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Abstract
This study explored the concerns that K-12 teachers in five states (N = 145) had about
implementing the Common Core State Standards (CCSS), and how those concerns differed by
demographic characteristics of the teacher. Specifically, this study sought to answer two
questions: (1) What are teachers’ identifiable stages of concern about CCSS? (2) How do those
stages of concern differ by years of teaching experience, primary teaching role, and grade level
taught? Data collection consisted of a 35-item, Likert-scale survey, demographic data, two openended questions, and follow-up interviews with a subset of participants. Analysis of Variance
revealed significant differences in the relative intensity of some stages of concern by grade
taught, and category of teaching, but not for years of experience. In addition there were
statistically significant differences in relative intensity of some stages of concern by state, by
gender, by whether or not the respondent had received CCSS training, and by district urbanicity.
Multiple regression revealed that some demographic characteristics had a statistically significant
effect on the relative intensity of concerns for Stages 0 and 5. An analysis of the open-ended
question responses revealed that, of those respondents who answered the questions (n = 96),
67% (n = 64) felt prepared or somewhat prepared, while 33% (n = 32) felt unprepared. The two
resources most needed, according to the responses, were time and training. The semi-structured
interviews conducted after the survey (n = 5) validated that the respondents were in the early
stages of adoption with higher concerns in Stages 0 - 3. This study reinforced the importance of
understanding and acting upon teacher concerns to optimize CCSS implementation, particularly
in the area of information about the standards and what they mean for the teacher in the
classroom. Future research should explore impacts of structured 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 for and against the Common Core State
Standards (CCSS), we do not yet have a comprehensive understanding of teacher concerns about
implementing the Standards. CCSS—which were originally adopted by 45 states, the District of
Columbia, four territories and the Department of Defense Education Activity—are the product of
the National Governors Association and Council of Chief State School Officers, who formed a
coalition to align states standards and testing by creating one set of standards and common
criteria for grading (National Governors Association Center for Best Practices, Council of Chief
State School Officers, 2010; Hacker & Dreifus, 2013). Their work is supported by private
funding, including $35 million in grants from the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation (Hacker &
Dreifus, 2013).
As implementation of the CCSS has begun across the country, there has been some
resistance by educators in the states. As of August 2014, legislation to pause, review, or repeal
CCSS had been introduced in 26 states (Common Core Backlash, 2014). While most of the bills
failed to pass, executive orders have been signed in seven states (Arizona, Connecticut, Georgia,
Iowa, Oklahoma, Mississippi, and Maine) regarding CCSS implementation. In addition,
governors in five states have signed bills to repeal (Indiana, Oklahoma, and South Carolina) or
pause (Illinois, Missouri) the CCSS. With the momentum and funding support currently enjoyed
by the CCSS movement, however, it is unlikely that most states will reverse course;
consequently, the sooner that teacher concerns are identified and understood, the earlier
administrators can design and implement appropriate interventions and supports to address those
concerns in order to ensure more optimal implementation.
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Implementation of large-scale educational reform is complex (Clandinin & Connelly, 1998;
Fullan, 2003; März & Kelchtermans, 2013) and is often unsuccessful at the level of classroom
instruction. Hess and McShane (2013) suggest that teacher professional development is an
important part of aligning classroom instruction to the changes introduced by CCSS, arguing that
“The last half-century of school reform includes a remarkably long list of once celebrated now
discarded ideas accompanied by the common lament that they were undone by implementation”
(p. 62). Understanding teachers’ feelings and perceptions regarding CCSS implementation is
important because it will help us understand how teachers will support the change (Hall, 2013).
Most research on teacher concerns has tended to focus on innovations regarding curriculum
(Christou, Eliophtou-Menon, & Philippou, 2004), the introduction of technology (Overbaugh &
Lu, 2008; Donovan & Green, 2010), and instructional strategies (Hall, 1976; Dunn & Rakes,
2009). A literature search of major academic databases using the key words “Common Core,”
“Common Core State Standards,” “CCSS,” “Concerns-Based Adoption Model,” “CBAM,”
“teachers,” and “teacher concerns” revealed only two recent studies, both doctoral dissertations,
that examined teacher concerns about CCSS using the CBAM framework. Both examined
concerns in narrow contexts. The first (Wolf, 2013) examined CCSS implementation specific to
mathematics curriculum in the context of teacher stages of concern. The second (Adrian, 2012)
examined teacher stages of concern about standards-based grading. The literature search,
however, did show that CCSS is of keen interest to educators, the business community, and
politicians.
Some research conducted using the Concerns-Based Adoption Model (CBAM) has shown
that the concerns will differ by years of teaching experience, with less experienced teachers more
concerned about their own ability to implement a change while more experienced teachers tend
2

to be more concerned about the impact to students (Christou et al., 2004). Given that the type of
comprehensive reform that is proposed by CCSS can take years to implement, and that the
change can be an ongoing process (Hall, 2013), understanding teacher concerns and how they
differ by experience can help educators identify potential obstacles to implementation and
address them in a differentiated fashion.
Another area of potential teacher concern relates to the teacher’s primary role, i.e., general
education or special education. The CCSS implementation is anticipated to be disproportionately
challenging for the population of students who have intellectual or behavioral disabilities. This is
because for these students, the standardized test taking that is part of the implementation of
CCSS can itself pose difficulties separate from knowing the underlying material (Hope, 2009).
This, in turn, places a heavier burden on the special education teacher. There are also potential
discrepancies between the needs of the student with learning disabilities and the CCSS
benchmarks. For example, handwriting can be difficult for students with learning disabilities
throughout their schooling, yet the CCSS handwriting benchmarks end after grade 1 (Graham &
Harris, 2013). For these reasons it is also important to understand concerns specific to this
population of teachers.
Finally, identifying specific teacher concerns is important to understanding how engaged
teachers feel in the educational process, particularly curriculum development. Teacher
involvement is important to optimize learning outcomes because teachers are most familiar with
the practical realities of the classroom (Ben-Peretz, 1980). When teachers are excluded or don’t
remain engaged throughout curriculum decision-making, the result can be marginalization of the
profession, where teachers are no longer curriculum makers, but curriculum implementers
(Craig, 2012). For successful change to occur, teachers must feel engaged and their classroom
3

perspective respected (Craig, 2012; Fullan, 2007). Nichols and Parsons (2011) warn that the
teacher’s voice is being limited and the teaching profession is being “deskilled” by a system
overwhelmed with testing, a top down culture of accountability, 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 concerns that teachers have about
implementing the Common Core State Standards, and how those concerns differ by
characteristics of the teacher. We don’t yet have a comprehensive understanding of those
concerns, which is problematic because the implementation phase is often the point of failure for
major educational reform (Fullan, 2007; Hess & McShane, 2013; Jerald, 2005; Tyack & Cuban,
1995).Understanding teacher concerns can help inform decisions about the supports and
interventions teachers need for successful implementation.
The construct of “concerns” is based on the Concerns-Based Adoption Model (CBAM). In
this model, concerns are defined as “the composite representation of feelings, preoccupation,
thought, and consideration given to a particular issue or task” (Hall et al., 1979, p. 5).
Specifically, this study sought to answer two questions: (1) What are teachers’ identifiable stages
of concern about CCSS? (2) How do those stages of concern differ by years of teaching
experience, category of teaching, and grade level taught? (See Appendix C for the complete list
of demographic data collected.) My assumption was that the intensity within the stages of
concern would differ based on these characteristics.
Definitions of Variables
The theoretical framework for this investigation is the CBAM, which grew out of work by
Frances Fuller in the 1960s to examine the attitudes and beliefs of student teachers (Hall, 2013).
4

Fuller posited three phases of teacher concern: a pre-teaching phase, where there is non-concern;
an early teaching phase, where concerns are about self; and a late teaching phase, where the
concerns are about pupils (Fuller, 1969). In later research, Fuller reconceptualized the stages as
concerns about self, concerns about tasks, and concerns about impacts on students (Fuller,
Parsons, & Watkins, 1974; Parsons & Fuller, 1974; Conway & Clark, 2003). In the 1970’s, Hall
and his colleagues at the Research & Development Center for Teacher Education at the
University of Texas in Austin expanded the concerns-based approach to examine teacher
concerns in the context of innovation adoption (Conway & Clark, 2003). The Stages of Concern
(SoC) is one of three dimensions of the CBAM, each of which can be used to understand and
assess educational change processes. The other two dimensions are the Levels of Use (LoU),
which describe behaviors of those who have or have not embraced the change; and Innovation
Configurations (IC), which examines how the change is being implemented (Hall, 2013).
The seven stages of concern served as the dependent variables. The independent variables
were the teacher’s demographic characteristics, including years of teaching experience, primary
teaching role, and grade level taught.
According to the CBAM Stages of Concern framework, teachers can move between seven
distinct stages of concern; as some concerns are addressed, others arise. The seven stages are
shown in Table 1. The stages can also be combined into three subscales, namely Self (Stages 02), Task (Stage 3), and Impact (Stages 4-6) (Hall et al., 1979).

5

Table 1
The CBAM Stages of Concern Descriptions
Stage
0

Title
Unconcerned

Description
Individual indicates little concern with the innovation

1

Informational

Individual indicates a general awareness and some interest in learning
more about the innovation

2

Personal

Individual is uncertain about the demands of the innovation and
his/her ability to meet the demands

3

Management

Individual focuses on the processes and tasks of using the innovation

4

Consequence

Individual focuses on the innovation’s impact on students

5

Collaboration

Individual is focused on working with others regarding use of the
innovation

6

Refocusing

Individual focuses on ways to gain more benefits from the innovation

Adapted from The Stages of Concern Questionnaire (George et al., 2006, p. 8)
Summary
CCSS is a far-reaching educational reform initiative for which many states have been
preparing for the past several years. To date limited research has been conducted using the
established CBAM framework to identify teacher concerns in the context of the CCSS
implementation. Understanding teacher concerns about CCSS is important at this stage of
implementation because of the potential obstacles to fully adopting the standards represented by
their population of students. As important is the opportunity to infuse the change process with
the voice of the teacher, who is closest to the classroom. The results of this study will help
inform the decisions being made by educators and administrators regarding the allocation of
resources, including teacher professional development, to support successful implementation.

6

CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW
In this chapter I will discuss literature relevant to educational reform and the role of
teachers, the Concerns-Based Adoption Model (CBAM) framework, teacher characteristics and
their impact on concerns, and the evolution of the Common Core State Standards. I will situate
the discussion of the CCSS evolution in an historical context, discussing how the concept that we
should have a general education common to all students evolved over the past century.
Teachers and Educational Reform
One of the criticisms of current educational reform is that a top-down approach to
curriculum change doesn’t allow sufficient input from those closest to the classroom, namely
teachers (Fullan, 2007). This is problematic for two reasons. First, teachers understand the
practical realities of the classroom, so are often best situated to understand the gaps, needs and
problems in the classroom, and how to address them (Ben-Peretz, 1980). Without their input and
engagement, change is much less likely to be successful (Fullan, 2007). Second, the long-term
implication of excluding teachers is the marginalization of the profession, as teachers simply
implement what someone else hands them (Craig, 2012).
Educational researcher Michael Fullan (2007) suggests that most reform fails because
those school-specific factors that Schwab (1969) would consider “commonplaces” (student,
teacher, subject matter, and milieu—or context) are being marginalized in favor of mandates and
top-down approaches. William Schubert (2010) expressed a similar concern: “I am convinced
that one of the biggest questions facing our field is the marginalization of those [i.e., teachers]
who have curricular knowledge and expertise by those who control major curricular policy and
practice” (p. 9). The important contribution of teachers is especially at risk in an environment of
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top-down reform. Reform will not work if teachers do not feel engaged and their classroom
perspective is not respected (Craig, 2012; Fullan, 2007).
This perspective is echoed by educational researcher Andy Hargreaves (2004), who has
studied teachers’ emotional responses to educational change. He found that “in the period of
large-scale educational reform that began in the 1990s legislated educational change initiatives
have had largely emotionally negative and painful effects on teachers” (p. 288). Hargreaves goes
on to note that “large-scale change grinds most teachers into the dust” (p. 304) because it is
forced on them, and they experience “excessive pressure and weak support” (p. 304).
Many in education look to the last national educational reform initiative, No Child Left
Behind (NCLB), to anticipate impacts of CCSS. One study on the effects of NCLB at the end of
its fifth year of implementation in one school district identified numerous stressors and
dissatisfaction for teachers (Smith & Kovacs, 2011). These included “excessive paperwork, time
shortages (both instructional and planning), a shrinking curriculum, and prescribed lessons”
(Smith & Kovacs, 2011, p. 218). Some researchers cite evidence that the high-stakes
accountability environment of NCLB “enacted negative consequences on some teachers’ sense
of professional worth” (Hochberg & Desimone, 2010, p. 91). Fullan (2003) writes that “with all
the emphasis on uninformed and informed prescription over the past twenty years, one of the
casualties has been teachers’ intrinsic motivation or sense of moral purpose” (p. 11).
In a recent report regarding CCSS implementation in California (McLaughlin, Glaab, &
Carrasco, 2014), the authors noted two general implementation concerns expressed by educators
across the state. The first was a lack of time; i.e., too little time to do professional development,
develop new materials, and to communicate with stakeholders. The second general concern was
that implementation was hampered by the “broader ambiguities and uncertainties associated with
8

