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The trauma of change is increasingly a part 
of our environment. For educators whether 
they are classroom teachers, professors, or admin 
istrators change has become a particularly 
demanding pressure. All are bombarded with 
new ideas and inventions (innovations) that 
promise to cure present ills easily. What happens 
when practical attempts are made to implement 
these innovations is not clear. All too often, 
innovation adopters are confronted with a morass 
of unanticipated happenings and deficiencies that 
make implementing the simplest innovation take 
on the appearance and effect of a poorly planned 
invasion. Major breakthroughs in understanding 
and managing change are critical if schools and 
colleges are to be the adaptive and responsive 
institutions that society is led to expect.

In this paper, we are reporting on one 
dimension of our research, which illustrates sev 
eral of the reasons that change, through imple 
menting products and processes, is often trau 
matic and that in many cases so little is actually 
different following the "adoption" of an inno 
vation. The research is based on the assumption 
that meaningful change is a process that takes 
time (years) rather than being a singular event 
or decision point. We are hypothesizing that 
individuals have different kinds of concerns 
about their involvement with a change at dif 
ferent times. By being aware of the kind of 
concerns that an innovation user has at a given 
time, the person(s) managing the change process 
can better prescribe relevant interventions. In 
formation about user concerns can be used as a 
diagnostic basis for selecting interventions and 
for delivering these in ways that users see as 
relevant.

An extensive body of research and theory 
already exists in relation to change in general,

and the adoption of innovations in particular. 
Experts in rural sociology, marketing, and tech 
nological areas have researched the "diffusion" 
of many kinds of innovations (for example, 
Rogers and Shoemaker, 1971). Many of the 
ideas and findings from this research have been 
applied to the study and analysis of change in 
educational institutions (Miles, 1964; Havelock, 
1973). Experts in administration research and 
theory have also addressed the phenomenon of 
change (Owens, 1970). For several reasons, much 
of the change research in education has been 
of the case-study type (Smith and Keith, 1971; 
Charters, Everhart, Jones, Packard, Pellegrin, 
Reynolds, and Wacaster, 1973). Unfortunately, 
it seems that application of these findings to 
practice has been spotty. This is probably due 
to inherent problems in communicating knowl 
edge (which means that change researchers and 
theorists have not been any more effective in 
getting their ideas out and used than those 
researching other areas), as well as the limita 
tions of generalizing to schools from case-study 
and non-educational-based research.

The recent development and spread of 
organizational development-type training experi 
ences (Schmuck and Runkel e t al., 1 972) and the 
emphasis on the "innovation free" change agent 
(Havelock, 1973) have contributed insights into 
the identification of system-level problems and 
possible solutions to these problems. In all too

The research described herein was conducted 
under contract with the National Institute of Education. 
The opinions expressed are those of the authors and 
do not necessarily reflect the position or policy of the 
National Institute of Education, and no endorsement by 
the National Institute of Education should be inferred. 
An earlier version of this paper was presented at the 
annual meeting of the American Educational Research 
Association, Washington, D.C., April 2, 1975.

227



Degrading the Grading Myths: A Primer of 
Alternatives to Grades and Marks
Sidney B. Simon and James A. Bellanca, editors 
$6.00(611-76082)
Can traditional grading methods do more harm than 
good? Fifteen educators say "yes" and propose 
workable alternatives.

"I predict the impact of this book will be noted by 
educational historians because of the difference it will 
make in the classrooms, school districts, and colleges 
of our country."

—Philip L. Hosford, A SCD President

Adventuring, Mastering, Associating: New 
Strategies for Teaching Children
Alexander Frazier 
$5.00(611-76080)
A prominent educator explores teaching strategies 
that foster student adventuring, mastering, and 
associating. These three organizing elements, con 
tends author Alexander Frazier, can help to define 
an "equal rights curriculum for all children."

