the factorshdta statistically significant effect on the
concerns. Rather, the results should be viewedestional and suggestive of areas that would
benefit from further study.

Another limitation is the potential inconsistenaynow grade levels are defined across
states. While grade 9 was categorized as high séhothis study, in some states it may be the
final year of middle school.

Finally, the authors of the SoC instrument cautigainst using the tool to screen or
evaluate concerns (George et al., 2006). Whiledhkelts may signal trends that could have
positive or negative impacts on the adoption ofitivation, the concerns in themselves “are

neither good nor bad” (p. 55).
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Future Research

The study uncovered several areas that would kdrafn additional research. First,
teacher concerns should be explored in-depth wslagger sample and multiple regression to
better understand the factors that can predicstidnge of concern. This would allow
administrators to better tailor ongoing supportstéachers during the implementation. Another
area for future research at this early stage of €@%plementation is to assess the impact of
supports and development by administering the SggStgpnnaire both pre- and post-
implementation and then analyzing the differenogbe relative intensity of concerns between
the two time periods. Finally, the analysis of s&gf concern only provides insights on the
affective aspects of CCSS implementation. To unidedsthe degree to which teachers are
adopting, or “using” the change, future researaukhuse the Levels of Use (LOU) dimension
of the CBAM framework. There are eight differenhbeioral profiles in the LOU construct that
range from nonuse to actively exploring modificatido the innovation (Hall, 2013). Applying
the LOU construct would involve focused intervieswsdentify the usage profile of the

respondent.
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Appendix A: Introductory Page

This short, approximately 15-minute research sursey determine what people who are
implementing or thinking of implementing the Comnfoare State Standards (CCSS) are
concerned about during the implementation procHss results will provide valuable data on the
nature of teacher concerns and the supports theliées may need for successful
implementation of CCSS. Participation in the orelgurvey is strictly voluntary and should
cause no more discomfort than you would experiemgeur everyday life.

Please respond to the items in termgafr present concernspr how you feel about your
involvement withCCSS We do not hold to any one definition of this iafive so please think of
it in terms of your own perception of what it invek. Phrases such as “this approach” and “the
new system” all refer to CCSS. Remember to resporeéch item in terms of your present
concerns about your involvement or potential ineahent with CCSS. Some items may be
irrelevant to you at this time. For those itemgggke circle “0” on the scale.

All responses are confidential and will be aggredatnd returned to the State Department of
Education in a summary report. It is possible, haavewith internet communications, that
through intent or accident someone other thanrtended recipient may see your response. For
guestions or concerns about this survey, pleasacoininda McGurn at linda.mcgurn@ku.edu
or Dr. Marc Mahlios at mahlios@ku.edu. For inforraatabout your rights as a research
participant, please contact the University of Kandaman Subjects Community at irb@ku.edu
or (785) 864-7429. Thank you for taking a few n@suto provide valuable feedback.
Completion of the survey indicates your willingnéssake part in this study and that you are at
least 18 years old.
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Appendix B: Stages of Concern Questionnaire

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Irrelevant Not true of me now Somewhat true of me now Very true of me now
Circle one number for each item.
1. I am concerned about students’ attitudes toward CCSS. 1 2 3 45 6 7
2. I now know of some other approaches that might work better. 1 2 3 45 6 7
3. I am more concerned about another innovation. 1 2 3 45 6 7
4. | am concerned about not having enough time to organize 1 2 3 45 6 7
myself each day.
5. 1 would like to help other faculty in their use of CCSS. 1 2 3 45 6 7
6. | have a very limited knowledge of CCSS. 1 2 3 45 6 7
7. 1 would like to know the effect of CCSS on my 1 2 3 45 6 7
professional status.
8. | am concerned about conflict between my interests and 1 2 3 45 6 7
my responsibilities.
9. | am concerned about revising my use of CCSS. 1 2 3 45 6 7
10. | would like to develop working relationships with both 1 2 3 45 6 7
our faculty and outside faculty using CCSS.
11. I am concerned about how CCSS affects students. 1 2 3 45 6 7
12. | am not concerned about CCSS at this time. 1 2 3 45 6 7
13. I'would like to know who will make the decisions in the 1 2 3 45 6 7
new system.
14. | would like to discuss the possibility of using CCSS. 1 2 3 45 6 7
15. I'would like to know what resources are available if we decide 1 2 3 45 6 7
to adopt CCSS.
16. | am concerned about my inability to manage all that the 1 2 3 45 6 7
CCSS requires.
17. 1 would like to know how my teaching or administration is 1 2 3 45 6 7
supposed to change
18. | would like to familiarize other departments or persons with the 1 2 3 45 6 7
progress of this new approach.
Reprinted by Linda McGurn with permission from SEDL Copyright © 2006,

