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ABSTRACT 

 

 

SAJATA Y. LATTEN 

WHEN  y = mx + b CANNOT BE APPLIED TO CHANGE:  EXPLORING TEACHER 

CONCERNS ABOUT A HISTORY OF RAPID CURRICULUM CHANGE 

Under the direction of SHERAH B. CARR, Ph.D. 

 

 

The purpose of this study was to explore levels of concerns that teachers have 

about implementing and executing rapid curriculum changes. Research on teacher 

concerns has traditionally targeted technology implementation rather than curriculum 

reform measures. This research was designed to provide quantitative data in 

understanding teacher top concerns. 

For the purpose of this research, rapid curriculum change referred to a different 

course, edited program offering, or changes in program objectives identified with a 

teacher’s duties and responsibilities at the classroom level that occur in a short timeframe 

before ample evaluations are made. The Stages of Concern Questionnaire was used to 

evaluate secondary mathematics teachers peak concerns regarding a history of rapid 

curriculum change.  

This study used a correlational analysis to evaluate significance levels of teacher 

experience when compared to each stage of concern. Participant data included 114 

secondary mathematics teachers from the Atlanta metropolitan school districts. There 

was no statistically significant difference between teachers’ level of concern and stage of 

concern, nor was there any statistically difference between teachers’ curriculum 
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experience type and stage of concern. A qualitative analysis of an open-ended question 

revealed that the peak concern lay within Stage 4: Consequence. Results indicated that 

Stage 4 teacher concerns focused on the outcome effects of the curriculum change on 

their classroom students. Suggestions for further research include gathering additional 

qualitative data from participants to secure themes from concerns.



 

1 

CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

For centuries, U.S. educational stakeholders have debated the effectiveness of its 

educational programs and curriculums used to improve student achievement (Sagarin, 

2017; Stedman & Smith, 1983). Such debates called into question methods used to 

improve the K-12 public education sector (Berliner & Glass, 2014) to promote what was 

best for the country educationally (Stedman & Smith, 1983). Reforms and improvements, 

which centered around teacher reform, charter school experimentations, tracking learners, 

character education models, and changes in curriculum, sought to increase student 

achievement levels.  

In fact, achievement in the United States could be interpreted as prevailing in 

every area that involved educational insight. Throughout history, leaders of world nations 

have launched various initiatives in the race to be first in every sphere of influence: 

culture, economics, politics, military, technology, and education (Spring, 2011).  

However, in the race to lead in each sphere of influence, data indicate the U.S. populace 

lagged behind other countries in the educational sector (Spring, 2011). In the early 1950s, 

attention at the failed attempt of dominating the space exploration increased in the United 

States (Spring, 2011). The Race to Space for the United States’ educational sector was a 

humiliating epiphany among its citizens, for the failed space exploration revealed a lack 

of mathematics, science, and technological development in the U.S.  educational system
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(Ravitch, 2001; Spring, 2011). Report V of the Rockefeller Panel Reports suggested the 

need for “an ample supply of high caliber scientists, mathematicians, and engineers” 

(Rockefeller Brothers Fund, 1961, p. 368) resulting in a need for “quantity” and “quality” 

(p. 368) in the education sector. As a result, “education had become strategically 

important” (Johanningmeier, 2010, p. 363) in the United States. 

As federal concern and public apprehension with public school education and 

educators mounted in the United States (Spring, 2011), the push for educational reform 

occurred (Kessinger, 2011). This push for change caused individuals, schools, society, 

and the country at large to shift rapidly (Zhao, 2009). Unveiled was an era of educational 

change generated by increasing demands to produce highly skilled citizens who would 

remedy the challenges of mathematics, science, and technology quickly (Johanningmeier, 

2010). Such demands called for better education, namely mathematics and science 

curriculum, resulting in swift, prescribed changes.    

The commonality for securing achievement amongst states was the need for 

change, resulting in significant curriculum changes. Some states introduced an influx of 

reform efforts that encompassed research-based instructional strategies and curriculum 

change models such as back to the basics; an emphasis on higher, more rigorous 

standards; and a focus on math and science curriculum. Curriculum change became the 

new normal because of national and public apprehension from outlooks of the nation’s 

educational report card (Goodson, 2013).  

National, state, and local initiatives viewed as educational reform have all 

contributed to a complex phenomenon “characterized by rapid change and uncertainties” 
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(Nordin & Sundberg, 2018, p. 820; Priestley, 2011). Osborne (1993) attested, “An 

understanding of the change process is necessary to allow meaningful and lasting change 

to occur” (p. 1). Hord (1990) argued that educational reform involves change, and with 

change, concerns loom. Although this new normal of change would remain in recent 

years for school districts across the United States, reformers rarely addressed concerns 

about the curriculum, teacher impact, teacher preparation, and availability of resources. 

Background of the Problem 

In 2002, a Phi Delta Kappa International review delivered by Jacobson (2004) 

maintained that Georgia’s Quality Core Curriculum (QCC) in no way met national 

standards. According to the Quality Basic Education Act of 1985, the QCC’s were 

shallow, and it was not possible for teachers to deliver and complete them within an 

attainable timeframe. Because of the “crucial gaps in the curriculum and a general lack of 

rigor” (Mewborn, 2004/2017, para. 26), “state teachers and other education experts 

developed a new curriculum, known as the Georgia Performance Standards” (para. 26), 

with school implementation in all core subjects beginning in 2005. Georgia’s vision of 

the GPS was to “improve student achievement by providing a guaranteed and viable 

curriculum” (Georgia Department of Education [GaDOE], 2020c, para. 1). Besides the 

adoption and implementation of GPS, high school mathematics teachers and students 

additionally were subject to revisions of the original GPS that involved adding, omitting, 

and changing the sequence of some of the standards.   

In 2010, Georgia adopted the Common Core Georgia Performance Standards 

(CCGPS) with 100% assumption of Common Core State Standards (CCSS). Schools 
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across the state of Georgia implemented the CCGPS at the beginning of the 2012-2013 

school year. An analysis showed a “90% alignment between the GPS mathematics 

curriculum and CCSS mathematics” (GaDOE, 2020e, para. 3). Summer Mathematics 

Academies sponsored by the Georgia Council of Teachers of Mathematics (GCTM) 

occurred at four sites across Georgia during the 2013 summer to provide support for 

teachers immersed in the new CCGPS curriculum (GaDOE, 2020c).  

In 2015, Georgia’s State Board of Education voted to rename mathematics 

standards to the Georgia Standards of Excellence (GSE), which were revised CCGPS 

standards. Upon approval, implementation of the GSE began at the start of the 2015-2016 

school year. Rationale for the curriculum change from CCGPS to GSE suggested that 

there would be “a greater emphasis on problem solving, reasoning, representation, 

connections, and communication” (GaDOE, 2020a, para. 1). 

Within a 10-year period, the most veteran secondary mathematics teacher in 

Georgia, would have experienced up to five curriculum changes. This period could 

qualify as bearing a history of rapid change for Georgia’s secondary mathematics 

teachers. Since 2005, secondary mathematics teachers have experienced three complete 

overhauls of curriculum change, with two additional curriculum standard shifts and 

revisions occurring within a curriculum change.  Mandated curriculum measures caused a 

shift for varying standards, in some cases year after year. These curriculum changes 

included mathematical standard sequencing shifts and mathematical curriculum 

approaches from discrete, single-subjects to integrated subject transfers.  
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To summarize, the span of curriculum changes in Georgia during this time period 

included Quality Core Curriculum (QCC), Georgia Performance Standards (GPS), 

Common Core Georgia Performance Standards (CCGPS), and Georgia Standards for 

Excellence (GSE). Each of the curriculum changes is considered an external state-

mandated curriculum change (Goodson, 2001; Louis et al., 2005; Margolis & Nagel, 

2006; Mathison, 1991; O’Sullivan et al., 2008; Smith & Southerland, 2007; Takker, 

2011). The aforementioned history of rapid curriculum changes provides an ideal 

scenario to explore concerns that Georgia secondary mathematics teachers have regarding 

the implementation and execution of curriculum change.  

Statement of the Problem 

Due to the public sector’s overwhelmingly negative perception of the U.S. state of 

education, key educational decision makers have considered quick continual attempts at 

correcting these woes through changes in curriculum across state lines. Primarily these 

attempts have occurred via federal aid offered to produce needed educational change 

within U.S. school districts and systems. However, those mostly affected by this 

mandated change dictated through the federal initiatives remain unrecognized. Teachers 

are the carriers of change, for they are directly at the school level; thus, they are subject 

to the greatest impact of mandated change. Craig (2012) purported that the exclusion of 

teachers from the curriculum decision-making progressions results in the emergence of 

marginalization of the educational field. According to Bailey (2000), it is the teachers 

who have suffered most from a form of marginalization within change processes. 
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Within marginalization, few have considered the pivotal, needed role of teachers 

in the given educational structure to offer insight nor input to the process of change. 

Sarason (1982) cited a significant deterrent to productive change implementation is the 

lack of teacher involvement and warned curriculum innovators about the pitfalls of 

developing curriculum in silos without the voice of those carriers of curriculum 

change. Yet, in most states and from the latest national perspective with the process of 

drafting the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) in 2010, teachers found themselves 

as the minority voice on boards of curriculum development and implementation of 

curriculum change measures. Because of their familiarity with the nuances of the 

classroom, teacher input is vital to bettering learning outcomes (Connelly & Ben-

Pertz,1980).  

According to Fullan (1991, 2007), the implementation phase is a likely area that 

lacks success in major educational reformation. However, research has not explicitly 

informed educational stakeholders with a comprehensive understanding of teacher 

concerns. Becoming more familiar and knowledgeable about teacher concerns will 

inform decisions about initiation and implementation of innovations such as curriculum 

change that sustainable models can help to support. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to explore levels of concerns that teachers have 

about implementing and executing rapid curriculum changes. The construct of concerns, 

based within the Hall and Hord’s (1987) concerns theory, pertains to the following: 
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The composite representation of feelings, preoccupation, thought and 

consideration given to a particular issue or task. Depending on the personal make-

up, knowledge and experience, each person perceives and mentally contends with 

a given issue differently; thus, there are different kinds of concerns. (p. 59) 

Understanding teacher concerns will help to inform decisions about the planning, timing, 

launching, and supports needed for successful curriculum changes. Furthermore, 

concerns addressed could help those leaders determine who should participate to offer a 

voice in the decision-making process. 