-Zip-City___________________State_______ 

No. of Copies
___Degrading th« Griding Myths: A Primer of Alternatives lo 

Gredes and MerVs
(611-76082, $600. 160 pp 1976)

___Adventuring, Mastering, Associating: New Strategies for 
Teeching Children
(611-76080. $500, 144 pp , 1976)

Enclosed is my check payable to ASCD rj. 
Please bill me H-
Postage and handling extra on all billed orders All orders totaling 
S1000 or less must be prepaid by cash, check, or money order 
Orders from institutions and businesses must be on an official pur 
chase order form Discounts on orders of the same title to a single 
address' 10-49 copies, 10%; 50 or more copies, 15%

Return to
Association for Supervision and Curriculum

Development—Box 342 
1701 K St., N.W., Suite 1100 
Wellington, O.C. 20006

many instances, however, it appears that prin 
cipals and teachers are still left on their own to 
follow through with the implementation and to 
effectively use the selected solution.

Concerns Theory

The focus of the NIE-funded Procedures 
for Adopting Educational Innovations (PAEI) 
Project is on researching the highly personal 

I experiences and phenomena encountered by indi 
vidual educators in schools and colleges as they 
"adopt" educational innovations. Two key devel 
opmental dimensions of innovation user growth 
have been identified, described, and defined as 
basic independent variables for monitoring inno 
vation implementation. These dimensions serve 
as cornerstones of the Concerns-Based Adoption 
Model (CBAM), which represents the process of 
innovation implementation as a systemic/adap 
tive/developmental process (Hall, Wallace, and 
Dossett, 1973). The two dimensions, Levels of 
Use of the Innovation (Hall, Loucks, Rutherford, 
and Newlove, 1975) and Stages of Concern About 
the Innovation (SoC), are hypothesized to be 
critical indicators of an individual's level of per 
formance.

Based on research literature, the extensive 
field experiences of adoption agents, and the 
research of Frances Fuller (1969), seven different 
Stages of Concern About the Innovation were 
tentatively identified and defined. Expanding on 
Frances Fuller's findings on the concerns of 
teachers about teaching, the researchers hypothe 
sized that innovation users' initial concerns 
about use of an innovation will be somewhat 
egocentric. Users initially will have more ques 
tions regarding what use of the innovation will 
actually entail and how it will affect them per 
sonally than questions about effects of its use. 
Following these "self" concerns, users will be 
come more concerned about the "tasks" related 
to using the innovation. Once these concerns 
are resolved, users will become more concerned 
about the "impact" of the innovation on pupils.

Once the seven Stages of Concern were 
tentatively identified, they were then explored 
systematically through a set of case studies and 
critiques by researchers and adoption agents. 
Subsequently, development began on a quick- 
scoring, paper-pencil instrument that had a two-
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fold purpose. First, it allowed us to attempt to 
measure SoC. Second, the data from the instru 
ment were analyzed to determine if there may 
be more or fewer than seven Stages of Concern. 
Based on the previous research and clinical 
experiences, items for the instrument were gen 
erated that were thought to be characteristic of 
concerns at each stage. These items were then 
Q-sorted according to the SoC definitions by ten 
judges. Brief definitions of the hypothesized 
stages are listed in Table 1. A 195-item proto 
type measure using a seven-point Likert scale 
for each item was developed using those items 
that six or more of the judges agreed on as being 
indicative of a particular stage.

During the spring of 1974, the 195-item 
prototype measure was completed by a stratified 
sample of elementary school teachers in relation 
to the innovation of team teaching and by col 
lege professors in relation to the innovation of 
instructional modules. The samples were strati 
fied according to years of experience with the 
innovation, ranging from never having used 
either teaming or modules to having had five or 
more years of experience with them. The sam 
ples were stratified according to years of experi 
ence in the hope of maximizing the chances of 
finding some individuals who represented each 
of the hypothesized Stages of Concern.

The resultant data (N = 366) were then 
factor analyzed. The first seven factors from the 
analysis clearly corresponded with the way the 
judges had previously Q-sorted the items. This 
analysis suggests that teachers and professors 
with varying amounts of experience with an 
innovation, in reflecting about their concerns,

Table 1. Brief Definitions of Stages of Concern 
About the Innovation.

0 A wareness: U nconcerned about the innovation.
1 Informational: Concerns about general characteristics 

of the innovation and what is required to use it.
2 Personal: C oncerns about one's role and possible 

conflicts between that role and anticipated de 
mands of the innovation.