SEDL




0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Irrelevant Not true of me now Somewhat true of me now Very true of me now

Circle one number for each item.

19. | am concerned about evaluating my impact on students. 0 1 2 3 45 6 7

20. ' would like to revise the CCSS approach. 0 1 2 3 45 6 7

21. | am preoccupied with things other than CCSS. 0 1 2 3 45 6 7

22. I would like to modify our use of CCSS based on the 0 1 2 3 45 6 7
experiences of our students.

23. | spend little time thinking about CCSS. 0 1 2 3 45 6 7

24. | would like to excite my students about their part in this 0 1 2 3 45 6 7
approach.

25. | am concerned about time spent working with nonacademic 0 1 2 3 45 6 7

problems related to CCSS.

26. | would like to know what the use of CCSS will require 0 1 2 3 45 6 7
in the immediate future.

27. I'would like to coordinate my efforts with others to maximize 0 1 2 3 45 6 7
CCSS effects.

28. | would like to have more information on time and energy 0 1 2 3 45 6 7
commitments required by CCSS.

29. | would like to know what other faculty are doing in this area. 0 1 2 3 45 6 7

30. Currently, other priorities prevent me from focusing my 0 1 2 3 45 6 7
attention on CCSS.

31. I would like to determine how to supplement, enhance, or 0 1 2 3 45 6 7
replace CCSS.

32. I'would like to use feedback from students to change the 0 1 2 3 45 6 7
program.

33. I'would like to know how my role will change when | am using 0 1 2 3 45 6 7
CCss.

34. Coordination of tasks and people is taking too much of mytme. | 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

35. | would like to know how CCSS is better than what we 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
have now.

Reprinted by Linda McGurn with permission from SEDL Copyright © 2006, SEDL
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Appendix C: Demographic Questions

Please complete the following:

1. How long have you been teaching?

2. Have you been teaching continuously between 2009 and 2013?
Yes No
3. What grade level do you currently teach? (select all that apply)

4. What is your primary role?
General education teacher Special education teacher
Administrator Other staff (e.g., guidance counselor)

5. Have you received formal training regarding CCSS (workshops, courses) in the past
12 months?

Yes No
6. Gender
Male Female

7. State that school is located in:

8. How prepared do you feel about implementing CCSS? What additional tools or
training do you think would benefit you?

If you would be willing to be contacted for a brief follow up interview, please provide
your email address here:

Thank you for sharing your perspective!
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Appendix D: Copyright Permission

AOVAHDINE RESEANEH

i

gE SEDL LICENSE AGREEMENT

IMPFROVING EQUCATION

To: Linda MeGurn (Licenses)
14403 West 53" Terrace
Shawnea, KS 66216

From: Mancy Raynolds
Information Associate
SEDL
Information Resource Center-Capyright Permissions
4700 Mueller Bivd.
Austin, TX 78723

Subject: License Agreament to reprint and distribute SECL materials
Date: Dacember 5, 2013

Thank you for your interest in using the Stages of Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ 075)
published by SEDL in Measuring Implementation in Schocls: Stages of Concern Questionnaire
writlen by Archie A. Gearge, Gene E, Hall, and Suzanne M. Stiegelbauer in 2008, as Appendix
A, pages 79-82; It Is also available in elecironic formal as SEDL's Stages of Concern
Questionnalre (SoCQ) Cnline (which can be purchased on the SEDL website at
hitpitwww.sedl.orglpubsioatalog/itemsicham2 1, himl) and in the book Taking Charge of
Change, ravised ed., published In 2006 and written by Shirley M. Hord, Willlam L. Rutharford,
Leslie Huling, and Gene E. Hall, on pages 48-49.