CCSS” (p. 5). Hess and McShane (2013) noted a similar concern regarding professional
development that helps teachers align their classroom instruction to CCSS, citing a 2013 survey
of state education officials that showed 37 states reporting challenges in implementing quality
professional development. This can be problematic in English Language Arts (ELA), where
meeting the standards will require that students receive instruction from highly-qualified teachers
who have received high-quality professional development (Graham & Harris, 2013).
Special education teachers face unique expectations and responsibilities, including working
collaboratively with general education teachers in co-teaching scenarios that are often ill-defined
and poorly supported (Newton, Kennedy, Walther-Thomas, & Cornett, 2012). The challenges
associated with that role may be exacerbated with the CCSS requirement that students with
special needs be held to the same benchmarks. The CCSS specify that students with learning
disabilities need to achieve established benchmarks, but acknowledge that this may require extra
supports (Haager & Vaughn, 2013). One study estimates that as many as 30 or 40 additional days
of instruction will be required in order for students with special needs to meet the standards
(Shah, 2012). The CCSS guidelines, however, offer minimal guidance on those supports or how
students with learning disabilities can meet the rigorous CCSS standards.
CBAM Framework
The importance of understanding beliefs and concerns of those participating in a change
process has been well-established (Dunn & Rakes, 2009). Research has found that concerns
about an innovation “exert a powerful influence on the implementation of reforms and determine
the type of assistance that teachers may need in the adoption of the process” (Christou et al.,
2004, p. 160). Specific to education, a framework for understanding teacher concerns began with
research by Frances Fuller, a counseling psychologist, in the 1960s. Fuller’s original work
9

focused on novice teachers and teacher development. Fuller was trying to improve teacher
education programs by understanding the concerns that prospective teachers had. This was
driven in part by her interest in addressing a discrepancy uncovered in research between what
teachers said they needed and what was provided to them in teacher education (Fuller, 1969).
Fuller saw a disconnect between teacher educators, who had different concerns relative to
teaching, and undergraduate education majors. She hypothesized that when the course content
addresses concerns of preservice and novice teachers, there will be more interest on the part of
students.
Fuller also hypothesized that teachers with different levels of experience will have
different attitudes about teaching and express different concerns (Fuller, 1969; Parsons & Fuller,
1974; Fuller, Parsons, & Watkins, 1974). She conducted a series of studies on pre-service
teachers (Fuller, 1969; Dunn & Rakes, 2009) and found clusters of concerns and attitudes that
changed in a distinct and predictable way as teachers gained experience (Roach, Kratochwill, &
Frank, 2009). As a result, Fuller posited three phases of teacher concern: a pre-teaching phase,
where there is non-concern; an early teaching phase, where concerns are about self; and a late
teaching phase, where the concerns are about pupils (Fuller, 1969). Fuller and Case (1969)
continued the discussion about making professional education relevant to teachers. Their
theoretical framework was a three-phase model that represented three different populations.
Phase 1 focused on education students who had never taught, and had no concern about teaching;
phase 2 comprised pre-service teachers with a minimum of teaching experience, who were
mainly concerned about their own performance; and phase 3 included experienced teachers, who
were mainly concerned about their students.

10

For the phase 2 population, Fuller developed six stages, which emerged from transcripts of
counseling sessions with teaching students. The six stages are characterized by the prevalent
question in the mind of the student teacher (Fuller & Case, 1969).
•

Stage 1: Orientation to teaching. Where do I stand?

•

Stage 2: Control. How adequate am I?

•

Stage 3: Student relationship. Why do they (students) do that?

•

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

•

Stage 6: Personal growth & professional issues. Who am I?

Based on the concerns model, Fuller (1970) proposed ideas and procedures that could be
used by teacher educators to personalize the education of elementary teachers. The purpose was
to help educators understand the concerns of prospective teachers, and to help educators apply
the concerns model that Fuller developed. Fuller proposed that when student teacher concerns
are understood, they take more responsibility for learning, and are more satisfied. In this model,
Fuller distinguished between less mature and more mature teachers. She defined concern as
“constructive frustration” and “what a person is trying to do in a particular situation” (p. 13). She
held that the three phases were sequential, reflecting the teacher’s maturity, and that they
overlapped. Further, she found that prospective teachers have some common concerns, and that
concerns occur for many in an invariant sequence (Fuller, 1974). Fuller argued that by better
understanding the concerns and then addressing them in teacher education, prospective teachers
will be better prepared. She argued that for teacher education to be effective, it needs to be more
than just task-based information.
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Initially, the main instrument used to gather concerns data was the Teacher Concerns
Statement (Fuller & Case 1972). This was a questionnaire for both pre- and in-service teachers.
It consisted of one open-ended question asking what concerns the teacher has when he/she thinks
about teaching. There were also five background questions. A scoring manual (Fuller & Case,
1972) provided guidance on seven concerns codes to be used for scoring; the applicable code
was determined by a close reading of the open-ended responses (e.g., code 0 was used when the
teacher’s response contains information or concerns that are unrelated to teaching). In the
manual, the descriptions of the concerns stages differ somewhat from earlier work. For example,
Stages 4 and 5 were previously described broadly as “student gains.” In the scoring manual,
there is more delineation. Stage 4 is “Are pupils learning what I am teaching?” and Stage 5 is
“Are pupils learning what they need?”; in addition, Stage 6, which previously had been described
as “Who am I?” is much more specific, “How can I improve myself as a teacher?”
Fuller reconceptualized the stages as concerns about self, concerns about tasks, and
concerns about impacts on students (Fuller, Parsons, & Watkins, 1974; Parsons & Fuller, 1974;
Conway & Clark, 2003). This occurred as a result of further research and analysis on teacher
concerns using content analysis of Teacher Concerns Statements, which uncovered the
limitations of the earlier model of concerns (Fuller et al., 1974). The purpose of the later research
(Fuller et al., 1974) was to determine if teacher concerns fell into only two categories, and
whether teachers expressed only a single concern or rather expressed more than one concern.
Fuller et al. (1974) also examined whether concerns were related to experience. A major finding
of the study (Fuller et al., 1974) was that concerns did not “mature” with experience, resulting in
the reconceptualization into three stages: (1) Concerns about Role + Concerns about Adequacy,
(2) Concerns about Teaching, and (3) Concerns about Pupil Needs. The study concludes with a
12

recommendation to develop a structured instrument that has better psychometric properties. The
study also noted serious psychometric limitations of the Teacher Concerns Statement.
The new instrument, the Teacher Concerns Checklist (TCCL), was introduced at the 59th
annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association (Parsons & Fuller, 1974).
The authors noted that they had been studying teacher concerns for over a decade, and had been
frustrated by the reliability issues encountered with the older instrument, Teacher Concerns
Statement. The new 56-item checklist was developed over two years, and showed improved
reliability over the Teacher Concerns Statements, and was easier to score with less risk of
problems with interrater reliability. The original model predicted that concerns about teaching
change over time and mature with experience as teachers worry less about themselves and their
ability, and more about pupil needs. In the research discussed in their AERA paper, however, the
authors note that regression analysis revealed that there was “no evidence to support the
proposition that increasing teaching experience was related to concern categories hypothesized to
be more mature” (p.5). One exception was male in-service teachers. No significant difference
was found between elementary and secondary teachers.
Fuller’s work has served as a theoretical foundation for continued research over the past 40
within the context of innovation adoption and school reform (Hall, 2013; Hall, 1976; Hall &
Hord, 2011). Hall, Wallace, and Dossett (1973) extended Fuller’s work to examine teacher
concerns related to change in education, looking specifically at the adoption process of an
innovation. They proposed the Concerns-Based Adoption Model (CBAM), which reflected a
developmental progression of concerns, and suggested that the readiness of the individual for the
innovation is determined by the stages of concern that they presently experience. “The overt
manifestations of the initial checking-out process, the subsequent knowledge and skill needs, and
13

the problems encountered in preparing for and actually using the innovation will be observed as
expressed concerns” (p. 14).
The CBAM framework resulted from over three years of research on innovations in
educational institutions using three primary data sources: literature on change, field-based
experiences, and documentation of adoption process in teacher education (Hall, 1974).
According to the CBAM authors, in the early part of an adoption process, users are more
concerned with getting information, support and advice (Hall et al., 1973; Hall 1974). “As the
individual has his early, more intense self-related questions resolved and as he gets more and
more into using the innovation, the intensity of innovate use (task) and student (impact) related
concerns increase” (Hall et al., 1973, p. 15).
George (1977) developed and psychometrically validated the Stages of Concern
Questionnaire (SoCQ) as an instrument to measure individual attitudes toward innovation, based
on the Concerns-Based Adoption Model. The questionnaire measured concerns of teachers about
educational change, using the seven stages in the CBAM. One major change over Fuller’s
original concerns model was that experience was no longer measured by years of teaching but
rather by familiarity or use of an innovation. To date George’s questionnaire and the CBAM
framework have been applied in numerous studies and across many different types of change,
including new curriculum and the introduction of technology (Hall et al., 1979; George et al.,
2006).
Van den Berg and Ros (1999) applied the Concerns-Based Adoption Model to teachers in
the Netherlands to examine the conditions under which innovation will succeed. They found that
teachers have different attitudes toward an innovation at different stages of the implementation
process. “Concerns can be taken as an important indicator of the subjective reality that allows
14

teachers to organize and understand their daily work and an indicator of the subjective reality
that motivates people to teach in a particular way” (p. 882). The authors found high levels of self
concerns more than three years after the introduction of a large-scale project. They suggest that
for implementation to be successful, change agents must be attentive to the “individual
questions, needs, and opinions that arise among teachers in response to innovations” (p. 879).
Further, they found that “depending on the types of concerns and their feelings of
certain/uncertainty, teachers may consider themselves either qualified or unqualified to
implement and institutionalize innovation” (p. 880).
Burke (2001) used Fuller’s instrument (Teacher Concerns Checklist) and work in teacher
competency development as the source of instrument items for the Attitudes Toward Personal
Teaching Behaviors. In administering the instrument, Burke (2001) found 11 distinct categories
of influence, separated into personal environment (outside the job) and organizational
environment. He found that there are stages in a teacher’s career and accompanying patterns of
attitudes at various stages, which can be used to develop individualized professional
development.
One of the foundational assumptions of CBAM is that change is a personal experience, and
individuals won’t embrace change until they have achieved some level of personal confidence
(Hall, 2013). In the context of educational reform, this framework helps explain why so many
reform initiatives have not attained the desired outcomes. That is, if teacher concerns related to
information about the reform or their ability to meet the demands of the reform are not
addressed, then teachers will lack the confidence to engage effectively in the change initiative.
Fullan (2003) tells us that for large-scale reform to succeed, it’s important “to create the
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conditions and processes that will enhance the likelihood that we move down the path of
increasingly greater ownership and commitment” (p. 23).
Teacher Characteristics and Impact on Concerns
The relationship of teacher characteristics like grade/subject matter taught, years of
teaching experience, and gender to perceptions, attitudes, and beliefs has been widely explored in
educational research. Researchers, however, have found only a limited number of teacher
characteristics that relate to the concern stages in the CBAM framework.
A longitudinal study conducted by Pigge and Marso (1997) found a progression of
concerns from self to task after teachers experienced the classroom, but did not find a statistically
significant relationship between the teacher’s career stage and task and self concerns. There
were differences in impact concerns based on the teacher’s capability, as measured by grade
point average (GPA).
Reeves and Kazelskis (1985) administered the Teacher Concerns Questionnaire to 128
pre-service teachers and 90 experienced teachers. The researchers found that results only
partially supported the teacher concerns theory that less experienced teachers would have
concerns that were more focused on getting information (Stage 1) or meeting the demands of the
change (Stage 2) and that more experienced teachers would have higher concerns about the
impact of the innovation (Stage 4). Rather, the research showed that both pre-service and inservice teachers expressed their highest concern about the impact of the change on students
(Stage 4).
The effect of years of experience was explored in several studies. Hargreaves (2005)
interviewed 50 Canadian school teachers across grade levels and found that the teacher’s age and
career stage affected their response to educational change.
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In research conducted with novice teachers, Hoy and Spero (2005) note that efficacy
increased significantly during student teaching, but declined significantly during the first year of
teaching. The changes were related to the level of support that the first year teachers received,
suggesting that understanding concerns of less experienced teachers can help inform both
development and the supports needed.
Years of teaching were also found to be a factor when considering teacher productivity.
In a study that involved multiple school districts Harris and Sass (2011) found that elementary
and middle school teacher productivity increased with experience, which they attributed to on the
job training. Formal training was found to be ineffective in terms of teachers positively
impacting student achievement. The authors suggest the reason for this is that teacher
productivity is context-specific, while the formal training is standardized across all contexts,
making it less relevant.
In contrast, longitudinal research (Watzke, 2007) on the chronology of concerns stages
for beginning teachers revealed that teaching experience was not a differentiator in the peak
concern stage. The study showed that impact concerns, which typically occur later in the
chronology of teacher concerns, were highest for both pre-service and in-service teachers. He
also examined characteristics that included gender, race, grade taught, and school location to see
whether teacher and school variables affected level of concern, and found they did not. Watzke
(2007) concluded that concerns-based theory can’t provide a comprehensive answer for factors
impacting early teaching.
In examining the effects of different teacher characteristics on self-efficacy and job
satisfaction, Klassen and Chiu (2010) found that years of experience, gender, and grade level
taught were related to self-efficacy, albeit not necessarily in a linear way. The research
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reinforced the importance of tailored professional development for teachers. Campbell and
Thompson (2007) studied pre-service music educators and found a statistically significant
difference in concerns by gender. Forlin, Loreman, Sharma and Earle (2009) found some
statistically significant differences in pre-service teacher attitudes about inclusion of students
with disabilities in the classroom. These differences occurred across demographic characteristics
like gender, age, and teaching experience. Ghaith and Shaaban (1999), however, found that
gender and level of teaching were unrelated to perception of teaching concerns.
The Evolution of CCSS
The national dialogue we are having today about a set of core standards for our public
schools is not a new one. Kliebard (2004) documents the conflicting views about curriculum
subject organization and the purpose of the curriculum in his aptly titled, The Struggle for the
American Curriculum. A constant in the discourse around a core curriculum has been the
influence of social, economic, political, and more recently, global trends. As those trends change,
so, too, does the prevailing opinion about what students should be learning in school.
The beginnings of a core curriculum in the U.S. can be traced back to the late 19th
century and the National Education Association’s Committee of Ten. The Committee was
headed by Charles Eliot, who was then president of Harvard University. The committee was
made up of men who either ran universities or prestigious secondary schools. The specific
concern that the committee was addressing was universal schooling. Given the make-up of the
Committee, it is not surprising that they framed their recommendations around subjects that
would prepare high school students for college. The underlying assumption by the Committee
was “that the best preparation for college was the same as the best preparation for life” (Eisner,
1979, p. 5). That perspective was countered in 1918 by the recommendations of the Commission
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on the Reorganization of Secondary Education, who issued a report outlining the seven aims of
curriculum. The report, known as the Cardinal Principles Report, expanded the focus of
curriculum beyond college to include those things necessary to lead a good life, like health and
ethical character (Kliebard, 2004).
After World War II, the main driver of a core curriculum was the perceived threat from
outside the borders of the U.S. For students of history or educational scholars, the language
surrounding the introduction and rationale for the current Common Core State Standards will be
very familiar. The benchmarking report upon which the CCSS are based (NGA, CCSSO, &
Achieve, Inc., 2008) warns us that the U.S. education has not adequately responded to the
challenges of the global “knowledge-fueled” (p.5) economies and that consequently we are
losing are dominant position to other countries.
Compare this to the grim warnings in the summary of A Nation at Risk (U.S. National
Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983): “Our Nation is at risk. Our once unchallenged
preeminence in commerce, industry, science, and technological innovation is being overtaken by
competitors throughout the world.” (p. 5). The authors of the 1983 report compared the decline
in education to an act of war, warning that “If an unfriendly foreign power had attempted to
impose on America the mediocre educational performance that exists today, we might well have
viewed it as an act of war. As it stands, we have allowed this to happen to ourselves” (p. 5).
In 1957, less than 30 years before A Nation at Risk, the call to educational arms was
precipitated by the Soviet Union’s successful launch of the world’s first orbiting satellite,
Sputnik. In response, and on an emergency basis, Congress in 1958 approved the National
Defense in Education Act (New York State Archives). Again, the concern was that the United
States was losing ground on the world stage because of a deficiency in our educational system.
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Twenty-five years after A Nation at Risk was published, the U.S. Department of Education
(2008) was still sounding the alarm, concluding that “we are at even greater risk now” (p. 1) and
that the warnings of the 1983 report “remain relevant and poignant” (p. 2) because of the pace of
change in the global economy.
Specific to the current core curriculum movement, there were attempts in both the first
Bush and the Clinton administrations to introduce top-down national standards (McDonnell &
Weatherford, 2013). These set the stage for state accountability as determined by standardized
state assessments (Marshall, Sears, Allen, Roberts, & Schubert, 2007). This, in turn, paved the
way for growing involvement and a larger role for state governors in education. By 2010 a
coalition of governors and state school officials had formed 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 years that specifically addressed teacher
concerns, as measured by the SoC instrument, about CCSS implementation. The first (Wolf,
2013) was a mixed methods study that examined teacher understanding of and concerns about
mathematical modeling, which is one of the eight mathematical practice standards in the CCSS.
Based on data collected from 364 teachers in eight California school districts, the study found
that teachers understood the mathematical modeling standard and were willing to change their
practice to include the modeling. Specific to stages of concern, teachers expressed primarily
concerns related to self (Stages 0-2). The only demographic characteristic that was found to be a
significant predictor of the teacher’s stage of concern was gender. The study concludes with a
recommendation that teacher concerns and needs be incorporated into professional development.
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The second study (Adrian, 2012) also used mixed methods to explore the grading beliefs,
practices, and concerns of elementary teachers in a school district that was preparing to
implement grading and reporting based on CCSS. The sample was made up of self-selected
teachers from a single school district (N = 102) who were participating in a book study in order to
build a common knowledge base and common vocabulary around standards-based grading practices..