Theoretical Framework 

Change theories in education offer a meaningful frame for the exploration of the 

change process and provide a basis for suggesting strategies to implement change.  In the 

field of change theory, it is possible to organize teacher concerns in a rapid history of 

curriculum change. While most theoretical models have similar assumptions, their focus 

on the innovation and their view of the change process differ (Fullan, 2001a; Lewin, 

1947; Rogers, 1995, 2003; Weiss, 1995). Three main principles support this study: (a) 

change takes time (Rogers, 1995, 2003); (b) change is a personal and an individual 

development process (Rogers, 1995, 2003), and (c) “change is a process, not an event” 

(Fullan, 2001a, p. 52).    

Rogers’s Educational Change Theory 

Rogers’s educational change theory (2003) offers a synthesis of diffusion research 

based on social psychology, sociology, communication, and other key areas involving 

diffusion studies via his seminal work, Diffusion of Innovation. Rogers (2003) defined the 
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diffusion of innovation as “the process by which an innovation is communicated through 

certain channels over time among the members of a social system” (p. 5). According to 

Kautz and Larsen (2000), the diffusion of innovations model is “largely a communication 

process, an information seeking and processing activity” (p. 12). In simpler terms, it is 

the process of change that participants follow when adopting an innovation. Rogers 

(1995) explained that diffusion is a way of communicating that transfers a new idea to 

participants with a shared understanding. According to Rogers (1995), diffusion is “a 

kind of social change, the process by which alteration occurs in the structure and function 

of a social system” (p. 6). Four key elements exist in Rogers’s (1995) change model: “the 

innovation, communication channels, time, and social system” (p. 10). 

Fullan and the Educational Change Process 

In an analysis of the educational change process, Fullan (1991) identified the 

various challenges of educational reform in his seminal publication, The New Meaning of 

Educational Change. Within this body of work and subsequent publications addressing 

change processes, Fullan (1991, 1993, 2001) unveiled the importance of a framework 

relating to change while outlining strategies for successful and continual change 

implementations. According to Fullan et al. (2005), most educational reform ideas fail 

due to limited change knowledge. Furthermore, teachers have to cope with too many 

educational innovations, leading to “fragmentation and overload” (Fullan, 2001b, p. 21).  

Fullan (1999, 2001) identified three phases of a change process needed to provide 

structure: initiation, implementation, and continuation. Fullan (2001a, 2001b) noted the 

interactive state of each phases and stressed that the phases are not linear but require 
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feedback at each interval. To add emphasis, Fullan (2001a) detailed four additional key 

facets operating at each phase. Due to the nonlinear nature of the model, phases are not 

isolated but continuously interact with each other to influence the decision-making 

process. Fullan (2001b) shared that the “line between implementation and continuation is 

somewhat hazy and arbitrary” (p. 52) and added, “Change is a process, not an event” 

(2001a, p. 52), suggesting moderate change can take from three to five years, while more 

complex, sustaining change efforts can take from 5 to 10 years. Scopes of change can 

range from large scale to small scale, from externally developed to internally developed 

innovations, and from local to national driven initiatives. Furthermore, scopes of change 

often leave in question “who develops and initiates the change” (Fullan, 2001b, p. 51). 

Lastly, adoption decisions are made for a host of reasons, leaving in question when and 

how these decisions were made.  

Fullan’s (2001a, 2001b) work mimicked many past studies’ principles of change 

while simultaneously justifying the focus on process in terms of phases found in the 

concerns-based adoption model (CBAM) developed by Hall and Hord (1987). While 

Rogers (1995, 2003) explained that individuals follow change one stage at a time, 

differing from Fullan’s theory of change and the CBAM, Rogers’s ideas focused deeply 

on key attributes of the innovation and its adopters.   

Conceptual Framework 

The conceptual framework directing this study was Hall and Hord’s (1987) 

concerns-based adoption model (CBAM), which is a framework that educational 

stakeholders often use to assess innovations. The CBAM reveals responses of individuals 
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impacted by change toward an innovation’s introduction and execution (Hord et al., 

1998). In addition, the CBAM “describes, explains, and predicts probable behaviors” 

(George et al., 2006, p. 6) of individuals and groups undergoing a change process.   

The CBAM is comprised of three main instruments to collect pertinent 

data:  stages of concerns (SoC), levels of use (LoU), and innovation configuration (IC) 

(Hall & Hord, 1987). The key instrument in the CBAM is the SoC questionnaire, which 

measures an individual’s concerns about the implementation of an adopted innovation 

(Hall & Hord, 1987). The SoC questionnaire assesses concerns using the following seven 

stages of concern: “Awareness, Informational, Personal, Management, Consequence, 

Collaboration, and Refocusing” (Hall & Hord, 1987; Khoboli & O’toole, 2012, p. 

140). The LoU tool evaluates how individuals are employing the innovation (Hall & 

Hord, 1987).  The CBAM model proposes the following LoU’s: nonuse, orientation, 

preparation, mechanical, routine, refinement, integration, and renewal (Hall & Hord, 

1987). Data usually derive from observations, conversations, and interviews in this 

level. Lastly, the IC instrument aids in identifying recurring themes of innovations posed 

as a by-product of when various individuals (teachers) place the innovations into practice 

in their classrooms (Hord et al., 1998).  

The components of the CBAM model share a somewhat homogeneous 

relationship with Fullan and Stiegelbauer’s (1991) phases of change. For example, their 

Phase I refers to the adoption process (initiation phase), which impacts the decision to 

adopt change. Factors within the initiation phase include existence, access, and quality of 

innovations (Fullan & Stiegelbauer, 1991). This phase of change is consistent with the 



11 

 

CBAM’s awareness and information levels (Christou et al., 2004). Phase II, the 

implementation phase, incorporates putting the reform into practice. Factors within the 

implementation phase include properties of change (the need for change), local factors 

(state and/or district mandates), and external factors (governmental dictates). The 

implementation phase is consistent “with the personal and management levels of CBAM” 

(Christou et al., 2004, p. 161). The third phase, the continuation phase, focuses on a 

decision of the innovation based on the reaction of change (Christou et al., 2004). The 

continuation phase of change is consistent with the CBAM’s consequences and 

refocusing levels (Christou et al., 2004). The final phase, the outcome phase, corresponds 

to the intent of the CBAM, a process used to evaluate innovations (Christou et al., 

2004).   

Research Questions 

The following research questions guided this investigation: 

1. What are teachers’ predominant stages of concern during a history of rapid 

curriculum change? 

2. Is there a relationship between the teachers’ level of experience and each of 

the stages of concern? 

3. Is there a significant difference in the level of concern about curriculum 

change in mathematics between teachers with low experience and teachers 

with high experience for each stage of concern?  
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Significance of the Study 

In education, Cuban (1993) shared that there is misalignment between the 

curriculum given by policy makers and the curriculum carried out by teachers in their 

classrooms. According to Kilpatrick (2009), “A reasonable estimate might be that for the 

reform efforts in the U.S., fewer than 10% of mathematics teachers have been 

professionally involved in curriculum change” (p. 110). Understanding teacher concerns 

about a history of curriculum change in mathematics will help to identify themes to 

bridge the gap that exists between those carriers and deliverers of change.  

Limitations and Assumptions 

The purposeful selection of participants within this sample is a limitation. The 

sample in this study contained 114 participants. Due to the uniqueness of each 

participant’s concerns, the findings may not be generalizable to a wider population of 

teachers. In addition, the fact that this study occurred after the initial year of 

implementation of curriculum change serves as a limitation. If conducted during the 

initial year of implementation, the results may have been different.  

Definition of Key Terms 

The intent of the provision of the following definitions was to help clarify the 

meaning of terms used in this study: 

Concerns-Based Adoption Model (CBAM) is a model conceptualizing change 

created by the Research and Development Center of the University of Texas (Hall et al., 

1977). 
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Curriculum change refers to a different course, edited program offering, or 

changes in program objectives identified with a teacher’s duties and responsibilities at the 

classroom level (Berman, 1980). 

Educational change refers to the academic principles, concepts, and 

developments that include structure, outlines, execution, and assessment of programs at 

the local and national levels (Berman, 1980). 

Metropolitan Atlanta area refers to the 10-county metropolitan area: “Cherokee, 

Clayton, Cobb, DeKalb, Douglas, Fayette, Fulton, Gwinnett, Henry and Rockdale 

counties” (Atlanta Regional Commission, 2019, para. 4). In addition to these districts, the 

following metro area city school systems include Atlanta Public Schools, Buford City, 

Decatur City, and Marietta City Schools (Beaudette, 2017, para. 16). 

Rapid curriculum change, for the purpose of this research, refers to a different 

course, edited program offering, or changes in program objectives identified with a 

teacher’s duties and responsibilities at the classroom level (Berman, 1980) that occurs in 

a short timeframe before ample evaluations are made. 

Stages of concern (SoC) refer to the experiences or skill toward the 

implementation of an innovation by an individual determined through the Stages of 

Concern Questionnaire (Hall et al., 1977). 

Summary 

Curriculum change in the United States has been at the center of pivotal 

discussions by educators, reformers, and communities for decades. During this time, 

never have all key stakeholders and public entities agreed on instructional content and the 
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best ways to deliver instructional content. Despite research that indicates it is crucial to 

address teacher input regarding any fundamental change initiative in order to achieve 

positive student achievement results, rarely do change leaders solicit teacher concerns. 

Mathematics is a field of education that generates especial attention when relating 

content to curriculum change. Throughout many federal education change initiatives 

forced on states, mathematics has been among the subjects in question to shift. Of the 

states included in these federal education mandates, Georgia stands out for its history of 

rapid curriculum change. Within a cycle of 10 years, the Georgia Department of 

Education (GaDOE) has unveiled four major curriculum changes and two standard shifts, 

requiring high school mathematics teachers throughout Georgia to embark on teaching 

new curriculum in order to `meet mandates. The intention of GaDOE’s rapid curriculum 

changes were to increase student conceptual understanding and subsequent academic 

gains in high school mathematics. 

The researcher explored the curriculum change experiences of 114 secondary 

teacher participants in Georgia’s metropolitan districts. The researcher sought to identify 

barriers to curriculum change from the perspectives of secondary teachers of mathematics 

education, as well as their concerns about providing change, delivery, and 

implementation ideas for the future. To accomplish this, the researcher administered Hall 

and Hord’s (1987) Stages of Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ), which generates 

quantitative and qualitative data through participant responses.  