The SoCQ 075 will ba referred o as the "work” in this permission agreament, SEDL s pleased lo
grani permission for use of the work cited above by the Licensee for her dissertation at the University
of Kansas School of Education in Lawrence, KS, The foliowing are the terms, conditions, and
limitations governing this limited permission fo reproduce the worlk:

1. All reprinting and distribution activities shall be solely in the media in which the work has
been mada avallable for your use, le., copy made from a print copy or by purchasing
access to the Stages of Concern Questionnalre Online and shall be used for educational,
nen-profit use only, Precise compliance with the fallowing terms and conditions shall be
requirad for any permitled reproduction of the work described above.

2. Mo adaptations, delelions, or changes are allowed with the exception of substiluting the
words “the Innovalion” with a word or phrase that participants will recognize such as the
name of the Innovation or initiative; and questions may be added 1o |dentify demographic
indicators

Volee: B00-416 G )
Fa SI7-476-2206

www. sedl.arg
10 MUELLEE ELYD NBSETIN, TX 78722
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SEDL License Agreement, p.2

of participants before or after the instrument, but otherwise, the wording and order of
ltems cannol be changed. No derlvalive work based on or incorperating the work may be
created without the prior wrillen consent of SEDL.

3. This permission Is non-exclusive, non-transferable, and limited 1o the one-time use
specifiad harein. This permission is granted solely for the perlod December @, 2013,
through Decembar 31, 2014, inclusive, SEDL expressly reserves all rights in this malerial,

4, You must give appropriale credit on the copies of the work you distribute: "Reprinted by
Linda McGurn with permission fram SEDL," or attribule SEDL as appropriate to the
profassional style guidelinas you are following, All reproductions of the material used by
you shall also bear the following copyright notice on each page of use: "Copyright © 20086,
SEDL."

5, An exact copy of any reproduction of the work you produce shall be promptly provided to
SEDL. All coples of the work produced by you which ara not distributed or used shall be
destroyed or sent to SEDL, save and except a maximum of three archival copies you are
permitted to keep in permanent records of the activity you conducted,

8, This License Agreemenl Lo reproduce the work is limited lo the terms hereof and s
personal to the persen and entily lo whom it has been granted; and it may not be
assigned, given, or transferred to any other parson or entity.

7. SEDL i= not charging the Licensee a copyright fee io use the work,

I'm e-mailing you a PDF of this agreaemant. Please print and sign one copy below, indicaling that
you understand and agree to comply with the above terms, conditions and limitatiens, and send
the orginal back to me. If you wish to keep a copy with original signatures, please also print,
sign, and return a second copy and, after | receive and sign it, I'll return it with both of our
signatures 1o you.

Thank you, again, for your interest in using SEOL's Stages of Concern Questionnaire (S0CQ
075). If you have any questions, please contact me at 800-476-6861, ext. 6548 or 512-391-
6548, or by a-mall al nancy.reynolds@sedl.org.

Sincerely,

Seceda to 2003
Nancy Reygolds for SEOL Date signed ki
Agreed and

accepted:
Signature: Z‘V:‘Lé }h W_/- - ti:;l "d" lﬂ _f‘__g
ate signe
Printed Mame: Lfﬁ)-ﬁﬁ M C@*’Ifﬂ/
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Appendix E: Interview Questions

At the beginning of the interview, confirmed demeygnic data from survey (e.g, years

teaching, subject taught). If participant said they received CCSS training, asked for a

description of formal CCSS training. All intervieagewere asked these questions:

1. How did you receive information regarding CCSS iempéntation at your school? How
would you prefer to get that information?