The SoC survey was administered before and after book study sessions. The highest stage of
concern before the book study was informational (Stage 1), after the book study was personal
(Stage 2). The author concluded that it was important to engage teachers in conversations about
removing barriers and to ensure professional development and concerns addressed the concerns
of the teachers.
Both studies focused on very narrow aspects of CCSS implementation, and neither study
used a geographically-stratified sample.
Summary
The literature regarding educational reform and teacher involvement has consistently
highlighted the importance of involving teachers in any major change. The research underlying
the development of the CBAM shows that teachers have specific concerns about different things
during educational change, and will not progress through a change initiative until underlying
concerns have been addressed. In addition, a small number of demographic characteristics of
teachers can have a statistically significant impact on their stage of concern. To date the research
that has been conducted using the established CBAM framework to identify teacher concerns in
the context of the CCSS implementation has focused on very narrow aspects of implementation
(mathematics curriculum and grading). Getting a broader understanding of teacher concerns
about CCSS, as proposed in this study, is important at this stage of implementation because of
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the potential obstacles to fully adopting the standards represented by their population of students.
As important is the opportunity to infuse the change process with the voice of the teacher, who is
closest to the classroom. The results of this study will help inform the decisions being made by
educators and administrators regarding the allocation of resources, including teacher professional
development, to support successful implementation.
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CHAPTER III: METHODS
In this section I will describe the methodology used for the data collection and analysis.
This includes a discussion of the steps taken to strengthen both the reliability and validity of the
analysis. The section describes the recruitment process, the instrument used, and the statistical
tests used for the data analysis. The chapter concludes with a description of a pilot that was
conducted to test the question as well as the data collection and coding processes.
Participants
Participants in this study were teachers recruited from 127 school districts in the states of
Kansas, Missouri, Iowa, Vermont, and Oregon. This was a convenience sample because The
University of Kansas Research Center for Research on Learning, Research Collaboration,
already has established relationships with the Departments of Education in those states via grantfunded teacher development programs.
Iowa began introducing CCSS earliest, implementing ELA and Math standards for grades
9-12 in the 2012-13 school year, and plans to fully implement the standards in the 2014-15
school year (O’Hara, 2013). Kansas and Vermont introduced ELA and Math standards for grades
K-12 during the 2013-14 school year; and Missouri and Oregon will implement the ELA and
Math standards in the 2014-15 school year (O’Hara, 2013).
Because this research used a convenience sample and participants were not randomly
assigned to groups, generalizing the results to a larger population was problematic. Consequently
it was important to have a sufficient sample size to be able to generalize the results for the states
represented in the survey. Also, I sought to have sufficient variability among the teachers by
deliberately sampling for heterogeneity (Cook & Campbell, 1979).
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In order to create a heterogeneous sample and thereby maximize external validity, I
created a quasi-random, stratified sample using district urbanicity codes (National Center for
Education Statistics, 2009), which classify the district as belonging to a city, a suburb, a town, or
rural (see Appendix H for a complete list of urbanicity codes and definitions). For each state I
first downloaded district data from the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES, 2013)
School District Demographic System website, which provided the number of students and
teachers by district using 2010 Census data. I then retrieved urbanicity codes for school districts
by state (National Center for Education Statistics, 2006) and matched them to the states and
districts in my sample. The resulting file was then modified to remove specialized schools (e.g.,
a school for the deaf) or school districts with known accreditation problems that would not be
representative of the typical public schools in the state. My next step was to assign a random
number to each district using MS Excel random number generator. I sorted the records first by
random number (high to low) and then by urbanicity code. Finally, using the sorted random
numbers, I selected a subset of districts for each urbanicity cluster as follows: two from cities,
five from suburbs, ten from towns and ten from rural. I deliberately oversampled the town and
rural districts to account for the smaller district size. The resulting districts, identified by
urbanicity type, can be found in Appendix I.
The recruitment process began with an email to contacts in each state’s Department of
Education requesting permission to recruit participants in the state. An overview of the study
objectives was provided. All contacts responded that approval would need to be provided at the
district level. An email list for superintendents was compiled for each district using data from the
state’s education website. An initial email requesting support was sent to each state’s
superintendents (as a group) April 6 and April 7, 2014. This was followed by a reminder email to
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the superintendents (as a group, by state) on April 18. Another reminder email was sent to
individual superintendents on May 5th, and a final reminder sent to superintendents on May
22nd.
This is a descriptive study, so teachers were not randomly assigned to groups. Rather, the
groups were established by the demographic data collected. For example, for years of teaching
experience, four groups were used: Group 1: 1-5 years of experience; Group 2: 6-10 years of
experience; Group 3: 11-20 years of experience; Group 4: > 20 years of experience. These
groupings are consistent with other research that investigated how teacher concerns regarding
curriculum changes differed by years of teaching experience (Christou et al., 2004). The IBM
SPSS Sample Power 3 program was used to determine a targeted sample size of 200 with an
alpha of .05.
Human subjects approval was received March 12, 2014 from the University of Kansas
Institutional Review Board (Appendix G).
Instruments
An online version of the CBAM Stages of Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ) was used as
the primary data gathering instrument. This instrument has been examined, tested, and used in
many studies and is the most widely used assessment of concerns (Dunn & Rakes, 2009). The
SoCQ included introductory language that explains the questionnaire and how to complete it
(Appendix A); the instrument, which is a 35-item survey using a Likert scale (Appendix B); and
demographic questions and two open-ended questions (Appendix C). In the original survey, the
word “innovation” is used throughout. The authors of the survey recommend changing that word
to something the respondents will recognize (George et al., 2006). For that reason, the wording
was modified slightly to replace “innovation” with Common Core State Standards or CCSS.
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Because the instrument copyright is owned by SEDL, copyright permission was requested and
received. (See Appendix D for a copy of the licensing agreement.)
The services that accompany the online SoCQ include computer-based scoring, data
visualization tools, the ability to easily establish subgroups, and data files that can be
downloaded to MS Excel. For this study, the survey data were downloaded, and all data
manipulation (e.g., recoding) was done in MS Excel.
The reliability, internal consistency, and validity of the SoCQ have been tested and
established across several samples and 11 innovations (Hall et al., 1979). Factor analysis
established that there were seven independent concern constructs that could be identified with
the seven stages in the CBAM framework. Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficients have ranged
from a low of .50 (N = 214) to a high of .86 (N = 750). Table 2 summarizes coefficients of
internal reliability across seven studies conducted between 1979 and 1991.
Table 2
Coefficients of Internal Reliability for the SoCQ, by Stage
Authors
Hall, George, & Rutherford, 1979

Sample
Size

0

Stages of Concern
1
2
3
4

5

6

830

.64

.78

.83

.75

.76

.82

.71

1,585

.77

.79

.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

388

.78

.78

.73

.65

.71

.83

.76

750

.63

.86

.65

.73

.74

.79

.81

Van den Berg, & Vandenberghe, 1981

Martin, 1989
Hall, Newlove, Rutherford, & Hord,
1991
(George et al., 2006, p. 21)