            Chapter 2 offers a synthesis and review of the literature established in the areas of 

the history of educational change, the state of Georgia’s curriculum change, an overview 
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of change theory, and the concerns-based adoption model (CBAM), as well as the void in 

literature that indicates a need for the study. Chapter 3 presents the research design; 

participant selection criteria; data collection and data analysis procedures; and measures 

to ensure validity and reliability. Chapter 4 presents the quantitative and qualitative 

results of the study. Chapter 5 provides a summary of the data, conclusions, strategies for 

addressing teacher concerns, and recommendations for future research. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

The rush to implement educational reform in the United States is not a new 

phenomenon.  Since the 1957 launching of Sputnik, U.S. key officials have questioned 

what was necessary to place the United States at the top. The overwhelming answer has 

been changes in education. U.S. public schools received criticism because the Soviet 

Union set a space satellite in orbit before the United States. Due to the Soviet Union’s 

actions, U.S. mathematics, science, and technology curriculum programs fell short of 

taking the lead in international rankings. Media, political figures, think tanks, and 

professional organizations insisted on a need for change and even declared U.S. schools 

were in a state of emergency as a result of the U.S. quest to be first (Spring, 2011).  

In his 2011 State of the Union Address, President Obama stated, “This is our 

generation’s Sputnik Moment” (The White House, para. 26).  President Obama offered 

commentary regarding the sense of urgency centered from the nation not taking its 

leading position. He further explained that a wave of innovation was unleashed after 

expending time, money and resources in research and education. Obama stated, “We 

needed to reach a level of research and development we haven’t seen since the height of 

the Space Race” (The White House, 2011, para. 26). Such areas of need in mathematics 

and science have persisted since Sputnik and continue throughout the nation, where from 

state to state changes have unfolded, namely in mathematics curriculum.  
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The state of Georgia was no different in following the nation’s pattern of change 

in mathematics education.  Georgia’s Quality Core Curriculum (QCC), Georgia 

Performance Standards (GPS), Common Core Georgia Performance Standards (CCGPS), 

and Georgia Standards of Excellence (GSE) all embodied educational shifts of coherence 

and rigor to Georgia’s mathematics curriculum (Mewborn, 2004/2017). Georgia’s 

schools are currently using the GSE to varying degrees. This study identified the 

difference in teachers’ stages of concern during the third and fourth year of GSE 

implementation. This study also examined other aspects of influence associated with the 

degree to which the innovation is required to be implemented and the possible 

relationship between teachers’ stages of concern relative to GSE and their level of 

experience, grade level taught, and course taught. 

            The purpose of this literature review is to examine the history of rapidly changing 

curriculum and curriculum revisions, as well as teacher concerns regarding their 

experiences with change due to a new curriculum initiative. The following research 

questions guided the literature review: 

1. What are teachers’ predominant stages of concern during a history of rapid 

curriculum change? 

2. Is there a relationship between the teachers’ level of experience and each of 

the stages of concern? 

3. Is there a significant difference in the level of concern about curriculum 

change in mathematics between teachers with low experience and teachers 

with high experience for each stage of concern? 
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Search Strategy 

Initially, the researcher began the literature review by conducting a search in 

November of 2015 using internet databases, namely Academic Search Complete, ERIC, 

ProQuest, and Google Scholar.  The terms used to focus the search were “change”, 

“curriculum change”, “mathematics curriculum change”, “mathematics curriculum 

shifts”, “innovation”, “reform”, “education reform”, “change theory”, “teacher concerns”, 

“rapid change”, “concerns”, “concerns-based adoption model”, “stages of concern”, and 

“teacher stages of concern”. Upon return of the results, the researcher reviewed each title 

to determine whether or not to read deeply into each research entry. If the title appeared 

relevant, the researcher read the abstract, the article in part, or the article in its entirety. 

Next, the researcher focused on articles found to be most valuable. Additionally, 

the researcher searched the references cited in that article by locating titles that seemed to 

be most useful. If the titles connected to the search, the researcher read the abstract, the 

article in part, or the article in its entirety to determine if it met criteria for inclusion. 

The criteria used to determine which articles to include in the review are as 

follows: 

• The article was peer-reviewed. 

• The article included research conducted about well-being in schools or in the 

workplace. 

• The research included details about factors that depict teacher experience with 

curriculum change. 

• The article was written in English. 
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Curriculum Change in the United States 

While individual states in the United States have the charge of cultivating, 

instructing, and developing through education and educational practices, the curriculum 

has become a question of answerability in national arenas. Before the teaching of any 

curriculum in any U.S. classroom, various tiers of influence impact its scope and 

sequence. Curriculum can unfold as a result of influence as detailed based on overarching 

themes, divided by subject, arranged by skill, or selected based on need or outcome 

(English, 1992; Massell, 1994). As discussed previously, the political realm gives voice 

to areas of need, namely, mathematics and science.   

The influence of the political realm has resulted in educational reform since the 

early 1900s until present times.  Federal reports, initiatives, and funding lead to shifts in 

curriculum and education at large. Such reports, initiatives, and funding sources 

include: The National Defense Education Act (1958), A Nation at Risk (National 

Commission of Excellence in Education [NCEE], 1983), the Elementary and Secondary 

Act (Elementary Act, 1965), Goals 2000 Educate America Act (1994), No Child Left 

Behind Act (2002), the Race to the Top initiative (American Recovery and Reinvestment 

Act, 2009) and most recently the Every Student Succeeds Act (2015). The following 

sections briefly outline patterns of change chronologically and discuss educational reform 

movements as a result of the aforementioned reports, initiatives, and funding sources.  

Pre-1950s   

The administrative progressives were the main drivers of U.S. school reform 

during the period from 1900s to 1950s (Tyack & Cuban, 1995). These reformers pursued 
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reorganizing schooling methodically on ideologies of “business efficiency and 

educational science” (Tyack, 1991, p. 11). The administrative progressives believed that 

they could eliminate society’s ills (Fullan, 2009) by providing access to a more efficient 

centralized system of public education based on hierarchical, specialized bureaucracies, 

curricular differentiation, small district consolidation, and testing (Tyack, 1991)—a belief 

still widely held today by many educational reformers.   

The main goals of the administrative reformers were to expand opportunities for 

education and create a more differentiated and standardized curriculum (Tyack & Cuban, 

1995). This led to proposed standard intelligence and achievement tests occurred during 

this period. Furthermore, this period was characteristic of centralized conversations of 

what and how curriculum changes should occur, who should be involved, and what to 

include. However, very few lasting educational changes occurred (Fullan, 2009).   

Toward the end of this timespan, the launch of Sputnik by the Soviet Union in 

1957 caused many to question the American educational system. Educators, politicians, 

and citizens shared “the fear that the curricula, especially in science and mathematics, in 

the West was inferior resulted in a flurry of curriculum activity” (Seller, 2001, p. 255). 

1960s-1970s  

As mentioned previously, due to the launching of Sputnik in the late 1950s, 

teacher actions were called into question. The focus of educational reformers shifted from 

buffering educational decisions from lay employees directly to the daily actions and 

instructional practices of teachers. Seller (2001) explained, “The focus on implementation 
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of curriculum and the change process followed in the 1970s when it was realized that the 

curricula innovations were not having the desired effects” (p. 255).  

The call for desired effects questioned the needed involvement of teachers in 

change. According to Tyack and Cuban (1995), “At the core of the school—in classroom 

instruction—change was slow” (p. 9). Tyack and Cuban (1995) reasoned that change was 

slow due to the degree of fidelity practiced by teachers and administrators when 

implementing changes. Whenever educators and administrators felt changes reached the 

point where the school no longer felt like a “real school” (Tyack & Cuban, 1995, p. 135), 

fidelity decreased.  

One outer constraint that had an extraordinary impact on instructive change was 

the enactment of the 1965 Civil Rights Act. Amid this period, the Civil Rights Movement 

highlighted the inconsistencies of educational systems that minorities and the poor 

confronted daily. In 1966, the judgment in the United States v. Jefferson County Board of 

Education case ordered school districts to dissolve segregation and “undo the harm” 

segregation had caused by providing racially balanced schools under federal guidelines 

(Congress of the U.S., 1972). The inequalities unfurled from the Civil Rights Act 

prompted a national mindfulness revealing governmentally commanded changes to curb 

discrimination (Tyack & Cuban, 1995).  

1980s-1990s 

While the 1970s was a time of inward, centered change, the next two decades 

followed educational change from an external remote. As indicated by Tyack and Cuban 

(1995), the positive sentiment towards the U.S. instructive framework disintegrated in 
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light of Watergate, Vietnam, and an expanding spending shortage. Numerous Americans 

saw that state-funded educational ventures were weakening (Tyack & Cuban, 1995). 

Seller (2001) contended,  

The need for more effective schools, and the need to reform the schools beyond 

changes in curriculum were brought to the forefront in the early 1980s through 

reports such as the National Committee in Excellence in Education (1983) in the 

US called A Nation at Risk: The Imperative for Educational Reform. (p. 255) 

A Nation at Risk called for a back-to-basics appeal to school reform (NCEE, 1983), 

stating that the United States had “lost sight of the basic purpose of schooling” (p. 5). 

This report focused on secondary schools declaring the nation’s “once unchallenged 

preeminence in commerce, industry, science, and technological innovation is being 

overtaken by competitors throughout the world” (NCEE, 1983, p. 5). The report also 

recounted that enrollment for remedial mathematics courses offered by four-year 

institutions increased by 72%, outnumbering mathematics remedial course enrollment 

when Sputnik launched in 1957 (NCEE, 1983). According to the report, “For the first 

time in the history of our country, the educational skills of one generation will not 

surpass, will not equal, will not even approach, those of their parents” (NCEE, 1983, p. 

11). 

A Nation at Risk (NCEE, 1983) offered a few suggestions to overturn the 

declining instructive patterns. One suggestion was to improve secondary school 

graduation responsibilities. A second was to implement more rigorous standards and 

expectations. Another recommendation was to invest more time and energy to the basics 
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amid an extended school day and school year. A fourth suggestion was to enhance 

educator training and display the profession with regard and fulfillment. The final 

suggestion was to hold educators and appointed officials accountable for rendering 

leadership by inviting lay members input. A Nation at Risk (NCEE, 1983) was the pilot 

for many educational reform efforts intended to answer the call for tougher accountability 

in the U.S. educational systems. 

1990s-2010s  

The next series of educational reform were as exclusive in mandated reform as the 

previous time period. The call for market-like, business like efficiencies marked this 

period of the 1990s through 2010 (Sahlberg, 2010), organized as vouchers, charter 

schools, privatization efforts, and test-based accountability. A Nation at Risk (ESEE, 

1983) shifted the American public’s consciousness, igniting strategies and solutions to rid 

the country of academic inadequacy.  