2. How do you think the CCSS implementation will impgour students?

3. How have you worked with other teachers in youiostio adapt your curriculum for
CCSS?

4. How do you think CCSS implementation is progresamgther school districts/other

states?
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Appendix F: Example of Interview Writeup (redacted)
Date Interviewed: 6-18-14
1. How did you receive information regarding CCSS implementation at your school? How
would you prefer to get that information?
Received from AEA, read the handout. Also had speakl here are other initiatives going on,
school improvements. They did a good job helpirghers understand common core. Comment:
“It's not about the curriculum.” Didn’t see anytlgilon technical reading (referenced spouse who

is business owner and said that students lack idmeading skills, can’t follow instructions).

2. How do you think the CCSS implementation will impact your students?

Doesn’t think CCSS can help students. There araaoy other problems, issues. It's not how or
what we are teaching. Example of freshman, “we teen at war their whole life.” The
idea/philosophy of CC is wonderful, but it won't ko Mentioned competition for student

attention. Had already realigned science curricuioim Core.

3. How have you working with other teachersin your school to adapt your curriculum for
CCSsSs?

Teachers meet 1x/month for two hours. Try to cavkitle CC material. Also, every other

month work with teachers in same curricular ares.dgfades 3-12, science is all mapped out.

4. How do you think CCSS implementation is progressing in other school districts/states?

Early in interview said they were ahead of moghm state (in getting info), but here said that
the district is one step behind others. Shareddmie@bout teacher transferring to a larger
school, said that everyone is forced to use theesaaterial and use it the same way, said
implementation was too standardized. Transfer@agher was good and creative in classroom,
is feeling stifled by the “by the book” implementat. “Is it going to fix our school?” Mentioned
pendulum swinging, and Madeline Hunter. Wonderedmn&hhe money coming from for
implementation.

Biggest question: How do | take gung ho kids anderend challenge them, then do justice to

the middle group (ok, but not outstanding).In aslaf 25, there are 2 outstanding, 13 in the
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middle range, and 10 students really strugglingnfid@ed student with severe dyslexia who
spent 5 out of 6 periods in the teaming center (oidyeneral ed), and was able to graduate with
honors along with college bound students. Somengatead problems with that, but noted “I
didn’t see it, | wasn't there.”

Stage 3 peak suggests
highest concern is on
“ managing implementation

Siages of Concer{ . )
Common Core Stafe Qé (time, logistics).

100
BEVJA

0%

40+

a0

S
l: 70 N
% Positive 1-2 split,
P8 more concerned Relatively high stage 6
= = about getting info signals participant
u than job security thinks there may be
= 40 better things to work
= on.
o 30
= 04 Least concerned about working
with others to implement. —>
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Stages of Concern

Demographics from survey:
e Teach grades 9, 10

e General Education

e Teaching 28 years

e Female

e Formal training on CCSS.

From interview:
e Teach 9-12, teaches science and health

e Taking class this summer on science of drugs
e Nature of training: through AEA, mostly paperwork
explaining standards. Some fuzziness.
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Appendix G: IRB Approval

LESEARCH &

GRADUATE STUDIES

The University of Kansas

APPROVAL OF PROTOCOL

March 12, 2014

Linda McGurn
linda.mcgurn@ku.edu

Dear Linda McGurn:

On 3/12/2014, the IRB reviewed the following submission:

Type of Review: | Modification
Title of Study: | Understanding Teacher Concerns about Common
Core State Standards (CCSS) Implementation
Investigator: | Linda McGurn
IRB ID: | STUDY00000609
Funding: | None
Grant ID: | None

The IRB approved the study on 3/12/2014.

1. Any significant change to the protocol requires a modification approval prior to altering the

project.