Using the results of the CBAM questionnaire, semi-structured interviews were conducted
with a subset of the participants (n = 5) to further understand the concerns in order to validate the
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profile results and to identify potential interventions. Because of the social sensitivity associated
with CCSS implementation, I anticipated that some teachers may hesitate to be fully candid in
the interview. For that reason, I did not record the interviews, and I assured participants that no
comments would be directly attributable to individual teachers. Finally, I described the
safeguards put in place (e.g., using record numbers, not names) to protect their privacy. I also
emphasized the importance of their input in ensuring the teacher’s voice is heard in this current
dialogue.
Because there was no random assignment of participants to groups, there was a greater
risk of false causal inferences (Cook & Campbell, 1979). Therefore, I put in place guidelines that
minimized potential threats to internal validity, such as identifying potential confounding
variables early in the design, and careful selection of participants and administration of the
survey. For example, responses from teachers who were not teaching when the CCSS were first
introduced could have a confounding effect on the data. Therefore I included a question about
continuous teaching between 2009 and 2012 that allowed me to filter out teachers who did not
teach during that period and therefore were presumably less involved in the CCSS planning or
implementation for their school. This resulted in a final sample size of 145.
Data Analysis
As noted earlier, this study sought to answer two questions: (1) What are teachers’
identifiable stages of concern about CCSS? (2) How do those stages of concern differ by years of
teaching experience, primary role, and grade(s) taught? The first step in the data analysis was to
run descriptive statistics to develop an overall profile of the sample. This allowed me to identify
any anomalies such as small cell sizes in my sample that might invalidate my results or require
that I aggregate responses.
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To answer the first research question, the raw scores were compiled for each of the seven
stages and then converted to percentile scores using a conversion table provided by George et al.
(2006). The table consists of normed percentiles based on a stratified sample of 830 elementary
and high school teachers, and university faculty who completed the survey in 1974. This sample
represented a range of experiences with innovation and educational change. The percentiles
were then plotted both in aggregate and by subgroups to develop profiles of concern. The
resulting graphs revealed in which stage(s) the concerns were most and least intense. For
example, if the highest percentile was shown in Stage 1 (informational), the respondent group
was most concerned about knowing more about CCSS implementation. Conversely, if the lowest
percentile was shown in Stage 4 (impact), the respondent group was least concerned about the
impact of CCSS implementation.
To answer the second research question, I performed two analyses. First, I ran a series of
one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) tests to look for statistically significant differences in
raw stage scores by the various demographic characteristics. I first examined whether there were
any significant differences between respondents grouped by teaching experience, by primary
role, and by grade level taught. I also looked at differences in raw stage scores by urbanicity,
state, and gender. Where I found statistically significant differences I examined those differences
more closely with post hoc analysis using the modified Least Significant Difference (LSD) test
(Keppel & Wickens, 2004) where homogeneity of variance could be assumed, and the GamesHowell test where there was no homogeneity of variance (Hilton & Armstrong, 2006). To
further understand differences in stages of concern by demographic variables, I examined
predictive relationships between the demographic characteristics and the raw stage of concern
score using multiple regression. For the independent variables that were categorical (State,
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Urbanicity, Role, and Grade Level) I created dummy variables (Keith, 2006). Also, I used the
bootstrap method in SPSS to increase reliability because of my small sample size (Wilcox,
2010). The statistical analysis was conducted using SPSS 22 with an assumed alpha of .05.
Qualitative analysis was used to both validate the survey and probe on specific areas of
concern. First, respondents were asked to respond to two open-ended questions: “How prepared
do you feel about implementing CSSS? What additional tools or training do you think would
benefit you?” The first step in analyzing the qualitative data was to filter out responses from
respondents who had not been teaching continuously from 2009 to 2013 and therefore may not
have been exposed to training or informational opportunities. The remaining responses (n = 132)
were then coded to identify the participant’s general feeling of preparedness (prepared,
somewhat prepared, unprepared) and any specific resources (e.g., lesson plans). To establish
trustworthiness, I asked another researcher to also review the responses and code them. I then
established interrater reliability for the preparedness coding by computing a Pearson product
moment correlation coefficient (LeBreton & Senter, 2008). For the resources needed, where the
choices were dichotomous (either resource needed or not), I computed a Cohen’s kappa (Cohen,
1960; McHugh, 2012) that accounted for the amount of disagreement that would occur by
chance. In both cases, the frequencies used for analysis were an average of the two raters’
coding. This helped ensure that any bias either for or against CCSS would not impact the
interpretation of the response.
To probe on specific areas of concern that were articulated in the answers to open-ended
questions, I conducted five semi-structured interviews by telephone between June 11 and June
18, 2014. This mixed methods approach has been used both in the early development of the
SoCQ instrument as well as in teacher concern research (Hall et al., 1979; Overbaugh & Lu,
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2008; Donovan & Green, 2010). I recruited interviewees via email using information provided at
the end of the demographic questions, where participants could express a willingness to be
contacted for a follow-up interview. An email was sent to the 30 participants who provided email
addresses. Of those, eight responded back, and five interviews were scheduled and conducted. I
ensured that the teachers who were interviewed remained anonymous, and did not identify their
specific school districts. In preparation for the interviews, I created a profile for each participant
using stages of concern and demographic data. Each participant was provided with an
individualized Stages of Concern profile, which I discussed at their request after the interview.
See Appendix F for a sample write up of an interview.
Originally I was planning to use a narrative analysis technique based on the Listening
Guide, as first introduced by Gilligan et al. (Gilligan, Spencer, Weinberg, & Bertsch, 2003) and
later applied by Doucet and Mauthner (Doucet & Mauthner, 2008). This technique involves
recording and then transcribing the interviews, and then analyzing the text for themes. I
determined, however, that because of the sensitive nature of the teacher concerns about CCSS
implementation as articulated in the answers to the open-ended question, I would get more
candid responses if I did not record the interviews, but rather took notes. The notes were
subsequently analyzed for general themes, and to identify any discrepancies between the answers
and the intensity of concerns represented in the individualized profile.
These general questions were asked of all interviewees:
1. How did you receive information regarding CCSS implementation at your school?
How would you prefer to get that information?
2. How do you think the CCSS implementation will impact your students?
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3. How have you worked with other teachers in your school to adapt your
curriculum for CCSS?
4. How do you think CCSS implementation is progressing in other school
districts/other states?
In addition, if the participant indicated they had had CCSS training, I probed to find more
information about the nature of the training.
Pilot Data Collection
The SoC Questionnaire and data collection and coding processes were tested between
December 27, 2013, and January 15, 2014, with a convenience sample of Vermont educators (N
= 22) who were participating in the Secondary vtMTSS Academy, an online community of
secondary-level educators in Vermont. The program is administered by the KU Center for
Research on Learning, Research Collaboration. Human subjects approval for this pilot was
received from the University of Kansas on December 23, 2013. The educators were invited to
participate in the survey via a message on the vtMTSS Academy website that explained the
purpose of the study and included a link to the online questionnaire. As of January 15, 2014, 22
educators had completed the survey, the demographic information, and the open-ended question.
Based on the results of this pilot, the demographic questions were revised slightly to
make the choices less confusing for the participants. For example, when asked to specify primary
content area taught, most special education teachers put “other” or listed all areas. This question
was eliminated in favor of focusing on the primary role of the participant (general education,
special education, administration, counseling, other).
The responses to the open-ended questions (“How prepared do you feel about
implementing CSSS?” ”What additional tools or training do you think would benefit you?”)
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were used to validate the survey results by identifying any obvious discrepancies between the
Stages of Concern profile and the participant’s feeling of preparedness. The responses supported
what the overall profile indicated, namely that respondents were not fully aware of the changes,
would like more information, and had some concerns about what the CCSS implementation
meant for them.
While some statistical analyses were run, the small sample size precluded any meaningful
analyses of differences between groups or the relationships between the demographic variables
and the stages of concern. From an exploratory standpoint, however, the results did reveal that
there are identifiable stages of concern, and that those concern profiles do vary among the
teachers. For example, those who had not had formal CCSS training expressed more intense
concerns about what the implementation meant for them than those who had training. Special
education teachers were more concerned about getting information on CCSS than general
education teachers.
Summary
This exploratory study used both quantitative and qualitative analysis to probe on teacher
concerns regarding CCSS implementation. Participants were recruited from 127 school districts
in Kansas, Missouri, Iowa, Vermont, and Oregon. The primary data gathering instrument was the
CBAM Stages of Concerns Questionnaire (SoCQ), which has been widely used and whose
reliability, internal consistency, and validity have been tested and established. A pilot study
conducted with a small convenience sample of Vermont educators was used to refine both the
data collection and coding processes, and the demographic questions.
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CHAPTER IV: RESULTS
In this section I will discuss the results of the research in the context of the two research
questions that this study sought to answer: 1) what are teachers’ identifiable stages of concern
about CCSS; and 2) how do those concerns differ by characteristics of the teacher. I will begin
with a discussion of the descriptive statistics. I will then discuss the relative intensity of
concerns, first overall and then discuss differences in concern intensity by geographic and
teacher characteristics. Next I will discuss the factors that impact the stages of concern. Finally, I
conclude with a discussion of the qualitative data collection and analysis.
Sample
According to the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES, 2013), there were a
total of 25,982 teachers in public schools in the sample districts in 2007-08, broken down as
follows: Kansas 8,382; Missouri 6,997; Iowa 4,067; Vermont 1,999; and Oregon 4,537. A total
of 177 responses were received, representing an overall response rate of only 1%. Teachers who
had not been teaching continuously from 2009 to 2013 (n = 32), and consequently may not have
had as much knowledge of or exposure to CCSS implementation in their respective districts,
were removed from the sample. This resulted in a final sample of 145, which represented a
response rate of less than 1%.
There are several factors that could have influenced the small response rate from
teachers. First, only a small number of superintendents from each state responded to any of my
emails, so it was not clear if they forwarded my request to schools, and how many teachers
actually received the survey request and link. Of the superintendents who did respond, several
said that the teachers in their districts had been heavily surveyed and declined to participate.
Also, the Common Core State Standards discussion has been politicized in the states of Kansas
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and Missouri, which may have made superintendents hesitant to involve their teachers in a study
that examined teacher concerns about CCSS. Finally, my request went to districts at the end of
their school year (2013), so the superintendents and teachers may have perceived they had too
many end-of-year tasks to complete and thus were too constrained in order to respond.
Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficients for this study ranged from a low of .57 to a high
of .77. Table 3 summarizes the coefficients of internal reliability for each stage (five items each).
Table 3
Coefficients of Internal Reliability for the Study, by Stage
Stage

α

Stage 0

.57

Stage 1

.66

Stage 2

.77

Stage 3

.74

Stage 4

.72

Stage 5

.75

Stage 6

.77

Descriptive Statistics
As shown in Table 4, Iowa accounted for the largest group of respondents, 32% of the
sample (n = 47). This was followed by Oregon, which made up 28% of the sample (n = 40).
Kansas accounted for 17% of the sample (n = 25), Vermont 13% of the sample (n = 20), and
Missouri 9% of the sample (n = 13). To increase cell size for more reliable analysis, I combined
the responses from Kansas, and Missouri into a new variable, KsMo (n = 38), which accounted
for 26% of the sample.

34

Table 4
Responses by State
State
Frequency
Iowa
47
Kansas
25
Missouri
13
Oregon
40
Vermont
20
Total
145
Adjusted KsMo
38

Percent
32.4
17.2
9.0
27.6
13.8
100.0
26.2

Respondents were asked to indicate their primary role, with an option to write in “Other.”
In some cases, the respondent chose “Other” rather than “Special Education” even when the
description they provided reflected a special education role. These responses were recoded as
“Special Education.” As shown in Table 5, most of the teachers in the sample indicated their
primary role was general education (77%, n = 112), while special education teachers accounted
for 8% of the sample (n = 11). The category of “Others” included counselors, librarians, media
specialists and specialty areas like technology.
Table 5
Responses by Primary Role
Primary Role
General Education
Special Education
Administration
Other
Total

Frequency
112
11
9
13
145

Percent
77.2
7.6
6.2
9.0
100.0

Respondents were also asked to indicate all grades taught. These responses were then
recoded as follows: grades K through 5 “Elementary”; grades 6 through 8 “Middle School”; and
grades 9 through 12 “High School.” Responses that included all grades or no grades were not
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included (n = 16). If a response included grades that spanned the recoded grouping, it was
recoded based on the highest grades taught. As shown in Table 6, elementary school teachers
comprised the largest percentage of the sample (47%, n = 61), followed by high school teachers
(30%, n = 38), and finally middle school teachers (23%, n = 30).
Table 6
Responses by Grade Level Taught
Grade Taught
Elementary
Middle School
High School
Missing
Total

Frequency
61
30
38
16
145

Percent
42.1
20.7
26.2
11.0
100.0

As shown in Table 7, almost 43% of the respondents indicated they had been teaching for
over 20 years, higher than the national average of 21% according to the National Center for
Education Statistics (NCES, 2012). Because of the small cell size for the 1 to 5 group, this was
combined with the next group to create a new group, 1 to 10 years (n = 38), which accounted for
26% of the sample.
Table 7
Responses by Grouped Years of Experience
Years of Experience
1 to 5
6 to 10
11 to 20
>20
Total
Adjusted 1 to 10

Frequency
8
30
45
62
145
38

Percent
5.5
20.7
31.0
42.8
100.0
26.2
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Table 8 shows that females accounted for 73% of the sample (n = 106) and males for 27%
of the sample (n = 39). This reflects the national distribution of 74% for female teachers
according to the Bureau of Labor Statistics (U.S. Department of Commerce, 2013).
Table 8
Responses by Gender
Gender
Male
Female
Total

Frequency
39
106
145

Percent
26.9
73.1
100.0

About two-thirds (n = 93) of the respondents indicated they had received CCSS training.
Respondents were not asked in the survey to indicate the nature of the training, but this was an
area that was probed during the follow-up interviews.
Table 9
Responses by CCSS Training
Received Training Frequency Percent
no
52
35.9
yes
93
64.1
Total
145
100.0

While the research design involved a stratified sample of school districts by urbanicity, as
shown in Table 10 there was only one response from a school district with the category of
“City.” Because of this small cell size, this category was combined with “Suburb” to form a new
category “City&Suburb” (n = 23), which accounted for 16% of the sample. Over three-quarters
of the responses came from schools designated either “Town” or “Rural.”
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Table 10
Responses by District Urbanicity
Urbanicity
Frequency Percent
City
1
.7
Suburb
22
15.2
Town
56.6
82
Rural
26.2
38
Total
98.6
143
Missing
1.4
2
Total
145
100.0
Adjusted City&Suburb
23
15.9

What Are Teachers’ Identifiable Stages of Concern About CCSS?
To answer the first research question, the raw scores were compiled for each of the seven
stages and then converted to percentile scores using a conversion table provided by George et al.
(2006). (See Appendix K for the average raw stage scores for the sub-groups.) The table consists
of normed percentiles based on a stratified sample of 830 educators who completed the survey in
1974. The percentiles were then plotted both in aggregate and by groups to develop profiles of
concern. The resulting graphs revealed in which stage(s) the concerns were most and least
intense. The patterns of concern were then interpreted using the guidelines provided by George
et al. (2006), namely by looking at the high and low stage scores as well as the differences in
relative scores between stages.
In looking at the stages of concern by the three subscales (see Table 11), almost three
quarters of the sample had "Self" (Stages 0-2) as their highest concern stages (74%, n = 107),
while 15% (n = 21) had “Task” concerns (Stage 3), and 12% (n = 17) had “Impact” concerns
(Stages 4-6).
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Table 11
Responses by Stages of Concern Subscales
Subscale
Self (0-2)
Task (3)
Impact (4-6)
Total

Frequency
107
21
17
145

Percent
73.8
14.5
11.7
100.0

The percentiles were plotted to show the overall concern profile of the 145 respondents
who indicated they had been teaching between 2009 and 2013 (Figure 1). The concerns are most
intense in Stages 0 (75%), 1 (66%), and 2 (70%). This profile is typical of nonusers of an
innovation (George et al., 2006), with the high Stage 0 percentile signaling that the innovation
(in this case, CCSS) is still not top of mind. The high Stage 1 score suggests that the users want
more information about CCSS, and the high Stage 2 score that the users have some concerns
about what CCSS implementation means for them personally. The higher Stage 2 score when
compared to Stage 1 suggests that the personal concerns are stronger than a desire for
information about CCSS, signaling potential resistance to CCSS implementation. The Stage 3
score indicates some concerns about the logistics of implementing CCSS, while the low Stage 4
score suggests that at this point in time the respondents have minimal concerns about the impact
of the CCSS implementation on students. The Stage 5 and Stage 6 scores are relatively less
intense, which indicates that respondents are not currently concerned with collaborating with
others (Stage 5), or on refocusing the CCSS implementation (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 been teaching continuously between 2009 and
2013 (N = 145). Raw scores averaged and converted to percentiles based on a normed and
stratified sample of 830 educators (George et al., 2006).