External, mandated change achieved its summit with the passing of the No Child 

Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001. In 2002, “President George W. Bush reauthorized and 

renamed ESEA as the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001” (Thomas & Brady, 2005, p. 

55). The intent of NCLB was to “eliminate the persistent achievement gap by 2014” 

(Daly & Finnigan, 2010, p. 112). NCLB required states to start regulating instructional 

systems through administering yearly, statewide evaluations in math for grades 3-8 by the 

2005 school year. Moreover, NCLB set the expectation for states to add science 

appraisals to be managed once in elementary, middle, and secondary schools by the end 

of the 2007 fiscal year. Furthermore, schools had to make outcomes by race, pay, and 
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other characterizations available to the general population. Within the context of NCLB, 

states faced the obligation to achieve 100% scholastic proficiency for all understudies 

inside 12 years, and that limit was required to increase every three years (Robelen, 2002). 

On the off chance that a school neglected to accomplish the accountability goals, or 

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP), schools received needs improvement ranking (Daly & 

Finnigan, 2010). In the event that a school continually neglected to make AYP, they 

received a progression of change measures intended to help them accomplish AYP 

(Robelen, 2002). The distress of receiving the ranking of needs improvement change 

prompted an expansion of change initiatives (Daly & Finnigan, 2010).  

Advocates of NCLB indicated the increased attention to minority and poor 

student performance on state-administered exams as a positive result of the act (Carnoy 

& Loeb, 2002), claiming these students were ignored and disregarded by past instructive 

frameworks. While NCLB proponents offered praises, naysayers such as Fullan felt 

differently. Fullan (2009) stated, “Despite the presence of a policy without a strategy in 

the form of No Child Left Behind the US failed to make any progress in increasing 

student achievement” (p. 101). Sahlberg (2010) concurred with Fullan and added that 

NCLB was counterproductive to accomplishing and keeping up student achievement. 

Additionally, Sahlberg (2010) stated that the test, which he referred to as defective, 

prompts weariness, narrows the educational curriculum, and forces instructors to teach to 

the test. The main outcome of this period was that “the standards movement and high 

stakes testing have generated an expectation of improved performance and increased 

educational achievement” (Harris et al., 2007, p. 337). 
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The expectation of improved performance continued from the 1990s until current 

times. In early 2009, state leaders forged an effort to create unity among states, assuring a 

call for high standards that would be coherent (National Governors Association, 

2010). The majority of states adopted these high standards, named the Common Core 

State Standards (CCSS), in 2010. The design of the CCSS for English Language Arts and 

Mathematics were to offer teachers, parents, and students with clear outcomes and ensure 

that students could gain abilities and comprehension needed to thrive in quality choices 

of career or college upon graduation from high school.  Initially, within the United States, 

46 states adopted the CCSS (National Governors Association, 2010). Currently, 12 states 

have completed, or are in the process of completing, revisions or have proposed 

legislation to prohibit CCSS implementation, leaving 35 states maintaining its Common 

Core adoption. As a result, a pattern of change is forging from the adoption of CCSS due 

to the dictates of the standards’ math teaching methodology, state aligned standardized 

test criterion, time constraints, and state educational funding. Although they answered the 

call for uniform higher standards among the states, CCSS represented a top-down 

approach to education reform. 

Mathematics Curriculum Change 

Mathematics is not an unfamiliar subject as it relates to curriculum change. In 

most educational reforms of curriculum, mathematics is one of the primary contenders 

for change. Mathematics curriculum changes occur based on the following criteria: new 

textbook adoption; instructional shifts from conceptual to procedural; standards-based 

alignment; scope and sequence; and traditional to an integrated mathematical strands 
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approach. Although, most studies centered on mathematics curriculum changes occurred 

internationally, one consistent theme throughout the studies was the importance of the 

influence of teachers on their classes.   

The responsibilities of the teacher are vast, yet critical. Howson et al. (1981) 

claimed, “Every teacher is involved in curriculum development, whatever curriculum he 

follows, and there are obvious reasons why he should know as much as possible about its 

construction and be able to examine it critically” (p. 259). Teachers’ content and 

pedagogical knowledge guide how they teach (Brown & Borko, 1992). Perry et al. (1999) 

shared the significance of not viewing the social aspect of teachers’ work haphazardly 

due to the teachers’ influence on specific classroom actions. After interviewing 39 

teachers in New South Wales, Cavanagh (2006) concluded that the teachers’ ability to 

influence the classroom lies solely in their ability to work mathematically. In a study 

conducted in South Africa, Graven (2001) defined the teacher role amidst a mathematics 

curriculum change as four-fold: a mathematical critical analyzer of the way it is used, a 

curriculum developer of how math should be applied in everyday life, an exemplar 

mathematician, and the main deliverer of mathematical conventions. Graven (2001) 

concluded that the change was unsustainable and questioned the teachers’ ability to 

perform the stated roles. Kilpatrick (2009) stated curriculum change is a “personal 

journey for mathematics teachers” (p. 119). Kilpatrick (2009) added that teachers must be 

welcomed to share in the process of reflection during any attempt to change the 

curriculum.  
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Georgia’s Mathematics Curriculum Change  

The past 10 years have included a whirlwind of change for Georgia’s secondary 

mathematics teachers. Since 2005, secondary mathematics teachers have experienced 

four complete overhauls of curriculum change with two additional curriculum revisions 

occurring within a curriculum change’s second or third year of implementation. 

Furthermore, mandated curriculum caused a shift of varying standards, in some cases, 

year after year. These curriculum changes involved mathematical standard sequencing 

shifts and mathematical curriculum approaches from discrete, single-subjects to 

integrated subject transferals. The span of curriculum changes during this time period 

includes Georgia’s Quality Core Curriculum (QCC), Georgia’s Georgia Performance 

Standards (GPS), Georgia’s Common Core Georgia Performance Standards (CCGPS), 

and Georgia’s Georgia Standards for Excellence (GSE). The following sections are a 

discussion of these curricula. 

Quality Core Curriculum 

The Quality Core Curriculum (QCC) originated in Georgia in 1985 as a result of 

the Quality Basic Education Act. The QCC sequence included a set of standards, 

principles, beliefs, and intended outcomes for instruction. This curriculum experienced 

successes in revisions made to mathematics standards for elementary and middle grades; 

however, national comparisons in secondary mathematics standards were subpar. Within 

the QCCs, an overreliance on technology in the curriculum and an under-reliance for 

deductive reasoning existed. Researchers at the Fordham Foundation recognized that the 

use and availability of calculators at all grade levels afforded a dependence syndrome, 



28 

 

especially for those students at the elementary level (Klein et al., 2005). Also, the 

geometry section of the QCCs failed to ask students to use inductive and deductive 

reasoning in traditional proof solving. As aforementioned, the curriculum started to lag 

behind other states nationally for grades after year seven. 

After examining the state’s curriculum, researchers of Phi Delta Kappa resolved 

that the QCC in no way aligned with the national standards outlined with the NCLB Act 

(Jacobson, 2004). The QCCs contained too many objectives and did not maintain national 

achievement criteria. According to the audit, the timeframe to complete the then current 

QCC was 23 years versus the assumed 12 years. Consequently, Georgia eliminated the 

QCC and substituted the old standards with new performance standards (DuFour, 2004). 

The GaDOE introduced new Georgia Performance Standards (GPS) as a replacement for 

the QCCs as the state’s curriculum. These standards explicitly offered guidelines for 

teaching and learning and outlined the mastery expectations for student materials through 

a set of explicit criteria (Medrano, 2003).  

Georgia Performance Standards 

In 2005, the GaDOE put the GPS into effect. GPS went into greater depths about 

academic learning tasks and intended outcomes than did the content standards from QCC 

objectives. Mathematics content within the GPS based content and process standards on 

the Principles and Standards for School Mathematics published by the National Council 

of Teachers of Mathematics (2000). The GaDOE described the GPS as performance 

standards that “isolate and identify the skills needed to use the knowledge and skills to 
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problem solve, reason, communicate, and make connections with other information” (The 

Main Street Academy, n.d., para. 8). 

The course of study not only changed standards, but also shifted to a student-

centered approach versus teacher-centered approach due to its problem-solving nature. 

Each standard comprised “A performance standard has four components: a content 

standard, illustrative tasks, examples of student work, and a commentary for teachers” 

(Executive Summary, 2006, p. 1). The performance standards “draw on the strengths of 

the Japanese school mathematics curriculum: coherence, leanness, and rigor” (Executive 

Summary, 2006, p. 2). A comparative analysis of QCC content and GPS content (Cox, 

2007) revealed that 80% of the QCC Algebra I content and 50% of the geometry 

concepts shifted to middle grades.  

The revised GPS high school math curriculum in Georgia lies within not only 

standard sequence changes, but also a fusion of mathematical single subjects into a newly 

minted integrated curriculum. The term integrated curriculum takes on various meanings 

based on the situation.  In this study, the researcher used Usiskin’s (2003) description of 

integrated. Usiskin (2003) described five areas in which math can be integrated: “using 

unifying concepts, merging different areas of mathematics into broader areas, removing 

distinctions entirely between areas of mathematics, teaching different strands of 

mathematics each year, and interdisciplinary integration of mathematics with other 

subjects” (p. 16). Unifying concepts are in most if not all branches of mathematics. 

Merging branches of mathematics such as Algebra, Geometry, and Statistics into broader 

areas represent another mode of integration. The form of integration that Georgia 
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implemented within the GPS shows a combination of all subjects of mathematics to 

include a fusion of topics from probability and statistics, geometry, algebra, and 

functions. The names of mathematics courses—renamed Algebra I, Algebra II, 

Geometry, Statistics and Pre-Calculus to Math I, Math II, Math III, and Math IV—

persevered into the next revision of standards, Georgia Standards of Excellence (GSE). 

Each course was released in an iterative sense by rolling out one course per year, until all 

four GPS high school mathematics were immersed Georgia high school mathematics 

courses (GaDOE, 2020b). The mathematics courses included context of real-world 

applications with unifying concepts such as functions, logical reasoning, and 

transformations. Integration by strands is the most common form of mathematics 

integration worldwide (Usiskin, 2003).  