2. Notify HSCL about any new investigators not named in original application. Mote that new
investigators must take the online tutorial at

https://res.drupal.ku.edu/human_subjects compliance_training.

3. Any injury to a subject because of the research procedure must be reported immediately.
When signed consent documents are required, the primary investigator must retain the signed
consent documents for at least three years past completion of the research activity.

Please note university data security and handling requirements for your project:
https://documents.ku.edu/policies/IT/DataClassificationandHandlingProceduresGuide.htm

You must use the final, watermarked version of the consent form, available under the

“Documents” tab in eCompliance.

Sincerely,

Stephanie Dyson Elms, MPA

IRB Administrator, KU Lawrence Campus
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Appendix H: Urbanicity Codes

(ULOCALE) Urban-centric locale (Phan & Glander, 2007)

The 12 urban-centric locale code categories aleekkbelow.

11 = City, Large: Territory inside an urbanizedaaaad inside a principal city with
population of 250,000 or more.

12 = City, Midsize: Territory inside an urbanizegaand inside a principal city
with population less than 250,000 and greater traqual to 100,000.

13 = City, Small: Territory inside an urbanizedaead inside a principal city with
population less than 100,000.

21 = Suburb, Large: Territory outside a princip& and inside an urbanized area
with population of 250,000 or more. 4

22 = Suburb, Midsize: Territory outside a principay and inside an urbanized
area with population less than 250,000 and grelaser or equal to 100,000.

23 = Suburb, Small: Territory outside a princip&y @and inside an urbanized area
with population less than 100,000.

31 = Town, Fringe: Territory inside an urban clusteat is less than or equal to 10
miles from an urbanized area.

32 = Town, Distant: Territory inside an urban ctrghat is more than 10 miles and
less than or equal to 35 miles from an urbanized.ar

33 = Town, Remote: Territory inside an urban clugitat is more than 35 miles of

an urbanized area.
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41 = Rural, Fringe: Census-defined rural territitrgt is less than or equal to 5
miles from an urbanized area, as well as ruraitéeyrthat is less than or equal to
2.5 miles from an urban cluster.

42 = Rural, Distant: Census-defined rural territthvgt is more than 5 miles but less
than or equal to 25 miles from an urbanized areavell as rural territory that is
more than 2.5 miles but less than or equal to 18smfilom an urban cluster.

43 = Rural, Remote: Census-defined rural territbat is more than 25 miles from

an urbanized area and is also more than 10 mié@s &n urban cluster.
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Appendix I: Districts Sampled
Numbers in cells represent count of public scheathers in the districts as of 2007-2008

(National Center for Education Statistics, 2013)

DISTRICT TYPE IOWA  KANSAS MISSOURI OREGON VERMONT
Urban District 1 1108 1219 689 858 319
Urban District 2 866 755 2225 307 212
Suburban District 1 183 470 150 558 178
Suburban District 2 96 311 94 12 144
Suburban District 3 255 147 335 228 78
Suburban District 4 144 1866 975 424
Suburban District 5 1870 314 178
Town District 1 106 160 142 247 99
Town District 2 144 64 134 144 58
Town District 3 88 294 99 68 183
Town District 4 91 338 81 261 231
Town District 5 70 86 107 53 122
Town District 6 164 145 228 241 17
Town District 7 61 75 317 311
Town District 8 88 101 360 41
Town District 9 149 113 141 151
Town District 10 84 144 115
Rural District 1 47 78 52 43 6
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DISTRICT TYPE IOWA  KANSAS MISSOURI OREGON VERMONT

Rural District 2 57 27 56 54 37
Rural District 3 32 63 47 150 82
Rural District 4 40 24 35 1 75
Rural District 5 7 16 23 17 36
Rural District 6 55 24 21 19 41
Rural District 7 45 17 62 9 23
Rural District 8 34 19 97 17 38
Rural District 9 16 41 16 18 20
Rural District 10 37 18 53 12
Rural District 11 41