How Do Those Concerns Differ by Characteristics of the Teacher?
To answer the second research question, the concerns percentiles were calculated and
plotted for different groups. First, the stages of concern were examined by geographic
characteristics, then by other characteristics of the teacher. I also examined the different
demographic variables to see if they had a statistically 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 state (Figure 2) and by district urbanicity codes
(Figure 3).
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For all states except Oregon, the highest concern scores were in the Self stages, namely
Stages 0-2. This, again, is typical of users who are new to an innovation and who tend to be more
concerned about getting information about the innovation and its potential impact on them. The
most intense stage of concern for participants from Oregon was Stage 3, which indicates that
they are most concerned about the tasks, logistics, and time related to CCSS. The higher Stage 2
score when compared to Stage 1 across all states signals potential resistance to CCSS
implementation. The low Stage 4 score indicates that at this point the respondents have minimal
concerns about the impact of the CCSS implementation on students. The higher Stage 5 score for
Vermont suggests moderate interest in collaboration on CCSS implementation. A large
difference in relative intensity was seen for Stage 6. The tailing up of the scores for Oregon and
KsMo indicates that those respondents have ideas about how to implement CCSS differently.
The differences between raw scores for each stage were examined with analysis of variance
(ANOVA). The ANOVA showed statistically significant differences between states in Stage 3,
F(3,141) = 5.620, p = .001, and Stage 6, F(3,141) = 4.203, p < .01. Post-hoc analysis showed
significant mean differences between Iowa and Oregon (p =.02), Vermont and Oregon (p <
.001), and KsMo and Oregon (p = .05) for Stage 3; and Vermont and Oregon (p < .01), and
KsMo and Vermont (p < .05) for Stage 6. To further explore the differences between Oregon and
the other states, the demographic variables were cross tabulated against the states. This revealed
that Oregon had significantly (p < .01) more responses (n = 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 been teaching continuously between 2009 and
2013 (N = 145), by KsMo (n = 38), Iowa (n = 47), Vermont (n = 20), and Oregon (n = 40). Raw
scores averaged and converted to percentiles based on a normed and stratified sample of 830
educators (George et al., 2006).
In looking at the relative intensity of the stages of concern by the district’s urbanicity
(Figure 3), the highest concern scores were in the Self stages, namely Stages 0-2. Participants
from districts in City/Suburb were slightly more concerned about getting information relative to
CCSS implementation than about the consequences of the implementation for them personally.
The relatively low Stage 4 score suggests that the respondents in all urbanicities have minimal
concerns about the impact of the CCSS implementation on students. Participants from
City/Suburb and Rural districts tended to be more concerned about collaborating on CCSS
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implementation than respondents from districts in towns. In contrast, respondents from districts
in towns tended to have some concerns about how to refocus CCSS implementation.
An ANOVA was conducted to examine the differences in raw stage scores by the district’s
urbanicity. The ANOVA showed a statistically significant difference in Stage 5, F(2,140) =
4.417, p < .02. The post-hoc analysis showed a significant difference in the Stage 5 means
between Rural and Town (p < .01).
Figure 3. Relative Intensity of Stages of Concern by District Urbanicity
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Figure 3: Responses from participants who had been teaching continuously between 2009 and
2013, with no missing urbanicity data (N = 143), by City/Suburb (n = 23), Town (n = 82), and
Rural (n = 38). Raw scores averaged and converted to percentiles based on a normed and
stratified sample of 830 educators (George et al., 2006).
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Demographic characteristics. The relative intensity of the stages of concern, as
represented by percentiles, was plotted by grade level taught (Figure 4), by gender (Figure 5), by
years of teaching experience (Figure 6), by whether the respondent had received CCSS training
(Figure 7), and by primary role (Figure 8).
In examining the relative intensity of the stages of concern by the grade level taught
(Figure 4), the pattern of concerns tended to be similar in all but Stage 0, where a large
difference could be seen. Respondents who taught at the high school level had a high Stage 0
score, which indicates that there are other things of greater concern. In contrast, respondents who
taught at the elementary school level had the lowest Stage 0 percentile, which showed some
awareness of and concern about CCSS. The higher Stage 2 score when compared to Stage 1
across all levels taught suggests potential resistance to CCSS implementation. Respondents
across all levels taught indicate some concern, highest for the middle school level, about the
tasks associated with CCSS implementation. The relatively low Stage 4 score suggests that the
respondents across all levels have minimal concerns about the impact of the CCSS
implementation on students. The tailing up of the scores for the middle school and high school
levels indicates that those respondents have ideas about how to implement CCSS differently.
An ANOVA conducted on the differences in raw scores between grade levels taught
showed that the difference in Stage 0 was significant, F(2,126) = 17.658, p = .000. The post-hoc
analysis showed significant differences in the means for Stage 0 between Elementary and High
School (p = .000), and Middle School and High School. (p < .05).
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Figure 4. Relative Intensity of Stages of Concern by Grade Level Taught
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Figure 4: Responses from participants who had been teaching continuously between 2009 and
2013, with no missing grade level data (N = 129), by Elementary (n = 61), Middle (n = 30), and
High School (n = 38). Raw scores averaged and converted to percentiles based on a normed and
stratified sample of 830 educators (George et al., 2006).

The relative intensity of the stages of concern by gender (Figure 5) shows a pattern of
concerns that is similar in all but Stage 0, where a large difference could be seen. Male
respondents had a high Stage 0 score, which indicates that there are other things of greater
concern. In contrast, female respondents showed some awareness of and concern about CCSS.
The higher Stage 2 score when compared to Stage 1 across gender suggests potential resistance
to CCSS implementation. Both groups of respondents indicate some concern about the tasks
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associated with CCSS implementation. The relatively low Stage 4 score indicates that both male
and female respondents have minimal concerns about the impact of the CCSS implementation on
students. The tailing up of the scores for male respondents suggests that those respondents have
ideas about how to implement CCSS differently.
An ANOVA conducted using raw stage scores showed statistically different concerns by
gender for Stage 0, F(1,143) = 27.873, p = .000; and Stage 6, F(1,143) = 4.028, p < .05.
Figure 5. Relative Intensity of Stages of Concern by Gender
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Figure 5: Responses from participants who had been teaching continuously between 2009 and
2013 (N = 145), by Male (n = 39), and Female (n = 106). Raw scores averaged and converted to
percentiles based on a normed and stratified sample of 830 educators (George et al., 2006).
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The relative intensity of the stages of concern by years of experience (Figure 6) shows a
pattern of concerns that is largely similar except for slight differences in Stage 0 and Stage 6.
Across all groups, respondents are largely unconcerned about CCSS implementation, indicating
that other initiatives are of higher concern. The higher Stage 2 score when compared to Stage 1
across years of experience suggests potential resistance to CCSS implementation. All groups of
respondents indicate some concern about the tasks associated with CCSS implementation. The
relatively low Stage 4 score implies that respondents regardless of years of experience have
minimal concerns about the impact of the CCSS implementation on students. The slight tailing
up of the scores for those with 11 to 20 years of experience indicates that those respondents may
have ideas about how to implement CCSS differently.
An ANOVA on raw stage scores by years of experience did not reveal any statistically
significant differences in stages of concern by years of experience.
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Figure 6. Relative Intensity of Stages of Concern by Years of Experience
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Figure 6: Responses from participants who had been teaching continuously between 2009 and
2013 (N = 145), by 1 to 10 years (n = 38), 11 to 20 years (n = 45), and greater than 20 years (n =
62). Raw scores averaged and converted to percentiles based on a normed and stratified sample
of 830 educators (George et al., 2006).

The relative intensity of the stages of concern by whether or not the respondent had
received what they perceived to be CCSS training (Figure 7) shows some slight differences in
Stage 0 and Stage 1. Those who responded that they had received CCSS training were somewhat
less concerned about CCSS implementation and about receiving information about the
implementation. The higher Stage 2 score when compared to Stage 1 for those who had received
training suggests potential resistance to CCSS implementation. All groups of respondents
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indicated some concern about the tasks associated with CCSS implementation. The relatively
low Stage 4 score indicates that respondents regardless of years of experience have minimal
concerns about the impact of the CCSS implementation on students.
An ANOVA conducted using the raw stage scores showed a statistically significant
difference in concerns for Stage 0 depending on whether the respondents indicated they had
received CCSS training, F(1,143) = 9.882, p < .01, and Stage 1, F(1,143) = 8.137, p < .01.
Figure 7. Relative Intensity of Stages of Concern by Reception of CCSS Training
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Figure 7: Responses from participants who had been teaching continuously between 2009 and
2013 (N = 145), grouped by whether (n = 93) or not (n = 52) respondent had received what they
perceived to be CCSS training. Raw scores averaged and converted to percentiles based on a
normed and stratified sample of 830 educators (George et al., 2006).
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The final characteristic examined was primary role in the school (Figure 8). The relative
intensity of the stages of concern was, like all the other characteristics, indicative of respondents
who are still new to the innovation, with higher scores in the Self subscale (Stages 0-2). There
were, however, some large differences observed in the relative intensity of concerns in Stage 5,
where those whose primary role was GenEd or SpEd were least concerned and those whose
primary role was Other or Admin most concerned about collaborating on CCSS implementation.
Figure 8. Relative Intensity of Stages of Concern by Primary Role
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Figure 8: Responses from participants who had been teaching continuously between 2009 and
2013 (N = 145), grouped by GenEd (n = 112), SpEd (n = 11), Admin (n = 9), and Other (n = 13).
Raw scores averaged and converted to percentiles based on a normed and stratified sample of
830 educators (George et al., 2006).
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Although an ANOVA conducted using the raw stage scores showed a statistically
significant difference in relative intensity of concerns for Stage 5, F(3,141) = 3.661, p < .02, the
large difference in sub-group sizes is an issue. Post-hoc analysis did not show any significant
differences for Stage 5 between the subgroups.
Factors affecting stages of concern. To further examine differences in stages of
concern by various teacher characteristics, the raw scores for every stage were regressed on the
independent variables to understand what effect, if any, the variables had on the concern score.
Because all of the independent variables except Years of Experience were categorical, the first
step was to recode them into dummy variables (Keith, 2006). The dummy variables for the
independent variable categories, with the reference, are listed below:
•

Urbanicity: CitySuburb and Town, with Rural serving as the reference;

•

State: KsMo, Iowa, and Oregon, with Vermont as the reference;

•

Role: GenEd, SpEd, and Admin, with Other as the reference;

•

Grade Level: Elementary and Middle, with High School as the reference;

•

Gender: Female, with male as reference; and

•

CCSS Training: yes, with no training as reference.

Statistically significant relationships between certain independent variables and concern
scores were seen in Stages 0 and 5 (Table 12). For Stage 0, the independent variables accounted
for 39% of the variance in raw scores (R2 = .393). The overall regression was statistically
significant, F(13,113) = 5.637, p = .000. Five variables had a statistically significant effect on the
raw Stage 0 score: Years of Teaching (p ≤ .05), Teach Elementary (p ≤ .001), Teach Middle (p ≤
.01), Female (p ≤ .001), and Received Training (p ≤ .001). For Stage 5, the independent variables
accounted for 22% of the variance in raw scores (R2 = .216). The overall regression was
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statistically significant, F(13,113) = 2.399, p ≤ .01. Three variables had a statistically significant
effect on the raw Stage 5 scores, Teach GenEd (p ≤ .05), Teach SpEd (p ≤ .05), and From Town
(p ≤ .01).
Table 12
Summary of Regression Analyses for Variables Explaining Raw Scores for Stages 0 and 5

Stage 0

Stage 5

B
-.109

SE B
.053

β
-.164*

B
-.038

SE B
.073

β
-.048

From Iowa

.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

2.224

.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***

2.114

1.572

.147

Teach Middle

-3.442

1.357

-.246**

2.550

1.867

.151

From City/Suburb

.248

1.676

.015

-.569

2.306

-.029

From Town

.175

1.121

.014

-5.422

1.542

-.367**

Female

-4.095

1.125

-.299***

-.328

1.549

-.020

Received Training

-3.225

.946

-.263***

.572

1.302

.039

Variable
Years of teaching

R2

.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 (“How prepared do you feel about
implementing CSSS? What additional tools or training do you think would benefit you?”) were
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used to validate the survey results by identifying any obvious discrepancies between the stages of
concern profile and the participant’s feeling of preparedness. The responses were reviewed and
coded by two researchers to assign a level of preparedness (Prepared, Somewhat Prepared,
Unprepared, No Answer), and to identify the resources most needed for successful
implementation. Good interrater reliability (r = 88%) was established for the level of
preparedness responses and moderate reliability for resources most needed (κ = 73%). For any
items whose coding was substantially different (e.g., one researcher coding a response as
“Prepared” and the other as “Unprepared”), the researchers discussed their interpretation of the
text, and were given an opportunity to change their coding. To establish frequencies of
preparedness responses for the follow up analysis, the number of prepared, somewhat prepared,
and unprepared responses were averaged across the two raters.
An analysis of the open-ended question responses for those who answered (n = 96)
revealed that 67% of the respondents (n = 64) felt prepared or somewhat prepared, while 33% (n
= 32) felt unprepared. Verbatim responses from those who felt prepared include:
•

“I think as a district and as a professional we are prepared to implement the state
standards.”

•

“I feel prepared to implement Common Core State Standards, however, I would
like time to work on aligning our curriculum to the CCSS and the resources to
make sure how I interpret the standards are how they are supposed to be
interpreted. Some of the wording of the standards is not very clear as to exactly
what it means.”

These are verbatim responses from those who felt somewhat prepared:
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•

“Not as prepared as I would like. The CCCS are very complex and by the time
they are unlayered they are very time consuming to teach.”

•

“I feel somewhat prepared, but would like more training. I would like to see
some integrated units that have already been developed for complex texts. We
have created some units, and would benefit from sharing materials more.”

The following verbatim responses are from respondents who felt unprepared:
•

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

•

“I do not feel very prepared when it comes to assessing the common core. I feel
that the meaning of the standards and what is being assessed are two different
things. I also believe that the standards are an inch deep and a mile wide. Some
of the standards are not developmentally appropriate and we do not have time to
teach all of the standards. The training on CCSS has been very limited and
funding for curriculum is also limited.”

The two resources most needed, according to the responses, were time and training. Here
are some representative verbatim responses:
•

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

•

“…I would like time to have conversations about how to supplement our math
program with deeper math thinking skills.”
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•

“I think there is still time, curriculum and training needed. Teachers are
extremely busy during the school year and due to budget constraints very little
funding is available to train them during summer.”