The Thomas Fordham Institute’s brief, The State of State Standards 2006 (Klein 

et al., 2005), gave Georgia a grade of B plus for its newly reformed GPS curriculum and 

standards. Although, K-8 standards received accolades for being clear and concise, high 

school standards were still in revision at the time of the review and received criticism for 

ambiguity in many places (Klein et al., 2005). Also, within the high school standards, 

examiners found sample lesson plans were of poor quality with too much emphasis on 

graphing calculator use. Nevertheless, the high school standards were “a solid start and, 

we hope, just a way station on the road to excellence” (Finn et al., 2006, para. 2). 

Due to the sequential nature of GPS rollouts, high schools experienced a fusion of 

two conflicting curriculum mandates within schools. Most high schools still operated 

with two curriculums, QCC and GPS, until the rolling yearly release of CCGPS merged 
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succinctly from grades 9 -12. Some teachers had to teach in both curriculum frames due 

to the demands of scheduling needs. Badertscher (2011) of the Atlanta Journal-

Constitution reported in 2011 that teachers and administrators had a “love-hate” (para. 1) 

bond with integrated mathematics. The debates toggled between loving the curriculum 

due to the millions of dollars spent for resources and hating it due to the lack of training 

and the short time allocated for professional development. 

However, the overarching complaint focused on the struggling students. The 2011 

State Superintendent John Barge said, “Integrated math was threatening on-time 

graduation for thousands of students” (Badertscher, 2011, para. 16). During his 

administration, Barge introduced an alternative to the Georgia Board of Education: 

allowing school districts to choose an integrated mathematics approach, a traditional 

mathematics approach, or a combination of both in their schools. The Georgia Board of 

Education complied over the next year and granted schools decision-making prowess 

based on the needs of their students. 

The survey conducted by the GaDOE revealed nearly 84% of 1,019 high school 

mathematics teachers stated that they would rather use the high school mathematics 

traditional track (Algebra I, Geometry, Algebra II sequence) than the integrated approach 

(Heitin, 2014). This supported the claim made by Loewus (2014) of Education Week that 

secondary teachers did not like integrated math. As if the many debates over mathematics 

curriculum approaches were not plentiful, the operationalization of the Common Core 

Georgia Performance Standards provided teachers with yet another curriculum change. 
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Common Core Georgia Performance Standards 

In 2010, the GaDOE adopted the Common Core Georgia Performance Standards 

(CCGPS) (GaDOE, 2020d). According to the GaDOE, CCGPS provided students with 

challenging academics and skills to advance in college and/or careers. It also provided a 

consistent framework for mathematics across the states through appropriate content, 

relevance and uses of knowledge. For teachers, CCGPS meant the availability for more 

resources, which would not cause a complete overhaul to change (GaDOE, 2020d). 

The Common Core State Standards (CCSS) created national widespread attention 

because of its lack of international acclaimed benchmarking, quickness of 

implementation, introduction of complex mathematics concepts too early, non-

friendliness for students with learning needs, and its tedious methodology (Heitin, 2014). 

According to Superintendent Woods, complaints in Georgia resulted in lack of resources, 

limited textbook options, and hurried execution (Tagami, 2015). Teachers struggled to 

find materials and resources to properly teach students due to the lack of resources in 

Georgia as well as from other states. At the time of the Common Core implementation, 

Georgia was one of three states offering an integrated common core curriculum. Georgia 

teachers teaching the integrated mathematics courses (Coordinate Algebra and Analytic 

Geometry) found it even harder to collaborate with others due to the integrated nature of 

the courses.  Most states followed the adoption of traditional common core mathematics 

standards. Pressure on teachers to perform grew as the first year of implementation grew.  

After the first year’s implementation, the GaDOE released test results nearly a 

year after the administration (GaDOE, 2020b). Sixty percent of students assessed via the 
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End of Course test in Coordinate Algebra were unsuccessful at meeting the state’s 

standards, and 65% of the students taking Analytic Geometry failed to master the 

content. After two years immersed in Common Core Mathematics standards, Georgia 

decided to change mathematics curriculum yet again. 

Georgia Standards of Excellence 

Implementation of Georgia Standards of Excellence (GSE) began during the 

2015-2016 school year (GaDOE, 2020b). Schools and teachers experienced a high level 

of chaos due to the complete elimination, rather than phase out, of the CCGPS curriculum 

eliminated. Teachers who taught an Analytic Geometry class, an integrated course, the 

previous year, had to teach a same-named course (Analytic Geometry) with new, updated 

standards, yet still integrated. However, teachers who taught Coordinate Algebra, an 

integrated course, the previous year, now taught Algebra I (a traditional approach). 

Complaints were similar to those made about implementation of the CCGPS. 

Timing was certainly an issue, as teachers only had at most one summer to prepare for 

the changes. Limited textbook options and resources remained as a complaint for 

students, parents, and teachers alike. Although the implementation occurred with ELA 

and mathematics, curriculum standards would not change for science and history until the 

2017-2018 school year (GaDOE, 2020b). Science and history teachers received a survey 

from the GaDOE regarding standards change and teachers were invited to vet 

standards. The rush for the implementation of GSE in mathematics did not include an 

invitation for overall teacher input.  
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The lack of input can have grave consequences on teacher recruitment and 

retention. Districts across the United States constantly suffer from a shortfall of qualified 

mathematics and science teachers. Additionally, several reports nationally and locally 

reported a rise in teacher attrition rates within the first five years in the profession 

(Sutcher et al., 2016). Curtis (2012) unveiled elements that influence teachers’ resolves to 

leave the educational field overwhelmingly as lacking power in legislative decision-

making. During the pilot of a Mathematics Pathway Project (MPP) in England, a 

curriculum change “aimed to improve engagement, attainment, and participation” (Noyes 

et al., 2013, p. 512) of teen learners did not meet its goals. Researchers described the 

spatial distance of England’s complex educational system between policy makers and 

teachers as large (Noyes et al., 2013), citing this as a potential factor in the MPP’s 

failure. Questions of curriculum change as a factor emerge as teachers attempt to initiate 

the mandated changes to perform optimally. 

Change Theory 

The following sections offer discussions of the theoretical framework utilized in 

this study. Rogers’s (2003) change model and Fullan’s (1991) theory of change served as 

a basis for the use of the concerns-based adoption model. Their theories allow for 

exploring the change process and devising strategies to enact change. To reiterate, three 

main principles support this study: (a) change takes time, (Rogers, 1995, 2003), (b) 

change is personal and an individual development process (Rogers, 1995, 2003), and (c) 

“change is a process, not an event” (Fullan, 2001a, p. 52).   
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Rogers’s Diffusion of Innovation  

In Diffusion of Innovation, Rogers (2003) synthesized diffusion research as a 

basis for his change model. Kautz and Larsen (2000) described Rogers’s diffusion of 

innovation as a communication process that involves seeking and processing information. 

It involves the experiences of individuals throughout the process of change. Rogers 

(1995) displayed diffusion as a form of imparting and exchanging information in which 

an emerging concept is given between two participants with a common understanding. 

Rogers (1995) related diffusion to social change because it alters a “social system” (p. 6). 

Within Rogers’s change model, there are four main elements present: “the innovation, 

communication channels, time, and social system” (Rogers, 1995, p. 10).  

Innovation 

According to Rogers (1995), innovation is “an idea, practice, or object that can be 

perceived as new by the individual or other unit of adoption” (p. 11). As individuals 

recognize or become enlightened by the innovation’s characteristics, the adoption rate is 

susceptible to relative “damage” or “compatibility” (p. 11). Reaching a determination of 

an innovation occurs when an individual moves forward from general conceptualization 

of an innovation to fashioning a position toward the innovation, constructing a viewpoint 

toward the innovation, and then acquiring or casting the innovation aside. The decision 

process is notable due to the time innovation adoptions take and variability of time that 

occur with each individual.  

Rogers (2003) warned not to assume that “all innovations operate with equivalent 

units of analysis” (p. 15). One of the problems that Rogers (2003) determined for many 
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organizations was determining how to increase the rate of diffusion of an innovation.  

Rogers (2003) suggested that the variance in the adoption rate for an innovation lies from 

49% to 87%, explained by five attributes. The way individuals interpret and distinguish 

these attributes add clarity to explaining the rate of adoption (Rogers, 2003). Rogers 

(2003) outlined the five attributes: 

(a) Relative Advantage—the extent to which an innovation is deduced as more 

preferable than the concept it proceeded, 

(b) Compatibility—“the degree to which an innovation is consistent with existing 

values, past experiences, and needs of potential adopters” (p. 15), 

(c) Complexity—the extent to which an innovation is thought of as abstruse, 

(d) Trialability—the extent to which an innovation may be analyzed for a 

bounded time, and 

(e) Observability—the extent to which the consequences of the use of 

an innovation are observable by others.   

Once change facilitators understand how the impact of these five attributes impact 

how and when an innovation is adopted, the feedback they provide is vital with 

facilitating the change process. Upon reaching a critical threshold, normally adoption by 

10% to 20% of the organization, it is often impossible to halt the diffusion afterwards 

(Rogers, 2003).  Rogers’s (1995) leading contributions to the study of innovations 

unfolded with identifying the characteristics of an innovation and identifying how they 

affect the rate of adoption. 
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Communication Channels 

Communication is “the process by which participants create and share 

information with one another to reach a mutual understanding” (Rogers, 2003, p. 

17). The process in its simplest form involves the innovation, participants who have an 

understanding or experience with the innovation, additional individuals that do not have 

understandings or experiences with the innovation, and a form of conveyance connecting 

the participant groups. These channels or means are methods used to get messages from 

one participant to another (Rogers, 2003). Rogers (2003) identified “two distinct channels 

of communication:  mass media and interpersonal communication” (p. 18). Multimedia 

channels (radio, television, newspaper) communicate information through announcing 

and bringing awareness of the innovation. The interpersonal communication channel 

refers to “face-to-face exchange between individuals” (Rogers, 2003, p. 18). The 

interpersonal communication channel is highly functional at influencing change of 

individual attitudes towards an innovation.   

Time 

Time, the third component in diffusion, is a vital component and often a variable 

when considering what is necessary to further the innovation-decision actions. Rogers 

(2003) explained that time is immersed with diffusion in the following ways:  first, via 

“the innovation-decision process” (p. 21); second, via “the innovativeness of an 

individual” (p. 22) as compared with others; and third, through “the innovation’s rate of 

adoption” (p. 23). Rogers (2003) recommended carefully following the rate of adoption 

through the innovation decision process, which comprises five sequential steps: 
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“knowledge, persuasion, decision, implementation, and confirmation” (p. 21). Rogers’s 

innovation-decision process submits a vital element to change theory, partially due to its 

position of detailing the course an adopter undergoes when considering whether to adopt 

the innovation. Berquist (1992) stated, “Rogers’s five-stage chronology represents a quite 

different portrait of planned change than found in the literature and experiences of many 

who support the rational planning process” (p. 203). Berquist (1992) contended that 

Rogers’s contributions to the change literature was pivotal in this process.  