TOTAL 4067 8382 6997 4537 1999

Total teachers, all states: 25982

103



Appendix J: Statements on Questionnaire by Stage

Adapted fromThe Stages of Concern Questionng®eorge et al., 2006, pp. 27, 28)

ITEM STATEMENT
Stage O
3 | am more concerned about another innovation.
12 | am not concerned about CCSS at this time.
21 | am preoccupied with things other than CCSS.
23 | spend little time thinking about CCSS.
30 Currently, other priorities prevent me from fsitig my attention on CCSS.
Stage 1
6 | have a very limited knowledge of CCSS.
14 | 1 would like to discuss the possibility of usi6¢SS.
15 I would like to know what resources are avadabive decide to adopt CCSS.
26 I would like to know what the use of CCSS wdtuire in the immediate future.
35 I would like to know how CCSS is better than twa have now.
Stage 2
7 I would like to know the effect of CCSS on my f@ssional status.
13 I would like to know who will make the decisioimsthe new system.
17 I would like to know how my teaching or adminggton is supposed to change.
28 I would like to have more information on timedaanergy commitments required by

CCss.

S.

33 I would like to know how my role will change wheam using CCSS.
Stage 3
4 | am concerned about not having enough timedaraze myself each day.
8 | am concerned about conflict between my interaatl my responsibilities.
16 | am concerned about my inability to managéehat the CCSS requires.
25 | am concerned about time spent working withawademic problems related to CCS
34 | Coordination of tasks and people is taking tamimof my time.
Stage 4
1 | am concerned about students’ attitudes tow&Z8 &
11 | am concerned about how CCSS affects students.
19 | am concerned about evaluating my impact odesits.
24 | 1 would like to excite my students about theirtpn this approach.
32 I would like to use feedback from students targje the program.
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Stage 5

5 | I would like to help other faculty in their use@CSS.

10 | I would like to develop working relationships witloth our faculty and outside faculty
using CCSS.

18| I would like to familiarize other departments organs with the progress of this new
approach.

27 | 1 would like to coordinate my efforts with othemsrhaximize CCSS effects.

29| | would like to know what other faculty are doingthis area.

Stage 6

2 | I now know of some other approaches that might vioetter

9 | I am concerned about revising my use of CCSS.

20 | 1 would like to revise the CCSS approach.

22 | 1 would like to modify our use of CCSS based ondkperiences of our students.

31| I would like to determine how to supplement, enlgamnce replace CCSS.
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Appendix K: Average Raw Scores by Stage, Sub-Group

Stage| Stage | Stage | Stage | Stage | Stage | Stage
ORaw| 1 Raw| 2 Raw| 3 Raw| 4 Raw | 5 Raw| 6 Raw
Mean| Mean| Mean| Mean Meanh Mean Me
District City&Suburb 14 19 18 15 17 19 13
Urbanicity | Town 13 18 19 18 19 16 16
(N=143) Rural 13 18 20 18 19 20 15
State lowa 14 18 19 16 17 17 14
(N=145) Oregon 13 19 21 21 20 17 18
Vermont 13 15 16 14 17 20 11
KsMo 12 18 19 16 19 17 16
Primary Role| GenEd 13 18 19 18 19 17 15
(N=145) SpEd 12 19 17 16 18 15 15
Admin 15 16 17 17 20 21 15
Other 14 17 19 14 19 23 14
Training no 15 20 20 17 19 17 15
(N=145) yes 12 17 19 18 19 18 15
Gender Male 17 18 20 19 20 18 17
(N=145) Female 11 17 19 17 18 18 14
Yrs Teaching| 1 to 10 14 17 20 18 20 18 15
(N=145) 11to 20 12 19 20 17 18 17 16
> 20 13 17 18 17 18 18 14
Grade Level | Elementary 10 17 18 16 18 18 14
(N=129) Middle School 13 19 22 20 21 18 17
High School 17 18 20 18 18 16 15

Total
(N=145) 13 18 19 17 19 18 15
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