•

“I need more time to familiarize myself with my grade level standards, make sure
my curriculum aligns to the standards, find or create assessments that accurately
assess the standards, and make necessary adjustments to our report cards. This all
takes a lot of time and our time is limited as it is. We need more training or
exposure to curriculum and assessments that are aligned to the standards. We also
need more time as a staff to work on the things listed above.”

The semi-structured interviews conducted after the survey (n = 5) were used to validate
the Stages of Concern framework by comparing the answers provided during the interviews with
the relative intensity of the respondents’ concerns. There were no major contradictions between
the concerns profile and the attitudes expressed in the interview, though some interviewees
expressed more negative opinions than were reflected in their stages of concern scores.
Demographic characteristics of the interviewees and highlights from the interviews follow.
Interviewee 1 was a female who taught general education at the middle school level. She
had not received training on CCSS, and had been teaching 13 years. Her concerns profile
indicated that she viewed CCSS implementation as important (low Stage 0), was most concerned
about getting information on CCSS (high Stage 1), and was positively inclined. This was also
reflected in the interview, where Interviewee 1 said that she was comfortable with the standards,
that CCSS matched her personal teaching style, and that she would like to see the test results
“before the test counts.”
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Interviewee 2 was a male who taught all grades, had received training on CCSS, and had
been teaching 17 years. His concerns profile suggested that he felt CCSS was important (low
Stage 0), was most concerned about receiving information (high Stage 1). His Stage 1 score was
higher than his Stage 2 score, which indicated that he viewed CCSS implementation positively.
In the interview, Interviewee 2 spoke positively about collaboration within the district, and about
the impact that CCSS implementation would have on the students. Interviewee 2 also discussed
his desire to have unified delivery of information on CCSS implementation so “everyone hears
the same thing.”
Interviewee 3 was a male who taught high school, and his focus was general education.
He had been teaching for five years, and had received formal training on CCSS. His concerns
profile indicated that there were other activities of greater concern (high Stage 0), and that he
was more concerned about the effect that CCSS implementation would have on him personally
(high Stage 2) than on receiving information (Stage 1), which can signal doubt or resistance. He
had relatively high concerns about how to manage the CCSS implementation (Stage 3).
Interviewee 3 expressed some doubts in the interview about the impact that CCSS will have on
students, and thought that experienced teachers were treating CCSS as “the latest trend.” In the
interview, Interviewee 3 also expressed concern about how to implement the cross-curricular
aspects of CCSS.
Interviewee 4 was a female who taught high school, with a general education focus. She
had been teaching for 28 years, and had received formal training on CCSS. The concern profile
for Interviewee 4 reflected that the peak concerns were about implementation of CCSS (high
Stage 3), although concerns about getting information (high Stage 1) were almost as strong.
There were also intense concerns about the impact of CCSS on her personally (high Stage 2),
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though these were not as high as concerns about getting information. Interviewee 4 had
relatively high scores on Stage 6, which can signal that she thinks there are better ways to
implement, and can suggest resistance to the implementation. In her interview and in her
response to the open-ended questions, Interviewee 4 expressed concerns about the
implementation of CCSS being too standardized. She also said that students needed to be
prepared in areas not covered by the CCSS. “Common Core practices do little to improve work
ethic, values and moral integrity. Kids will learn when they have a foundation of hope.”
Interviewee 5 was a female who taught high school, in general education. She had been
teaching for 30 years, and had received CCSS training. Her concerns profile indicated that she
was most concerned about getting information about CCSS (high Stage 1), followed by concerns
about CCSS implementation (high Stage 3). While Interviewee 5 also had concerns about what
CCSS would mean personally (high Stage 2), her profile suggested a positive attitude about
CCSS implementation. She also had relatively high concerns about working with others to
implement (high Stage 5). In her answer to the open-ended questions, Interviewee 5 said she was
“not prepared at all.” In her interview, Interviewee 5 criticized the way that CCSS was
introduced to the teachers in her district, and about a lack of information about the standards. She
said that she decided “I will teach myself” about the standards. She expressed concerns about the
pace of implementation in her district, felt that they were behind other districts. Interviewee 5
also thought that CCSS implementation would required extended periods with subjects like math
in order to work the problems.
Summary
The purpose of this study was to explore concerns that teachers have about implementing
the CCSS, and how those concerns differ by characteristics of the teacher. The results of the
57

study indicated that there are identifiable stages of concern among this sample of participants
that are most intense in the Stages that make up Self concerns, i.e., Stages 0-2. This is typical of
individuals who are new to an innovation, and are considered non-users. Significant mean
differences were observed in relative intensity of concerns based on the characteristics of state,
district urbanicity, grade level taught, gender, whether the participant had received CCSS
training, and primary role. No significant mean differences in relative intensity of concerns were
observed by grouped years of experience. Statistically significant effects of some independent
variables were seen in two stages: 0 and 5. An analysis of the open-ended question responses
revealed that, of those respondents who answered the question (n = 96), 67% (n = 64) felt
prepared or somewhat prepared, while 33% (n = 32) felt unprepared. The two resources most
needed, according to the responses, were time and training. The semi-structured interviews
conducted after the survey (n = 5) validated that the respondents were in the early stages of
adoption with higher concerns in Stages 0 - 3.
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CHAPTER V: DISCUSSION
In this final chapter I will discuss the major findings of the study and then review the
conclusions that can be drawn. The discussion will include the implications of the findings for
CCSS implementation generally and teacher development specifically. I will then discuss
limitations of the research, and at the end introduce some areas of future research.
Major Findings
This exploratory study sought to answer two questions related to CCSS implementation:
•

What are teachers’ identifiable stages of concern (based on the Concerns-Based
Adoption Model framework)?

•

How do those concerns differ by characteristics of the teacher?

The convenience sample was drawn from five states that were still in the early stages of CCSS
implementation: Kansas, Missouri, Iowa, Vermont, and Oregon (O’Hara, 2012, 2013). In three
of those states (Kansas, Missouri, and Iowa), political contention over CCSS has manifested
itself in legislation either introduced or passed to change or repeal CCSS (Common Core
Backlash, 2014). This presented two challenges at the outset of this study: first, how to mitigate
the likely confounding effect of negative CCSS publicity on the attitudes of the teachers being
surveyed; and second, how to mitigate the likely reluctance of superintendents and principals to
participate in a study whose results could feed the political fires. I raise these issues early in the
chapter because their impact was apparent in both the qualitative responses of some teachers and
in a low response rate (less than 1%). This verbatim response to an open-ended question about
CCSS implementation is illustrative:
•

“I feel that as a District we have all the initial tools in place that we need to be
successful. We do have several areas of the unknown and will address the issues as
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they arise. It is important that we realize we as a state will be adopting the
Common Core State Standards and stop wasting time shooting holes in it.”
These issues notwithstanding, there were three major findings that answered the research
questions.
Identifiable stages of concern. The first major finding was that respondents in the sample
expressed distinct and discernable concerns about CCSS implementation that focused primarily
on the stages associated with the beginning of an implementation process. The pattern of most
intense concerns is in the Self subscale (Stages 0-2), which suggests that the respondents may
lack the confidence that they can successfully engage in or execute the CCSS initiative because
they feel they lack information about it or what is specifically required of them. The concerns
about information are expressed through agreement with statements like “I have a very limited
knowledge of CCSS” (question 6), “I would like to know how CCSS is better than what we have
now” (question 35), or “I would like to discuss the possibility of using CCSS” (question 14).
Apprehension about what the CCSS implementation means personally is expressed through
agreement with statements like “I would like to know how my teaching or administration is
supposed to change” (question 17), “I would like to have more information on time and energy
commitments required by this innovation” (question 28), or “I would like to know how my role
will change when I am using CCSS” (question 33).
The concerns construct is an affective and emotional one, reflecting the feelings and
perceptions of those involved in a change process. A basic assumption of the CBAM framework
is that change in the context of education is a personal experience, and that you can draw
conclusions about what the user is most preoccupied with during the change process by looking
at the relative intensity of the concerns across the seven stages. Of particular interest in
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understanding the readiness of the respondents to embrace the CCSS implementation is the
relatively higher intensity of personal concerns (Stage 2) when compared with informational
concerns (Stage 1). According to George et al. (2006), this pattern is referred to as a “negative
one-two split” (p. 40) and can signal doubt and potential resistance to a change. For individuals
with these higher personal concerns, receiving more information about the CCSS implementation
will not suffice; rather they need a better understanding about what will be required of them.
Potential resistance to CCSS implementation can also be inferred from the rising intensity of
concerns in Stage 6 (refocusing) compared to Stages 4 (consequence) and 5 (collaboration)
(George et al., 2006). This can indicate that the respondents have an idea about implementing
CCSS that is better than the current implementation process. Specifically, respondents would
tend to agree with statements like “I know of some other approaches that might work better”
(question 2), “I am concerned about revising my use of CCSS” (question 9), or “I would like to
modify our use of CCSS based on the experiences of the students” (question 22).
The overall pattern of concerns seen here is not unique to CCSS implementation but rather
is common when educational change is introduced. Van den Berg and Ros (1999) found that
high levels of Self concerns, relative to the other stages, continued more than three years after an
educational innovation was introduced. Individuals within a system, when exposed to an
innovation that is complex and represents a major change from the status quo, will try to
determine whether the innovation is consistent with their personal values and job functions (Hall
et al., 1973). This manifests itself in relatively higher concerns in the early stages (0-2).
Within the CBAM framework it is the relative intensity of concerns rather than the absolute
levels that are of greatest interest. The fact that teachers at this early stage of implementation are
not expressing more intense concerns about the impact to students (Stage 4) or collaboration with
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colleagues (Stage 5) should not be interpreted to mean that these are not important to the
respondents. Rather, it indicates that their personal concerns are more intense and top of mind at
this point in CCSS implementation, which is corroborated by the responses to the open-ended
question about preparedness. This verbatim response is illustrative:
•

“Not as prepared as I would like. The CCSS are very complex and by the time they
are unlayered they are very time consuming to teach. NOT all students have the
background knowledge needed to master the CCSS for their grade level. I feel that
the CCSS have been pushed on us without proper time to prepare the teachers and
the students. The CCSS are NOT realistic for the age and grade level they have
been targeted for.”

Differences in stages of concern. Consistent with the exploratory nature of this study, the
data were grouped by geographic and demographic characteristics of the respondents to
determine whether and where there were significant differences. In some cases the small cell size
(e.g., districts with a city urbanicity) precluded meaningful analysis, and in all cases the small
sample size meant that any statistically significant results could only be interpreted in a
directional manner. Nonetheless the second major finding was that there were some statistically
significant differences observed between certain groups that could help inform teacher
development and the general dialogue around CCSS implementation.
The most striking difference was observed when comparing the results by state. Contrary to
the overall pattern of higher Self concerns (Stages 0-2) when compared to other stages, the peak
stage for respondents from Oregon was Stage 3 (management), which indicates concerns related
to the tasks, time and logistics of implementation. These respondents would have tended to agree
with statements like “I am concerned about not having enough time to organize myself each day”
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(question 4), “I am concerned about my inability to manage all that the CCSS requires” (question
16), or “Coordination of tasks and people is taking too much of my time” (question 34).
Respondents from Oregon also were significantly more likely to have strong ideas about how to
implement CCSS differently, as signified by the tailing up in Stage 6 (refocusing).
The pattern for Oregon is more typical of users who are already well into implementation.
Considering that the targeted timetable for Oregon’s classroom implementation and transition to
CCSS-aligned standards across all grades is 2014-15 (O’Hara, 2013), I looked at other factors
that might explain the difference compared to Kansas, Missouri, Iowa, and Vermont. First I
looked at aspects of the state’s implementation. According to the Oregon Department of
Education website (http://www.ode.state.or.us), the state had begun aligning math standards to
CCSS in 2010-11 school year and reading/literature and science to CCSS reading in 2011-12,
earlier than the other states. To the extent that teachers from Oregon in this sample were
involved in the alignment, they may be more familiar with CCSS implementation and therefore
have a profile that is more similar to a user than nonuser. Another possible explanation is that
there was a disproportionately large number of middle school teachers in Oregon compared to
the other states. As will be discussed below, middle school teachers in the sample tended to have
more intense concerns about how to manage the tasks associated with CCSS implementation
than teachers from other grade levels.
A difference was also observed between districts in different urbanicities. The respondents
in the study whose district urbanicity was rural tended to have more intense concerns about
collaboration (Stage 5) than other urbanicities. These respondents would have tended to agree
with statements like “I would like to help other faculty in their use of CCSS” (question 5), “I
would like to coordinate my effort with others to maximize CCSS effects” (question 27), and “I
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would like to know what other faculty are doing in this area” (question 28). This presents an
opportunity for administrators of rural districts to use collaborative work teams that encourage
cooperation and coordination among teachers as a strategy of implementation.
When considering the relative intensity of concerns by characteristics of the teacher,
several significant differences were observed and should be taken into account by those
responsible for designing the processes and training that support CCSS implementation. First,
elementary, middle school, and high school teachers had different intensities of concern about
CCSS implementation, with the largest difference seen in the earliest concern stage. In the case
of Stage 0 (unconcerned), the grade level actually predicted the level of raw scores.
High school and middle school teachers had high Stage 0 scores, indicating that CCSS
implementation is not top of mind for these respondents relative to other initiatives. This is in
contrast to elementary school teachers, whose relatively lower Stage 0 score indicates that CCSS
implementation is much more top of mind. This higher preoccupation with implementation by
elementary school teachers is consistent with the external debate among educators about the
translation of college and career readiness into standards for elementary school students who
may not have the cognitive readiness to succeed. In setting the writing standards, for example,
one criticism is that the writing benchmarks are “simply educated guesses as to what students’
[sic] should be able to achieve at particular grades” (Graham & Harris, 2013). In the area of
mathematics standards for students in grades 3 through 5, an argument has been made that some
learning progressions demanded by the standards regarding fractions are at odds with students’
cognitive capabilities (Norton & Boyce, 2013). Orlich (2011) notes that the complexity of some
standards for young children, for example in mathematics, does not match their formal thinking
capacity.
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Another difference was seen in concerns about the tasks associated with implementation.
Middle school teachers were significantly more concerned about the logistics of implementation
(Stage 3) than either elementary or high school teachers. Further, Stage 3 concerns were one of
the two most intense stages of concern for middle school teachers, the other being personal
concerns (Stage 2). Given the differences in students and curriculum at these grade levels, this
may not be surprising. What it suggests, however, is that middle school teachers will be
especially responsive to CCSS planning and implementation that considers the practical impact
to them, at the classroom level. This includes issues related to resourcing, organizing, managing
and scheduling. This verbatim response from a middle school teacher illustrates this point:
•