A Social System 

Rogers (2003) defined a social system as “a set of interrelated units engaged in 

joint problem solving to accomplish a common goal” (p. 23). Social system members can 

be comprised of a set of individuals or multiple subsets or groups within an organization. 

These members may facilitate or stifle diffusion, depending on their communication or 

behaviors.  

Rogers (2003) detailed three types of innovation decisions influenced by social 

systems: “optional innovation, collective innovation, and authority innovation” (p. 37). 

Within optional innovation, decisions are “made by an individual independent of other 

members of the system” (Rogers, 2003, p. 28). Collective innovation resolutions are 

“made by a consensus among members” (Rogers, 2003, p. 28). Lastly, authority 

innovation decisions are “made by a relatively few individuals in a system that possess 

power, status, or technical expertise” (Rogers, 2003, p. 28).  

Holland (1997) stressed the importance of Rogers’s model, sharing that it is the 

“process by which innovations are adopted, the criteria that individuals use to access each 
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innovation and the types of individuals who are likely to adopt an innovation through the 

process of dissemination” (p. 394). This summary of Rogers’s diffusion of innovation 

model provides a brief and succinct grasp of the participants, its undertaking, and its 

detailed traits in the diffusion model.   

Although Rogers’s (1975, 2003) diffusion of innovation is classified among the 

strongest models of change theory, criticisms exist. Leon (1996) claimed that diffusion 

research has disregarded that “each group of stakeholders possess different reference 

frameworks that constrain the way” (p. 96) an innovation is “accepted and diffused” (p. 

96). McMaster and Vidgen (1996) shared that the diffusion model voids “soft human 

issues” (p. 117) that occur during an innovation implementation. Diffusion of innovations 

often fail due to individual interests, goals, and outcomes that supersede the interests of 

the organization (McMaster & Vidgen, 1996). 

However, Robertson et al. (1996) contended that Rogers depicted diffusion as a 

“simple, linear, sequential process driven by the needs of adopters” (p. 150). Kautz and 

Larsen (2000) shared similar sentiments with Robertson et al. (1996). Kautz and Larsen 

(2000) added that Rogers’s model provides a synopsis of adoption and emphasizes the 

role of the individual rather than the “fact that organizations undergo constant change” (p. 

24).   

Rogers’s model gave rise to multiple other change models (Ely, 1976; Fullan, 

1991; Havelock & Zlotolow, 1995; Hall & Hord, 1987; Zaltman & Duncan, 1977). Of 

particular interest in this study is Fullan’s (1991) theory of change. The following 

sections are a discussion of this theory. 
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Fullan’s Theory of Change 

Fullan (1991) introduced an analysis of educational change processes identifying 

the various threats to educational reform in his seminal publication of The New Meaning 

of Educational Change.  Fullan (1991, 1993, 2001) related the necessity of change 

framework and delineated strategies that target effective and continuous change 

enactments. Fullan et al. (2005) attributed the failure of the majority of educational 

reforms to participants’ lack of change knowledge. Fullan (2001b) stated that teachers 

experience stress because they face too many educational changes. 

The phases of Fullan’s (1999, 2001b) change process needed are initiation, 

implementation, and continuation. These nonlinear, interactive phases Fullan (2001b) 

necessitate feedback at each interval. The continual interaction between phases inform 

decision making. Due to the nonlinear nature of the model, phases are not isolated but 

continuously interact with each other influencing the decision-making process. Fullan 

(2001b) warned change is a slow process that can range from three to ten years 

depending on the scope of the change. 

Individuals Involved in Change 

Fullan (2001b) stated that individuals face various challenges related to the 

change process. Fullan’s (2001a) work with change focused on individuals experiencing 

confusion in the change process. Educational change is significantly dependent on the 

actions of teachers. In fact, Fullan (2001b) shared that factors that work in favor of 

implementation influence teacher and students’ “practices, beliefs, use of materials, and 

corresponding learning outcomes in the direction of sought-after change” (p. 71). Of the 
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many challenges, teacher support—namely teacher professional development of the 

identified innovation –was paramount in promoting change (Fullan, 2001b; Fullan & 

Stiegelbauer, 1991).   

Comparing the Work of Rogers and Fullan 

When comparing the work of Rogers (2003) and Fullan (2001b), understanding 

that change is a set of actions and understanding that takes time is vital (Hall & Hord, 

1987). Fullan’s (2001b) work mimicked many of past studies’ principles of change while 

justifying the concerns-based adoption model’s (CBAM) focus on process in terms of 

phases. Whereas Rogers (2003) explained that individuals follow change one stage at a 

time, differing from Fullan’s theory of change and that of the CBAM, Rogers’s model 

focuses on the characteristics of the innovation and its adopters.  

Concerns Theory and the Concerns-Based Adoption Model 

Fuller (1969) introduced the notion of teacher concerns as being the problems of 

student teachers. Teacher concerns are “constructive frustration when focusing on tasks 

or challenges” (Wendt et al., 1981). From this general idea of concern theory, two types 

of research originated. The first type deals with the notion of the developmental and 

training continuum of both pre-service and in-service teachers (Conway & Clark, 2003; 

Van den Berg, 2002), derived from Fuller’s concerns-based model of teacher 

development (Fuller, 1969). The second type of research broadens the concept of concern 

to teachers’ experiences in the form of educational innovations, the concerns-based 

adoption model (CBAM) (Conway & Clark, 2003; Hall et al., 1977; Hall & Hord, 2001). 

Hall et al. (1977) extended the concept of Fuller’s concern theory by applying the theory 
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to include users of educational innovation adoptions. Hall and Hord (1987) maintained 

that the CBAM supports “effective change facilitators must understand how his or her 

clients perceive change and adjust what he or she does accordingly” (p. 5). 

The concerns-based adoption model’s concentration lies with the innovation 

adopters and their behaviors and concerns about the innovation (Hall & Hord, 1987). Hall 

and Hord (1987) applied the CBAM to perceive how change could be initiated and 

advanced among local school stakeholders. Hall and Hord (1987) outlined the following 

assumptions regarding the change process: 

• A change facilitator must understand the point of view of the participants as 

they are involved in change; 

• Change is a process, not an event; 

• Much will occur during the change process; 

• Innovations come in all shapes and sizes; 

• To change something, a person has to change first; and  

• Everyone can be a change facilitator. (p. 8) 

Hall and Hord (1987) suggested three developmental stages allowing the change 

facilitator to discern its adopters: individual concern for change; levels of use of the 

innovation, and the configurations the innovation takes. The design of the CBAM is to 

“collect and summarize the data that entails identifying components of an innovation, and 

within each component, identifying the variations that describe how individuals might 

use the components” (Hall & Hord, 1987, p. 116).   
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The CBAM is an instrument used to assess innovations by educational 

stakeholders. It reveals how individuals highly impacted by change respond to the 

execution of these innovations (Hord et al., 1987). In addition, the CBAM “describes, 

explains, and predicts probable behaviors” (George et al., 2006, p. 6) of individuals and 

parties immersed in the change process.   

The CBAM includes three primary tools for collecting data:  stages of concerns 

(SoC), levels of use (LoU), and innovation configuration (IC). The hallmark tool in the 

CBAM is the SoC questionnaire, which measures an individual’s (teacher’s) concerns 

about implementing an innovation (Hall & Hord, 2001). The SoC questionnaire provides 

resources for evaluating the following seven stages of concern:  unconcerned, 

informational, personal, management, consequence, collaboration, and refocusing. The 

seven stages of concern can occur simultaneously with varying intensities. An individual 

can experience “intense concerns at more than one stage” (Hall & Hord, 2001, p. 

64). Table 1 provides a brief description of each stage.  
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Table 1 

Description of the Stages of Concern Questionnaire of the CBAM 

General 

Category  

of Concern 

 

Distinct Stage of Concern with General Description 

 

 

 

Impact 

Stage 6  

Refocusing 

The focus is on exploration of more universal benefits from the 

research-based practice including the possibility of major 

changes or replacement of intervention with a more powerful 

alternative. 

Stage 5 

Collaboration 

The focus is on coordination and cooperation with others 

regarding use of the research-based practice. 

Stage 4 

Consequence 

Attention focuses on impact of the research-based practice on 

student in his or her immediate sphere of influence. The focus 

is on relevance of the practice for students, evaluation of 

student outcomes, including performance and competencies, 

and changes needed to student outcomes. 

 

 

Task 

Stage 3 

Management 

Attention is focused on the processes and tasks of using the 

research-based practice and the best use of information and 

resources. Issues related to efficacy, organization, management, 

scheduling, and time demands are the utmost concern. 

 

 

 

Self 

Stage 2 

Personal 

Individual is uncertain about the demands research-based 

practice, his or her inadequacy to meet those demands, and his 

or her role with the practice. This includes analysis of his or her 

role in relation to the reward structure of the organization, the 

decision-making process, and consideration of potential 

conflicts with existing structures or personal commitments. 

Stage 1 

Informational 

A general awareness of the research-based practice and interest 

in learning more detail about it is indicated. He person seems 

unworried about himself or herself in relation to the practice. 

She or he is interested in the substantive aspects of the 

research-based practice in a selfless manner such as general 

characteristics, effects, and requirements for use. 

Unrelated Stage 0  

Awareness 

Little concern about or involvement with the research-based 

practice is indicated. 

 Note. Adapted with permission from Measuring implementation in schools: The Stages of Concern 

Questionnaire, by A. George, G. Hall, & S. Stiegelbauer, 2006, p. 8. Copyright 2006 by Southwest 

Educational Development Library. 
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The Influence of Rogers and Fullan on the CBAM 

Rogers’s (2003) diffusion of innovation and the change adoption process presents 

a foundational lens for the CBAM. The diffusion of innovation model focuses on 

participants actively participating in the change process. One key principle of change is a 

series of actions and understandings in which individuals and organizations proceed as a 

result of a new way of thinking or operating (Hall & Hord, 2006).  Rogers’s (2003) 

theory clearly describes the change agent and its client system. Although the CBAM 

model’s Rogers’s adoption process, it differs in its treatment of active change participants 

(Hall et al., 1977). The focus of the CBAM lies within the implementation process 

involving evaluating the concerns of an individual and supplying continued 

individualized supports.  