3 Management: C oncerns about time, organizing, man 
aging, and making the innovation work smoothly.

4 Consequence: C oncerns about student outcomes.
5 Collaboration: Concerns about working with others 

in use of the innovation.
6 Refocusing: Concerns about finding another and 

even more effective way.

sorted the items into the same concern stages 
without their having known about concerns 
theory or the hypothesized SoC. This analysis 
does not in itself tell us about the relationship 
of the Stages of Concern to years of experience. 
However, initially at least, the idea of there being 
identifiable clusters (factors) of concerns seems 
to have a quantitative basis. To provide even 
more precision in identifying the items that 
grouped for each stage, the factors were rotated 
toward the hypothesized structure (that is, the 
defined SoC). The 35-item Stages of Concern 
Checklist was then constructed by selecting from 
among the strongest items (factor loadings 
greater than 0.5) representing each of the rotated 
factors.

A reliability study of the SoC Checklist 
involving a total of 132 professors and classroom 
teachers was conducted in September 1974. The 
raw score test-retest correlations ranged from a 
low of .65 to a high of .86 on the seven SoC 
factors, and the internal consistency (alpha 
coefficients) of the factors ranged from .80 to 
.93. The alpha coefficient for the total score 
was .96.

The Study

During the fall of 1974, a total of 411 public 
school teachers from three states completed the 
SoC Checklist with regard to their use of team 
ing. The teachers represented a stratified sample 
according to their years of experience with team 
ing. The teachers sampled were in one of five 
groups: (0) no experience with teaming; (1) first 
year of teaming; (2) second year of teaming; 
(3) third year of teaming; or (4) fourth or later 
year of experience with teaming.

The resultant data were analyzed to answer 
two questions:

1. Do teachers have identifiable Stages of 
Concern about teaming?

2. How are Stages of Concern related to 
years of experience with teaming?

Findings /

To answer the question, "Do teachers have 
identifiable Stages of Concern about teaming?" 
principal-components factor analysis of the cor-
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relation matrix with target rotation was done on 

the SoC Checklist data. Each of these factors 
was found to correspond clearly with one of the 

previously defined stages. Data gathered on a 
sample of 422 professors' adopting instructional 

modules were also analyzed, yielding similar 
results. The correlations between the factor 

scores and the previously defined stages ranged 
from .67 to .96 with five of the seven correla 

tions being above .83. Principal factor loadings 
of 27 out of 35 items were on the same factors 
for both sets of data. Thus, the seven Stages of 
Concern, as described in Table 1. and measured 

by the SoC Checklist, appear to exist across 
innovations for teachers involved with teaming, 

as well as for professors adopting modules. Just 
how developmental these stages are remains to 

be seen. Available data indicate that each stage 

correlates more highly with adjacent stages than 
it does with more distant ones. Thus, the indi 

cated order is consistent with the hypothesized 
order.

For purposes of scoring, the 35 items on 
the checklist were divided into seven scales con 
sisting of five items each. Subjects could respond 

to each item on a 0 to 7 scale, greater concern 
being indicated by a higher number. Scale scores 

are the sum of the responses to the five items in 
the scale. These raw scale scores were converted 

to percentile scores, using a sample of 184 per 

sons carefully stratified with respect to experi 

ence in the use of an innovation as a standard. 
The use of percentile scores facilitates the inter 
pretation of individual concerns profiles. An indi 

vidual's highest percentile score represents his or 
her most intense concern. The percentile scores 

also provide automatic reference to the intensity 

of concern on each scale as compared with the 
standardization sample.

To answer the second question, the SoC 
percentile scores of teachers with different years 

of experience with teaming were compared. This 

comparison is graphically represented in Table 2. 

From Table 2. the following trends can be noted:

Trend 1: The most outstanding pattern in 

the data is the distinctive profile of those teachers 

who have not teamed. Their Stage-0, -1, and -2 

concerns are particularly intense in comparison 

to those of teachers who are teaming and in 

comparison to their own scores on Stages 4, 5, 

and 6.

Table 2. Distribution of Teachers' Concerns
About Teaming According to Years of

Experience with Teaming.

20

0 = no experience with teaming
1 = first year of teaming
2 = second year of teaming
3 = third year of teaming
4 = fourth or later year of teaming

N = 46 
N = 76 
N = 18 
N = 60 
N = 107

Trend 2 . Another identifiable pattern that 

the experienced adoption agent might predict is 
that, in general, it appears that the more years 

of experience teachers have with teaming, the 

less intense their concerns are about it. It seems 

that, after using teaming for a number of years, 
teachers no longer see it as an innovation. How 

ever, they still have concerns about teaming.