“I do not have the curriculum to implement all the standards I'm supposed to teach.
Currently, I have to do all my own research and go online or buy books to teach the
appropriate lessons…”

Consistent with other concerns-based research (Klassen & Chui, 2010; Campbell &
Thompson, 2007; Forlin et al., 2009), significant differences in relative intensity of concern were
observed by gender. Males had significantly higher scores for Stage 0 (unconcerned), signaling
less preoccupation with CCSS. Male respondents would have tended to agree with statements
like “I am more concerned about another innovation” (question 3), “I am not concerned about
CCSS at this time” (question 12), and “I spend little time thinking about CCSS” (question 23).
For males, the Stage 6 (refocusing) score tailed up while the score for females tailed down, and
the gap between the two scores was statistically significant. This suggests that the male
respondents in this sample had strong ideas about how to implement CCSS. When this pattern
occurs early in implementation, it can indicate negative attitudes toward an innovation (George
et al, 2006).
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Respondents were asked whether they had received CCSS training. They were not asked to
specify the nature of the training except in the semi-structured interviews. Four of the five
individuals interviewed indicated they had formal CCSS training, but that training varied widely
from handouts explaining the standards to organized workshops that covered how to align
curriculum to the CCSS. In some cases the training was voluntary (e.g., workshop) and in other
cases it occurred in mandatory staff meetings. When looking at the relative intensity of concerns
by whether or not the respondent had received training, significant differences were seen in the
overall concern about or involvement with CCSS (Stage 0) and interest in learning more about
CCSS (Stage 1). Those who said they had received training indicated significantly more
involvement with CCSS, as expressed by a lower percentile in Stage 0 (unconcerned) than those
who had not. Not surprisingly, those who said they had not received training had significantly
higher concerns about getting information on CCSS.
When these results are examined in conjunction with the responses to the open-ended
questions, where time to implement and training emerged as the two resources most needed, the
importance of training to the successful implementation of CCSS is supported. When training
was received, respondents reported less intense concerns about getting information. At the same
time, the training did not address the personal concerns that respondents had about CCSS
implementation (Stage 2), where there was no significant difference between those who reported
receiving training and those who had not. This suggests that to optimize implementation of
CCSS, the professional development should very specifically address the questions and concerns
that the teachers have about the impact to their classroom. Said another way, the results of this
study indicate that the training that has been held for this group of respondents has not yet
addressed those concerns.
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Finally, statistically significant differences in concerns for Stage 5 (collaboration) were
seen by primary role of the respondent. Those who identified their role as “Other” had
significantly higher concerns about coordinating and cooperating with others on CCSS
implementation. This could be largely driven by the nature of the roles that were categorized as
other, including librarians and counselors. If the nature of the role is to serve all grades, then
having more intense concerns about working with others on implementation is understandable.
Minimal impact of years of teaching experience. The third major finding from the
analysis was that the number of years that the respondents had been teaching did not
significantly impact the overall nature of their concerns. This is contrary to previous research
conducted using the CBAM framework where years of experience was the most crucial factor in
explaining the stages of concern (Christou et al., 2004).
The finding was a surprise to this researcher based on the review of articles and some
literature on educational reform. Two different perspectives about experienced teachers often
emerged from these sources. The first was that teachers with many years of experience would
feel more comfortable in their ability to execute changes, and less concerned about what the
reform would mean for them personally. The second was that experienced teachers would be
cynical and battle worn after many cycles of reform and would therefore be resistant to CCSS
implementation. In fact, years of experience only had a modest statistical impact on predicting
concerns compared to other characteristics of the teacher. For example, the factors that emerged
as the strongest predictors of Stage 0 scores (which signify overall preoccupation with the
reform) were teaching elementary school and having received CCSS training. Teachers with
those characteristics were more likely to have lower Stage 0 concerns, which signify greater
preoccupation with the reform.
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When you consider the foundational research on novice teachers and teacher development
by Frances Fuller upon which the CBAM framework was built, it would be logical to assume
that novice or less experienced teachers would have different feelings or perceptions than
teachers who had spent more time in the classroom. Research on teacher productivity (Harris &
Sass, 2011) and teacher self-efficacy (Klassen & Chiu, 2010) found that years of experience had
an effect; as the teachers’ time in the classroom increased, productivity and self-efficacy
increased. The major difference, however, is that the focus of Fuller’s earlier research and the
two more recent studies was on the perceived ability to teach, not to implement a reform or
change in the classroom.
Based on the results of this study, there was no evidence that, at this point in CCSS
implementation, more experienced teachers were more likely to resist CCSS implementation, or
that less experienced teachers more likely to embrace the change. Similarly, there was no
indication that teachers who had spent more time in the classroom were more likely to have
higher concerns about the impact of CCSS to their students than the impact to themselves.
What this suggests is that it is the change process itself and how it is facilitated that
makes the larger difference in the nature of teacher concerns, and ultimately in the success of the
educational change. Michael Fullan (2007) has argued that any successful change must allow
educators to meet in the middle, to take local culture and context into account yet also recognize
the complexity that exists at all levels of the educational infrastructure, from national to regional
to district and finally to school level. He found that schools that were successful in implementing
change had principals who were inclusive and facilitative, focused on student learning, or
established collaborative teaching groups. In contrast, failed reform occurred when the strategy
was top down and relationships were not built with teachers and principals (Fullan, 2007).
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Conclusions
Within the military there is an often-used adage that no battle plan survives the first shot.
However well-informed and well-intentioned the objectives, however comprehensive and
rigorous the planning, the true test comes when the plan is implemented within the chaotic and
uncertain environment on the ground. In many ways this holds true for CCSS implementation.
A recurring theme among researchers who have followed educational reform over the
past several decades is that successful change in education is difficult because of the institutional
and human complexity involved. The point of failure is often the final phase of reform, the
implementation. As Jerald (2005) notes in his policy brief:
The implementation stage is the most difficult of all. And it is the stage where the
majority of serious improvement efforts fail. As thousands of administrators and teachers
have discovered too late, implementing an improvement plan—at least any plan worth its
salt—really comes down to changing a complex organization in fundamental ways. (p. 2)
Researchers have found that for a large-scale innovation to succeed, it is important to pay
attention both to teachers’ personal experiences with the innovation and to their subjective
perceptions (Geijsel, Sleegers, van den Berg, & Kelchtermans, 2001). This is because emotions
have been found to drive teacher behavior (van den Berg, 2002), and it is the teacher’s behavior
in the classroom that will need to change or at least adapt for CCSS implementation to succeed.
The literature on educational reform concludes that the success of any educational reform is
ultimately dependent on how it is implemented at the classroom level (Tyack & Cuban, 1995;
Fullan, 2007).
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With these challenges in mind, I suggest that the results of this study can contribute to a
better, though not conclusive, understanding of the factors that will support a successful
implementation of CCSS. I will discuss those factors in the context of the two major conclusions
of this study: 1) teacher uncertainty surrounding CCSS implementation is impacting how ready
and confident teachers feel to implement CCSS in their respective classrooms; 2) the supports
provided to teachers, to include professional development, should address the differentiated
concerns and uncertainty expressed by the teachers.
Teacher Readiness. When change is introduced to teachers, uncertainty can result
because information is either lacking or inconsistent about the “rights, obligations, tasks, and
responsibilities” of the teachers, as well as the consequences of the change (van den Berg, 2002,
p. 582) Overall, the teachers in this survey indicated that they still need more information about
CCSS, including a better understanding of the impact that CCSS implementation will have on
them in the classroom. Many felt they lacked the resources necessary to interpret and apply
CCSS, and therefore were uncertain about their ability to successfully introduce the standards.
This loss of confidence has been seen in other reform initiatives (Hargreaves, 2004).
Many of the respondents acknowledged the efforts that were underway within their
respective districts to prepare for CCSS implementation. From the state department of education
websites, it is clear that all the states in the survey have had CCSS-related initiatives underway
for at least the past 12 months, and some much longer. The resources identified on the websites
are often diverse and seem robust. When looking at the responses of this survey, however, one
has to conclude that the resources have not been sufficient to address basic concerns that teachers
have about bringing CCSS into their respective classrooms.
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The early stage of implementation is a consideration. While there are some differences in
the implementation schedule for CCSS among the states that constitute the sample, all can be
considered in the early, “non-user” phase. That is, implementation of CCSS has been introduced
and is underway, but not yet across all grades. That means that many teachers have not yet had
an opportunity to experience a full cycle of reform from curriculum to instruction through
assessments. The literature on the CBAM framework tells us that as teachers experience the
change and gain a better understanding overall and in the classroom, the nature of the concerns
will shift to managing the change and the impact that the change will have on students. The data
from this study indicate that the respondents are not yet to that point.
Hall et al. (1973, 1974) used literature on educational change as one of the primary data
sources as they conceptualized CBAM. That literature indicated that individuals participating in
a major change will go through affective phases that impact how readily they will embrace the
change. Across many educational change initiatives, researchers applying the CBAM framework
have found that until these early concerns are addressed, it is difficult for individuals to consider
the innovation objectively (George et al., 2006; van den Berg & Ros, 1999; Hall, 2013). The
significance for those charged with CCSS implementation is that it will take active intervention
of their part to move teachers to the next level of readiness. A critical part of that intervention is
for administrators to acknowledge teacher concerns, and to address them with robust support
systems.
Support systems. Hargreaves (2004) found that “support systems of training, mentoring,
time and dialogue” (p. 288) were essential to successful educational change. Also important is
for teachers to have the opportunity to learn from “direct observation of practice and trial and
error in their own classrooms” (Elmore, 1996, p. 24). Unfortunately, the open-ended responses
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from teachers suggest that this opportunity is often not available, and in fact the teachers’
experiences reflect some of the conditions that Elmore (1996) describes as leading to the failure
of reform to achieve scale or results:
Teachers are often tossed headlong into discussion groups to work out the classroom
logistics of implementing a new curriculum. They are encouraged to develop model
lessons as a group activity and then sent back to their classrooms to implement them as
solo practitioners. Teachers are seldom asked to judge if this new curriculum translates
well into concrete actions in the classroom, nor are they often asked to participate as
codesigners of the ideas in the first place...In other words, the condition under which
teachers are asked to engage in new practices bear no relationship whatsoever to the
conditions required for learning how to implement complex and new practices with
success. (p. 24)
Van den Berg (2002) notes that professional development that encompasses teachers’
beliefs, attitudes, or emotions “may be particularly successful” (p. 589). When van den Berg and
colleagues provided intense professional development over a two-year period that was small
scale, strongly person oriented, targeted at teachers working in collaborative teams, and
supported by transformation leadership, they found that disorientation, confusion and fear on the
part of teachers was avoided (van den Berg, 2002).
Overall, respondents indicated they still need information about how to bring CCSS into
their classrooms, but the nature of the type and amount of information will differ. Some teachers
indicated that to date they have had no training at all and were learning what they needed on their
own. Others indicated they had training about the standards, but not on integrating them into
curriculum and lesson plans. Some teachers who indicated they felt very prepared mentioned
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participating in professional learning communities. Many mentioned a desire to work with other
teachers to discuss integrated curriculum. The prevalent concern, as shown in the data, was
uncertainty about what CCSS implementation will mean for the teacher, in the classroom.
Teachers in the study indicated differing concerns, yet the responses to the open-ended
questions indicate that, for the most part, districts are using the same general training to help
prepare teachers—where training has been provided at all. As discussed earlier, the nature of the
concern (and consequently what is required to address it) can vary depending on factors like
grade level taught or the role of the teacher. A differentiated approach could include, for
example, providing middle school teachers with more information and resources related to
managing the logistics and timing of the implementation; or, providing elementary school
teachers with examples of instructional strategies with age-appropriate academic demands that
could be applied for their youngest students.
In addition to formal training and development, there is also an opportunity to use informal
and ongoing learning through teacher collaboration. This type of informal learning has been
found to be more effective in generating educational reform than formal in-service development
(Jurasaite-Harbison & Rex, 2010). This requires that teachers have both the opportunity and the
time to collaborate on how best to apply the standards, how to align to current curriculum, and to
share lessons learned. Ideally, the collaboration should be an ongoing process that supports the
fine-tuning and adjustments necessitated throughout the school year to reconcile the CCSS with
the day-to-day complexities of the classroom. In the responses to the open-ended questions many
teachers expressed a frustration that they had to develop many of the resources on their own as
well as a desire to collaborate with fellow teachers across grade levels and the district.
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Collaborative teaming can also have positive impacts beyond the implementation of
standards. Research has shown that participating on an empowered school team can foster
teacher performance and organizational commitment (Somech, 2005). Student performance can
also be positively impacted. A study conducted with public elementary schools in a Midwestern
state that was engaged in a large-scale improvement effort focused on high-stakes assessments
found that “teacher collaboration for school improvement was positively related to differences
among schools in both mathematics and reading achievement” (Goddard, Goddard, &
Tschannen-Moran, 2007, p. 891).
Implementing these supports will require transformational leadership on the part of
principals (van den Berg, 2002), characterized by trust in the ability of the teachers to execute the
reform. This type of leadership has been shown to decrease uncertainty on the part of teachers
(Geijsel et al., 2001) and increase teachers’ job satisfaction and collaboration (Orphanos & Orr,
2014). It also helps build the type of school community and culture that nurtures empowerment
and leads to organizational effectiveness (Somech, 2005).
In summary, this study highlighted concerns that teachers have about CCSS at this stage
of implementation. If left unaddressed, these concerns can become potential obstacles to full
implementation at the classroom level. The voice of the teacher was included in the results,
helping us better understand teachers’ feelings and perceptions as they introduce CCSS into their
classrooms. The perspective of those closest to the classroom is important because they best
understand the practical realities associated with implementing a reform as broad as CCSS.
The small sample precluded making conclusive recommendations; however, the study
did identify areas that are worthy of attention by those who are leading the CCSS
implementation for their schools and districts. The study showed, for example, that the stages of
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concern can differ by certain teacher characteristics like grade level taught. There is also clear
evidence that the teachers in the study want more information, both about the standards and what
implementation means for them. These results can help inform decisions about the allocation of
resources and the design of appropriate interventions and supports for teachers.
Limitations
The biggest limitation of this study is the small sample size. Some of the factors that may
have contributed to the low response rate were identified at the beginning of the chapter. While
the number of responses produced some statistically significant results, these results should not
be generalized to overall populations. For example, it would not be appropriate to assume that all
middle school teachers involved in CCSS implementation within the states studied will be more
likely to be concerned about managing the implementation. Likewise, the small sample precludes
drawing precise conclusions about the factors that had a statistically significant effect on the
concerns. Rather, the results should be viewed as directional and suggestive of areas that would
benefit from further study.
Another limitation is the potential inconsistency in how grade levels are defined across
states. While grade 9 was categorized as high school for this study, in some states it may be the
final year of middle school.
Finally, the authors of the SoC instrument caution against using the tool to screen or
evaluate concerns (George et al., 2006). While the results may signal trends that could have
positive or negative impacts on the adoption of the innovation, the concerns in themselves “are
neither good nor bad” (p. 55).
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Future Research
The study uncovered several areas that would benefit from additional research. First,
teacher concerns should be explored in-depth using a larger sample and multiple regression to
better understand the factors that can predict the stage of concern. This would allow
administrators to better tailor ongoing supports for teachers during the implementation. Another
area for future research at this early stage of CCSS implementation is to assess the impact of
supports and development by administering the SoC questionnaire both pre- and postimplementation and then analyzing the differences in the relative intensity of concerns between
the two time periods. Finally, the analysis of stages of concern only provides insights on the
affective aspects of CCSS implementation. To understand the degree to which teachers are
adopting, or “using” the change, future research should use the Levels of Use (LOU) dimension
of the CBAM framework. There are eight different behavioral profiles in the LOU construct that
range from nonuse to actively exploring modifications to the innovation (Hall, 2013). Applying
the LOU construct would involve focused interviews to identify the usage profile of the
respondent.
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Appendix A: Introductory Page