The CBAM model compares similarly with Fullan and Stiegelbauer’s (1991) 

phases of change. Within Fullan and Stiegelbauer’s (1991) initiation phase, decisions of 

whether to adopt or pursue change occurs. Fullan and Stiegelbauer’s (2001) phase of 

initiation is consistent with the awareness and information stages of the CBAM 

model. Phase II of Fullan and Stiegelbauer’s (1991) model, the implementation phase, 

activates the reform into practice, thus corresponding to the CBAM’s model of personal 

and management levels. Lastly, Phase III of Fullan and Stiegelbauer’s (1991) model 

questions whether the change is sustainable, corresponding to stage four, consequences, 

and stage six, refocusing of the CBAM model.  

The CBAM is exclusive to the context of this study because of its uniqueness in 

considering change from the lens of implementers of change (Heck et al., 1981). The 
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works of Rogers and Fullan represent foundational underpinnings on how Hall and 

Hord’s CBAM explores an adopter’s concerns and behaviors toward an 

innovation. These researchers have synthesized individual factors of change while 

detailing their function and influence in the change process. Their work and studies have 

guided understanding the nuances of the change process in organizations. The next 

section provides examples of studies in which researchers used Hall and Hord’s (1987) 

CBAM to understand teachers’ stages of concern with an innovation.  

Teacher Concerns 

Hord et al. (1987) contended, “When engaged in any change process, teachers 

will have specific and individualist concerns about change and their involvement in it” (p. 

30).  Change in education is an undertaking of altering people (Fullan, 1991). Fullan 

(1991) added, “Educational change depends on what teachers do and think” (p. 117). 

Studying change in schools requires a deep analysis of teachers’ implementation of the 

specific change. Hord et al. (1987) shared: 

The pattern and intensity of concerns people experience during a period of change 

are directly affected by the nature of the change and the kind and, especially, the 

amount of assistance provided . . .  The more complex an innovation, the greater 

the need for skilled facilitation of the change, facilitation that carefully attends to 

the concerns of teachers. (p. 32) 

Teachers’ concerns greatly influence the successes or disappointments of any 

reform adoption or implementation (Datnow & Castellano, 2000; Datnow & Stringfield, 

2000; Louis, 2007, Puteh et al., 2011). Understanding the flow of change as it occurs to 
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teachers when faced with an innovation presents a challenge for disseminators of change 

(George et al., 2006). Teacher sentiments of “anxiety, fear, and confusion can inhibit an 

innovation” (Fullan, 2001b, p. 40). Marris (1975) stated, 

When those who have power to manipulate changes act as if they have only to 

explain, and when their explanations are not at once accepted, shrug off 

opposition as ignorance or prejudice, they express a profound contempt for the 

meaning of lives other than their own. For the reformers have already assimilated 

these changes to their purposes and worked out a reformulation which makes 

sense to them, perhaps through months or years of analysis and debate. If they 

deny others the chance to do the same, they treat them as puppets dangling by the 

threads of their own conceptions. (p. 166) 

Often, teachers implement change without being consulted on its usefulness, yet 

they are expected to adopt the innovation openly (Tyack & Cuban, 2000; Richardson & 

Placier, 2001). Thornburg and Mungai (2011) conducted a phenomenological study of 42 

New York state teachers experiencing education reform initiatives. The study targeted 

teachers working with special education children. Thornburg and Mungai (2011) reported 

that teachers were reluctant to accept reform measures. The researchers concluded that 

teacher opposition to the reform was a form of expressing concerns about the reform 

when their points of view and encounters were not valued or heard (Thornburg & 

Mungai, 2011).  

In a one-to-one laptop adoption initiative, Donovan et al. (2007) investigated 

middle school teacher concerns. Teachers in the study expressed distress when asked to 
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integrate traditional forms of teaching with the added requirements of teaching in the 

one-to-one setting. Three implications came about in consequence: alignment of training 

and teacher concerns, provide teachers a say in innovation adoption, and understand that 

change is a process. In addition, Donovan et al. (2007) further detailed the importance of 

recognizing and problem solving feelings of unease and teacher concerns in order to 

create a sustainable innovation initiative. 

Similarly, Storz and Hoffman (2013) found that addressing teacher concerns was 

a vital aspect of the success of a one-to-one computer launch in a Midwestern urban 

middle grades school. According to Storz and Hoffman (2013), teachers were pleased to 

be able to express their personal concerns about the initiative, which created buy-in to the 

initiative. Teachers expressed interest in ways to grow and how to steer the initiative 

towards success. Teacher acceptance to an initiative is pivotal for sustaining the 

execution of an innovation (Hall & Hord, 2001).   

CBAM Curriculum Change Studies 

During implementation of a North Carolina training program to reeducate Algebra 

teachers to facilitate a recently developed curriculum, Crawford et al. (1998) examined 

how teachers’ concerns changed after a year. The researchers collected data using the 

stages of concern (SoC) questionnaire, which measures the seven stages of concern while 

adopting a curriculum reform. Crawford et al. (1998) reported, “Teachers were at the 

same levels for information, personal, management, and consequence stages” (p. 323), 

despite the value and load of training. Researchers emphasized the need for extended 

curricula with strong implementation phases in order to secure sustainable reform. 
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Similarly, during a study of a newly reformed English curriculum 

implementation, Wang (2013) employed the Concerns-Based Adoption Model (CBAM) 

to examine the stages of concern and levels of use for the new curriculum. The study 

included three teachers from the Guangdong province secondary schools in China who 

were implementing the English curriculum mechanically and routinely. The findings of 

the study indicated that the participants held an optimistic outlook towards the new 

curriculum. The teacher concerns within the study were “characteristic of three stages: 

management, personal concerns, and consequence” (Wang, 2013, p. 26). Teachers 

additionally expressed “uncertainty about the National Matriculation English Test” 

(Wang, 2013, p. 30). As a result of the adoption of the new English curriculum, teachers 

lacked proper training and teaching time was minimized as a result, hindering the 

classroom implementation of the new curriculum (Wang, 2013). 

Christou et al. (2004) identified the concerns of teachers about the implementation 

of a new mathematics curriculum. The researchers selected 655 teacher participants. The 

researchers concluded that teacher experience is necessary in analyzing the progressive 

nature of the concerns of teachers (Christou et al., 2004). Beginning teachers’ concerns 

related to the self- and task-oriented phases, while more experienced teachers reported 

higher interests at the consequence phase. Concerns at the informational and consequence 

stages occurred during the administration of information and communication technology 

curriculum in Ghana where 346 participants responded (Sarfo et al., 2017). 

In another study investigating mathematics teachers’ concerns, results showed the 

main concern was within the personal and collaboration stage (Çetinkaya, 2012). The 
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purpose of the study was to explore mathematics teachers’ concern about a revised sixth 

grade mathematics curriculum in Turkey. Çetinkaya (2012) reported that teachers wanted 

to learn from others who experienced the reformed curriculum and what those adopters 

implemented in order to heighten their knowledge and skill about their implementation.  

Summary 

As mentioned previously, the U.S. educational system has experienced a host of 

educational change during the past century. Georgia is no exception when considering 

curriculum change in mathematics. Conflicting voices debate about whether educational 

change considerations should include input from those at the bottom, namely teachers, or 

input from those at the top, upper administration.  

As early as 1978, in the Rand Change Agent study, researchers Berman and 

McLaughlin found that through voluntary, top-down approach to educational program 

adoption, districts viewed these change opportunities as opportunistic versus expedient. 

Research shows in a later period the demands of mandated change with state standardized 

tests showed that teachers developed a “crisis mentality” (Corbett & Wilson, 1990, p. 

207) in moving too quickly in order to secure “solutions”, ultimately narrowing the 

curriculum and instructional practices. Presently, mandated change to curriculum have 

called into question teacher concerns. In a history of rapid curriculum change, teachers 

have been excluded from expressing their concerns. This research wishes to explore 

levels of concerns that teachers have about implementing and executing rapid curriculum 

changes. Understanding teacher concerns will help to advise actions about the planning, 

timing, launching, and supports needed for curriculum changes.  
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

 The methods and procedures outlined in this chapter describe the methodology 

for examining the experiences and concerns of Georgia high school mathematics teachers 

engaged in a history of rapid curriculum change. The current chapter begins with the 

rationale for the methodology, followed by an explanation of the study population and 

sampling procedures. The chapter details the data collection procedures and analysis 

processes, highlighting specifics that validate the methodology but also bear on possible 

methodological limitations. 

Summary and Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to explore levels of concerns teachers have about 

implementing and executing rapid curriculum changes. The construct of concerns is 

based within Hall and Hord’s (1987) concern theory. Hall and Hord (1987) defined 

concerns as the following: 

The composite representation of feeling, preoccupation, thought and consideration 

given to a particular issue or task. Depending on the personal makeup, knowledge 

and experience, each person perceives and mentally contends with a given issue 

differently; thus there are different kinds of concerns. (p. 59) 

Understanding teacher concerns will help to inform decisions about the planning, 

timing, launching, and supports needed for curriculum changes. Furthermore, concerns 



52 

 

addressed could help those decision-making leaders decide who to invite to offer a voice 

in the process. 

Research Questions Reiterated 

The following research questions directed the study: 

1. What are teachers’ predominant stages of concern during a history of rapid 

curriculum change? 

2. Is there a relationship between the teachers’ level of experience and each of 

the stages of concern? 

3. Is there a significant difference in the level of concern about curriculum 

change in mathematics between teachers with low experience and teachers 

with high experience for each stage of concern? 

Research Design 

According to change scholars, adequate assessment of the effectiveness of change 

initiatives can occur three years after its implementation (Fullan, 1991; Hall & Hord, 

1987). In this study, the researcher used a cross-sectional design, which Bethlehem 

(1999) defined as an approach in which a researcher investigates a problem given in 

time. The researcher used a small portion of a targeted population of teachers in the 

Atlanta metropolitan region who had undergone a history of rapid curriculum change in 

the field of mathematics to explore teacher concerns. Concern as it relates to this study 

and the stages of concern (SoC) is the “mental activity composed of questioning, 

analyzing, and reanalyzing, considering alternative actions and reactions, and anticipating 

consequences” (Hall et al., 1977, p. 5). 
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The researcher utilized quantitative methods to analyze relationships using 

statistical data reviews. According to Lunenburg and Irby (2008), quantitative research 

survey design is used to adequately generalize a sample from a population, allowing the 

researcher to make conjectures about attributes, approaches, or patterns of the population. 