Trend 3: A third and less predictive pattern 

is the relatively low level of Stage-4 concerns for 
all groups. Stage-4 concerns deal with the im 
pact and consequences of innovation use for 
clients. In this case, the clients would be pupils. 
Since we have not found this to be true in other 
innovations, the pattern may be unique to team 

ing. Perhaps, in general, teachers do not see 

teaming as directly affecting children that much, 

or maybe other Stages of Concern are more 
intense during the early years of the use of 
teaming.

Trend 4: The relatively low intensity of 

Stage-6 (Refocusing) concerns for all groups has
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been further documented through our interviews 
with these teachers. Regardless of the reasons 
for beginning teaming, whether mandated or 
voluntary, teachers consistently report that they 
would not like to see teaming eliminated alto 
gether or a return to the completely self- 
contained classroom. On the other hand, as is 
reflected in the continuing relatively high scores 
on Stage-3 concerns, teachers do have ongoing 
concerns about more efficient ways to organize 
and function within a teaming context, as well 
as about the time involved.

Trend 5: The intensity of concerns in 
creased for all stages for those teachers in their 
fourth year or beyond of teaming over the third- 
year teamers. As is suggested in our summary 
discussion, it is possible that because teaming is 
a sufficiently "catalytic" innovation, more time 
is needed to establish an equilibrium level of 
operation, which can then serve as a stable plat 
form from which varying use of teaming to 
increase impact can be launched.

Individual School SoC Profiles

The concerns profiles of the four schools 
shown in Table 3. present additional verification 
of the presence of Stages of Concern and their 
patterning over time. Furthermore, these pro 
files, coupled with a description of the situation 
in the schools, illustrate the significance of con 
cerns for monitoring innovation implementation

Schools A and B are in the same school 
district, thus under similar administrative condi 
tions. Neither school was engaged in teaming 
at the time the data were collected but both were 
considering it. Theory and the norm data would 
suggest that teachers should have high concerns 
for Stage 0 (Awareness) and about substantive 
aspects of the innovation (Stage 1), as well as 
high concerns about self and one's role in rela 
tion to the innovation (Stage 2). This was true 
for School A, but School B concerns were mark 
edly higher for Stage 2 (Personal). Anecdotal 
data suggest an explanation for this difference.

Teachers in School A perceived that they 
had the freedom to accept or reject teaming. 
Consequently, they were carefully, even excitedly 
investigating the characteristics of teaming, as 
well as their likely role if they were to use it.

Table 3. Stages of Concern Profiles for 
Four Schools.

80

70

10

N = 8 
N = 11 
N = 21 
N = 12

On the other hand, teachers in School B per 
ceived that they were being pushed by the cen 
tral administration to begin teaming. As a result, 
they had taken a stance of protecting their cur 
rent status self and role and were giving lim 
ited attention to the real substance of teaming. 

School C is a completely different situation. 
It had been open only two months when the data 
were collected. The school was staffed almost 
entirely by teachers who were transferred from 
other schools in the district, where they had 
been involved in team teaching. Thus, although 
experienced teamers, faculty members were func 
tioning in a new setting, in new teams. Faculty 
members' high concerns in Stage 5 (Collabora 
tion) reflected this situation, as they were strug 
gling to develop working relationships with a new 
set of team members. At the same time, their 
Stage-3 (Management) concerns were relatively 
low, as might be expected of experienced teamers. 
These teachers felt quite comfortable with team 
ing, but they were not comfortable with their 
relationships with other teachers in the new
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teams. Notice also that their Stage-4 (Conse 
quence) concerns were relatively high, suggesting 
that the impact of their teaming on children was 
heavily on their minds.

Teachers in School D had been engaged in 
team teaching for at least five years and could be 
classified as veteran teamers. During the pre 
vious school year, a number of the teachers had 
become concerned over what they felt was a 
lack of in-depth contact with students. As a 
consequence, some teams had moved from a 
pattern where there was much movement of 
students among teachers to a pattern resembling, 
in many respects, self-contained classrooms. 
There were other teams questioning their use of 
teaming, but they had not yet made any changes 
in the way they teamed.