This short, approximately 15-minute research survey is to determine what people who are
implementing or thinking of implementing the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) are
concerned about during the implementation process. The results will provide valuable data on the
nature of teacher concerns and the supports that teachers may need for successful
implementation of CCSS. Participation in the on-line survey is strictly voluntary and should
cause no more discomfort than you would experience in your everyday life.
Please respond to the items in terms of your present concerns, or how you feel about your
involvement with CCSS. We do not hold to any one definition of this initiative so please think of
it in terms of your own perception of what it involves. Phrases such as “this approach” and “the
new system” all refer to CCSS. Remember to respond to each item in terms of your present
concerns about your involvement or potential involvement with CCSS. Some items may be
irrelevant to you at this time. For those items, please circle “0” on the scale.
All responses are confidential and will be aggregated and returned to the State Department of
Education in a summary report. It is possible, however, with internet communications, that
through intent or accident someone other than the intended recipient may see your response. For
questions or concerns about this survey, please contact Linda McGurn at linda.mcgurn@ku.edu
or Dr. Marc Mahlios at mahlios@ku.edu. For information about your rights as a research
participant, please contact the University of Kansas Human Subjects Community at irb@ku.edu
or (785) 864-7429. Thank you for taking a few minutes to provide valuable feedback.
Completion of the survey indicates your willingness to take part in this study and that you are at
least 18 years old.
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Appendix B: Stages of Concern Questionnaire
0
Irrelevant

1
2
Not true of me now

3
4
5
Somewhat true of me now

6
7
Very true of me now

Circle one number for each item.
1. I am concerned about students’ attitudes toward CCSS.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

2. I now know of some other approaches that might work better.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

3. I am more concerned about another innovation.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

4. I am concerned about not having enough time to organize
myself each day.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

5. I would like to help other faculty in their use of CCSS.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

6. I have a very limited knowledge of CCSS.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

7. I would like to know the effect of CCSS on my
professional status.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8. I am concerned about conflict between my interests and
my responsibilities.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

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

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

10. I would like to develop working relationships with both
our faculty and outside faculty using CCSS.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

11. I am concerned about how CCSS affects students.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

12. I am not concerned about CCSS at this time.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

13. I would like to know who will make the decisions in the
new system.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

14. I would like to discuss the possibility of using CCSS.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

15. I would like to know what resources are available if we decide
to adopt CCSS.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

16. I am concerned about my inability to manage all that the
CCSS requires.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

17. I would like to know how my teaching or administration is
supposed to change.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

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

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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0
Irrelevant

1
2
Not true of me now

3
4
5
Somewhat true of me now

6
7
Very true of me now

Circle one number for each item.
19. I am concerned about evaluating my impact on students.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

20. I would like to revise the CCSS approach.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

21. I am preoccupied with things other than CCSS.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

22. I would like to modify our use of CCSS based on the
experiences of our students.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

23. I spend little time thinking about CCSS.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

24. I would like to excite my students about their part in this
approach.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

25. I am concerned about time spent working with nonacademic
problems related to CCSS.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

26. I would like to know what the use of CCSS will require
in the immediate future.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

27. I would like to coordinate my efforts with others to maximize
CCSS effects.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

28. I would like to have more information on time and energy
commitments required by CCSS.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

29. I would like to know what other faculty are doing in this area.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

30. Currently, other priorities prevent me from focusing my
attention on CCSS.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

31. I would like to determine how to supplement, enhance, or
replace CCSS.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

32. I would like to use feedback from students to change the
program.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

33. I would like to know how my role will change when I am using
CCSS.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

34. Coordination of tasks and people is taking too much of my time.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

35. I would like to know how CCSS is better than what we
have now.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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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 ____
Administrator _____

Special education teacher ____

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
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Appendix E: Interview Questions

At the beginning of the interview, confirmed demographic data from survey (e.g, years
teaching, subject taught). If participant said they had received CCSS training, asked for a
description of formal CCSS training. All interviewees were asked these questions:
1. How did you receive information regarding CCSS implementation at your school? How
would you prefer to get that information?
2. How do you think the CCSS implementation will impact your students?
3. How have you worked with other teachers in your school to adapt your curriculum for
CCSS?
4. How do you think CCSS implementation is progressing in other 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 speakers. There are other initiatives going on,
school improvements. They did a good job helping teachers understand common core. Comment:
“It’s not about the curriculum.” Didn’t see anything on technical reading (referenced spouse who
is business owner and said that students lack technical reading 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 are so many other problems, issues. It’s not how or
what we are teaching. Example of freshman, “we have been at war their whole life.” The
idea/philosophy of CC is wonderful, but it won’t work. Mentioned competition for student
attention. Had already realigned science curriculum for ______ Core.

3. How have you working with other teachers in your school to adapt your curriculum for
CCSS?
Teachers meet 1x/month for two hours. Try to cover a little CC material. Also, every other
month work with teachers in same curricular area. For grades 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 most in the state (in getting info), but here said that
the district is one step behind others. Shared anecdote about teacher transferring to a larger
school, said that everyone is forced to use the same material and use it the same way, said
implementation was too standardized. Transferring teacher was good and creative in classroom,
is feeling stifled by the “by the book” implementation. “Is it going to fix our school?” Mentioned
pendulum swinging, and Madeline Hunter. Wondered where the money coming from for
implementation.
Biggest question: How do I take gung ho kids and move and challenge them, then do justice to
the middle group (ok, but not outstanding).In a class of 25, there are 2 outstanding, 13 in the
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middle range, and 10 students really struggling. Mentioned student with severe dyslexia who
spent 5 out of 6 periods in the teaming center (and not general ed), and was able to graduate with
honors along with college bound students. Some parents had problems with that, but noted “I
didn’t see it, I wasn’t there.”

Stage 3 peak suggests
highest concern is on
managing implementation
(time, logistics).

Positive 1-2 split,
more concerned
about getting info
than job security

Relatively high stage 6
signals participant
thinks there may be
better things to work
on.

Least concerned about working
with others to implement.

Demographics from survey:
• Teach grades 9, 10
• General Education
• Teaching 28 years
• Female
• Formal training on CCSS.
From interview:
• Teach 9-12, teaches science and health
• Taking class this summer on science of drugs
• Nature of training: through AEA, mostly paperwork
explaining standards. Some fuzziness.
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Appendix G: IRB Approval
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Appendix H: Urbanicity Codes
(ULOCALE) Urban-centric locale (Phan & Glander, 2007)
The 12 urban-centric locale code categories are defined below.
•

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

•

12 = City, Midsize: Territory inside an urbanized area and inside a principal city
with population less than 250,000 and greater than or equal to 100,000.

•

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

•

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

•

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

•

23 = Suburb, Small: Territory outside a principal city and inside an urbanized area
with population less than 100,000.

•

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

•

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

•

33 = Town, Remote: Territory inside an urban cluster that is more than 35 miles of
an urbanized area.
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•

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

•

42 = Rural, Distant: Census-defined rural territory that is more than 5 miles but less
than or equal to 25 miles from an urbanized area, as well as rural territory that is
more than 2.5 miles but less than or equal to 10 miles from an urban cluster.

•

43 = Rural, Remote: Census-defined rural territory that is more than 25 miles from
an urbanized area and is also more than 10 miles from an urban cluster.
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Appendix I: Districts Sampled
Numbers in cells represent count of public school teachers 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

1870

314

178

Suburban District 5
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

52

43

78
102
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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

6997

4537

Rural District 11
TOTAL

41
4067

8382

1999

Total teachers, all states: 25982
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Appendix J: Statements on Questionnaire by Stage
Adapted from The Stages of Concern Questionnaire (George et al., 2006, pp. 27, 28)
ITEM
Stage 0
3
12
21
23
30
Stage 1
6
14
15
26
35
Stage 2
7
13
17
28
33
Stage 3
4
8
16
25
34
Stage 4
1
11
19
24
32

STATEMENT
I am more concerned about another innovation.
I am not concerned about CCSS at this time.
I am preoccupied with things other than CCSS.
I spend little time thinking about CCSS.
Currently, other priorities prevent me from focusing my attention on CCSS.
I have a very limited knowledge of CCSS.
I would like to discuss the possibility of using CCSS.
I would like to know what resources are available if we decide to adopt CCSS.
I would like to know what the use of CCSS will require in the immediate future.
I would like to know how CCSS is better than what we have now.
I would like to know the effect of CCSS on my professional status.
I would like to know who will make the decisions in the new system.
I would like to know how my teaching or administration is supposed to change.
I would like to have more information on time and energy commitments required by
CCSS.
I would like to know how my role will change when I am using CCSS.
I am concerned about not having enough time to organize myself each day.
I am concerned about conflict between my interests and my responsibilities.
I am concerned about my inability to manage all that the CCSS requires.
I am concerned about time spent working with nonacademic problems related to CCSS.
Coordination of tasks and people is taking too much of my time.
I am concerned about students’ attitudes toward CCSS.
I am concerned about how CCSS affects students.
I am concerned about evaluating my impact on students.
I would like to excite my students about their part in this approach.
I would like to use feedback from students to change the program.
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Stage 5
5 I would like to help other faculty in their use of CCSS.
10 I would like to develop working relationships with both our faculty and outside faculty
using CCSS.
18 I would like to familiarize other departments or persons with the progress of this new
approach.
27 I would like to coordinate my efforts with others to maximize CCSS effects.
29 I would like to know what other faculty are doing in this area.
Stage 6
2 I now know of some other approaches that might work better
9 I am concerned about revising my use of CCSS.
20 I would like to revise the CCSS approach.
22 I would like to modify our use of CCSS based on the experiences of our students.
31 I would like to determine how to supplement, enhance, or replace CCSS.
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Appendix K: Average Raw Scores by Stage, Sub-Group

District
Urbanicity
(N=143)
State
(N=145)

Primary Role
(N=145)

Training
(N=145)
Gender
(N=145)
Yrs Teaching
(N=145)
Grade Level
(N=129)

City&Suburb
Town
Rural
Iowa
Oregon
Vermont
KsMo
GenEd
SpEd
Admin
Other
no
yes
Male
Female
1 to 10
11 to 20
> 20
Elementary
Middle School
High School

Total
(N=145)

Stage
0 Raw
Mean
14
13
13
14
13
13
12
13
12
15
14
15
12
17
11
14
12
13
10
13

Stage
1 Raw
Mean
19
18
18
18
19
15
18
18
19
16
17
20
17
18
17
17
19
17
17
19

Stage
2 Raw
Mean
18
19
20
19
21
16
19
19
17
17
19
20
19
20
19
20
20
18
18
22

Stage
3 Raw
Mean
15
18
18
16
21
14
16
18
16
17
14
17
18
19
17
18
17
17
16
20

Stage
4 Raw
Mean
17
19
19
17
20
17
19
19
18
20
19
19
19
20
18
20
18
18
18
21

Stage
5 Raw
Mean
19
16
20
17
17
20
17
17
15
21
23
17
18
18
18
18
17
18
18
18

Stage
6 Raw
Mean
13
16
15
14
18
11
16
15
15
15
14
15
15
17
14
15
16
14
14
17

17

18

20

18

18

16

15

13

18

19

17

19

18

15
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