High concerns in Stages 3 and 6 and ex 
tremely low intensity concerns at Stage 1 are 
truly representative of teachers in that school. 
Those teachers who had already made a change 
in their teaming pattern had returned to con 
cerns about management of the innovation since 
they were teaming in a considerably different

way. It is interesting to note that they did not 
have the high concerns about working with 
others that were present in School C since their 
teams had remained intact. The high mean in 
Stage 6 reflects the concerns of those teachers 
who were still considering major changes in the 
way they teamed. The low Stage-1 scores sug 
gest that these experienced teachers felt that 
they already knew a ll about teaming.

Implications

For those interested in implementing team 
ing, the findings of this study have several impli 
cations. In introducing the innovation, special 
attention needs to be given to pre-use, self- 
oriented exploration, and anticipation concerns. 
Our findings support the legitimacy of having 
"self" concerns when exploring use of an inno 
vation. But not resolving them is likely to 
detract from or be an obstacle to implementing 
teaming and to developing high-level use of 
teaming. Addressing these concerns by using 
targeted interventions should make for a more 
personalized approach to implementing the inno 
vation and should help teachers in pursuing the 
task. .(We plan to report more about interven 
tion theory in future papers.)

Another implication of these findings is that 
implementing teaming is not accomplished 
quickly. It was not until the third year that 
concerns about management (Stage 3) and con 
cerns about working with others (Stage 5) 
dropped below the 50th percentile. It was not 
until the fourth year and beyond that the inten 
sity of teamers' Stage-6 concerns about refocusing 
(improving the use of teaming) began to be 
relatively high on their profiles. At that time there 
was also an increase in management concerns 
(Stage 3), which seems to be related to proposed 
changes in teaming. Up until that time, working 
out a survival level of use of teaming seemed to 
occupy most of the teamers' thoughts. Perhaps, 
with the appropriate adoption strategy (overall 
implementation plan) and personalized inter 
ventions, the time could be shortened; however, 
in the 39 schools in which we collected data, no 
such implementation strategies were employed.

A key point to be remembered is that effec 
tive adoption of complex innovations such as 
teaming may take several years. Administrators
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who ignore this are deceiving themselves and 
endangering the innovative thrust.

Furthermore, many kinds of training inputs 
about use of an innovation will not be relevant 
until after two or three cycles of use (that is, 
interventions are often not related to the most 
intense concerns of the user and, therefore, not 
seen as "helpful"). For example, promoting the 
implementation of teaming because it will be 
good for pupils will not at all address or resolve 
the initial high "what does it mean for me?" 
and "what is it?" concerns that are the most 
intense concerns of people considering a change. 
Also, training in setting agendas and problem 
solving are going t o be wen d s most relevant 
when teachers are already teaming and have high 
Stage-3 (Management) concerns.

As a research note, determining "how devel 
opmental" users' concerns about an innovation 
are will need to await further study and data 
analyses. Based on their analysis of many dif 
ferent hierarchical theories, Phillips and Kelley 
(1975) have suggested that developmentalness 
is not a clear-cut phenomenon. Perhaps their 
generalization also applies to the developmental- 
ness of concerns. However, in our parallel study 
of college professors' implementing instructional 
modules, the nonuser concerns profile is identical 
to the nonuser profile in this study, but many 
more module users indicated high Stage-4, -5, 
and -6 concerns profiles.

Whatever the inherent nature of progres 
sion in concerns is, other factors such as char 
acteristics of the innovation and the quantity

Gene E. Hnll (left) if Project Director, Procedures for 
Adopting Educational Innovations CBA\l Project, 
The Research and Development Center for Teacher 
Education, University of Tcias, Austin. IVilliain L. 
Rutherford is n Research Associate u'ith the RfrD 
Center and Associate Professor, r>evinlinent of Cur 
riculum nitd Instruction, University of TCMIS, Austin.

and quality of implementation support are 
sure to affect the intensity and rate of move 
ment from concern stage to stage. Therefore, 
in their planning for and managing of change, 
adoption agents, administrators, and policy 
makers need to face these and other data regard 
ing teacher concerns if they are going to increase 
the efficiency and rewards of change while reduc 
ing the trauma. .^
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