This cross-sectional survey study consisted of one survey: Stages of Concern 

Questionnaire (SoCQ). The SoCQ measures seven stages of concerns individuals have 

toward implementing change initiatives. This survey study also contains a demographic 

survey to gain descriptive data. Variables considered were teachers’ years of experience, 

teacher’s years of experience as a Georgia middle or high school mathematics teacher, 

grade levels taught, courses taught, and school size. 

Selection of Participants 

The participants for this study were full and part-time middle and high school 

mathematics teachers from multiple schools and districts across the Atlanta metropolitan 

area. The Georgia metropolitan Atlanta is composed of 14 school districts: Cherokee 

County, Clayton County, Cobb County, Dekalb County, Douglas County, Fayette 

County, Fulton County, Gwinnett County, Henry County, Rockdale County, Atlanta 

Public Schools, Buford City, Decatur City, and Marietta City school districts. Although 

combined these districts are home to about three-fourths a million students, the secondary 

mathematics teacher population is much smaller. Due to the size of targeted secondary 

mathematics teacher population, the researcher used a purposive non-random sampling 

method. This purposive sampling targeted a specialized population of secondary 

mathematics teachers immersed in a history of rapid curriculum change. Sampling results 
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were middle and secondary mathematics teachers who chose to participate from the 

purposive group of teachers immersed in a history of rapid curriculum change. 

After receiving permission to conduct the study from the Institutional Review 

Board (IRB) of Mercer University (see Appendix A), the research sought and gained 

permission from participating metropolitan school districts in Atlanta. The researcher 

also received permission to conduct the Stages of Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ). 

Following this, the researcher emailed information about the study emailed to Atlanta 

metropolitan mathematics coordinators and solicited eligible participants and asked them 

to include the teacher’s name and email addresses or share their listserv. The researcher 

defined eligible participants as teachers with five or more years of middle or high school 

mathematics teaching experience in Georgia.  

Upon the receipt of teachers identified by metropolitan mathematics coordinators, 

the researcher emailed a recruitment letter to eligible teachers listed and asked for their 

participation in the study. The email outlined the purpose of the study and the need of the 

study, and the researcher asked teachers to participate in the study using a universal 

record locator. The researcher assured all potential participants of the anonymity of their 

responses and identities. The researcher asked potential participants to review the 

following criteria before accepting participation: 

• Participants were once full-time teachers having at least five years of 

experience as a Georgia high school mathematics teacher. This was to ensure 

that the participants experienced a history of rapid curriculum change in 

Georgia. 
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• Participants were willing to complete the SoC questionnaire completely. 

• Participants were not a contributor to any of the curriculum changes that 

occurred within the state of Georgia’s high school mathematics in the past 10 

years. 

After receiving approval responses based on the aforementioned criteria, the researcher 

was able to use this purposive sample from the targeted population of secondary 

mathematics teachers immersed in a history of curriculum change. 

Instrumentation 

The researcher used the Stages of Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ) for this study to 

determine teachers’ levels of concern in a history of rapid curriculum change. Numerous 

researchers have used the SoCQ to measure secondary mathematics teachers’ concerns 

toward a history of rapid curriculum change (Atkins & Vasu, 2000; Casey & Rakes, 

2002; Donovan et al., 2007; Hall & Hord, 1987, Hall et al., 1991). The SoCQ facilitates 

understanding of an individual’s perception toward a change initiative and an individual’s 

concerns (Donovan et al., 2007). The SoCQ is a portion of the Concerns-Based Adoption 

Model (CBAM) developed at the Texas Research and Development Center for Teacher 

Education. The SoCQ uses a Likert scale to measure the seven stages of concern in 35 

statements. A copy of the survey is in Appendix D. The seven stages of the SoC 

questionnaire are: 

• Stage 0, Awareness: The individual has little concern about or involvement 

with the innovation. 
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• Stage 1, Informational: The individual has a general awareness about the 

innovation and desires more information. In this stage, the individual is not 

concerned about his or her role. 

• Stage 2, Personal: The individual begins to feel anxiety and uneasiness about 

his/her role and ability to successfully implement the innovation. 

• Stage 3, Management: The individual focuses on management task issues 

such as time-lines and available resources. 

• Stage 4, Consequence: The individual focuses on the outcome effects of the 

innovation on their classroom students. 

• Stage 5, Collaboration: The individual focuses on ways to share information 

and receive input from others about the innovation. 

• Stage 6, Refocusing: The individual focuses on improving the innovation for 

the benefit of all. 

Each stage includes five statements in which participants rate their levels of 

concern on an 8-point Likert scale ranging from (0) very low concern to (7) very high 

concern. Prior to the administration of the SoCQ, the researcher asked participants to 

complete the following demographic information: 

• Name of Teacher 

• Current Job Title 

• Name of Current School (Employer) 

• Number of Years of Teaching Experience 

• Number of Years as Georgia Middle or High School Mathematics Teacher 
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• Curriculum Taught 

• Contact Information (Phone Number and Email) 

The SoCQ has been evaluated for content and construct validity and tested for reliability 

and validity multiple times since its initial use (Hall et al., 1991). The reliability tests 

range from .65 to .68, and alpha coefficients range from .64 to .83 (Hall et al., 1991).  

Data Collection 

  The researcher prepared the following information for participants: 

• a cover letter that accompanied the Stages of Concern Questionnaire and 

explained the context and purpose of the study to the participant. 

• directions for filling in the Likert scale and a definition of the term 

“innovation” in the cover letter to the participant. 

• information for the online SoCQ survey assuring steps the researcher would 

take to keep the information and participation anonymous. 

• a Uniform Resource Locator (URL) for the online survey instrument 

• instructions for taking each survey 

The researcher emailed information regarding the research study to each 

participant using a distribution list created from lists generated by Atlanta metropolitan 

mathematics coordinators. Each email included the URL to the online survey collection 

instrument. The URL ensured that there was no identifiable information transferred to the 

online survey instrument, thus ensuring participants’ anonymity. The researcher disabled 

all email tracking and IP address locators. At the start of each survey, an electronic 

agreement prompted participants to acknowledge their voluntary participation in the 
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study and assured participants that they could withdraw at any time during the survey’s 

administration (see Appendix B). The researcher also provided personal contact 

information to all participants. 

The quantitative data generated from an online survey collection instrument, the 

Stages of Concern Questionnaire. Appendix C contains the outline of the Southwest 

Educational Development Laboratory (SEDL) License Agreement for use of the Stages 

of Concern Questionnaire Online. According to Hill (1998) internet surveys do not hold 

like prescriptions as traditional surveys collection; therefore, she concluded that sample 

sizes should be no less than 30 and no more than 500. Because participants could 

withdraw from completing a survey at any time during its administration, the researcher 

considered any unfinished surveys or partial data as a participant’s withdrawal. As a 

result, the researcher did not include one survey in the analysis proceedings (see Chapter 

4). 

The researcher downloaded all data. The researcher maintained confidentiality by 

storing the data on a personal external hard drive. The personal external hard drive will 

remain in a safe, locked at all times, for the next 10 years. 

Data Analysis 

The researcher analyzed all quantitative data from the survey using descriptive 

and inferential statistics. Descriptive statistics data include mean, standard deviation, and 

ranges for each stage of concern. The researcher disaggregated the demographic data 

across teachers’ years of experience, teacher’s years of experience as a Georgia 

secondary mathematics teacher, grade levels taught, courses taught, and school size.  
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Individual and group scores from the SoC questionnaire informed all research 

questions. In order to determine teachers’ highest stage of concern, the researcher 

converted individual participant scores from the SoC questionnaire to percentile scores. 

The researcher averaged the raw scores from each SoC for all participants, then converted 

them to percentile scores to illustrate the predominate stage of concern of the group. 

To answer the second and third research questions, the researcher analyzed the 

relationships between the stages of concern data and the demographic data of the teacher 

participants. Variables of teachers’ years of experience, teacher’s years of experience as a 

Georgia secondary mathematics teacher, grade levels taught, courses taught, and school 

size were entered on a correlation matrix to determine whether a relationship existed with 

the seven stages of concern. 

The researcher utilized SPSS software to determine the relationship of teachers’ 

stages of concern with demographic data.  Pearson’s correlation was conducted to find if 

a relationship existed among the stages of concern and demographic data. The 

relationship’s significance was determined using the p-value. 

Summary 

Due to the mandates of top-down approaches imposed to those carriers of change, 

teachers, change initiatives have been occurring at unprecedented rates with little to no 

evidence of its sustainability.  This chapter restated the goal of this study, which was to 

identify teacher concerns with curriculum change initiatives that have plagued Georgia 

secondary mathematics educators. The researcher chose participants through non-random 

purposive sampling of secondary mathematics teachers from the Atlanta metropolitan 
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area. Participants completed an online version of the Stages of Concern Questionnaire 

(SoCQ) (Hall & Hord, 1987). The researcher collected data using processes that ensured 

anonymity for all participants. Following SoCQ administration, the researcher calculated 

descriptive and inferential statistics to determine if relationships exist among teachers’ 

stages of concern and demographic data. Chapter 4 presents the results. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

 The purpose of this chapter is to present metro Atlanta secondary mathematics 

teachers’ responses to the Stages of Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ). The SoCQ allowed 

the strength of metro Atlanta secondary mathematics teachers’ concerns to be measured 

in seven distinct stages of concern: awareness, informational, personal, management, 

consequence, collaboration, and refocusing. The researcher entered and analyzed the data 

using the Southwest Educational Development Laboratory (SEDL) to evaluate reliability 

and separation, dimensionality, fit statistics, and stage identification. The instrument is a 

self-reporting electronic questionnaire with 36 items. The first 35 items give participants 

the choices of zero to seven. The last item is an open-ended question that the researcher 

analyzed qualitatively. Study results include participant demographic information and 

outcomes of the data analysis. This chapter also includes supporting tables and figures. 

The chapter begins with a review of the research questions and answers and concludes 

with a summary. 

Research Questions Reviewed 

The researcher used the SoCQ, based on the Concerns-Based Adoption Model 

(CBAM), to measure secondary mathematics’ teacher concern levels regarding their 

experiences with change. The study included three primary questions: 
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1. What are teachers’ predominant stages of concern during a history of rapid 

curriculum change? 

2. Is there a relationship between the teachers’ level of experience and each of 

the stages of concern? 

3. Is there a significant difference in the level of concern about curriculum 

change in mathematics between teachers with low experience and teachers 

with high experience for each stage of concern? 

Description of Population 

Full and part-time middle and high school mathematics teachers from multiple 

schools and districts across the Atlanta metropolitan area comprised the population of 

interest for this study. The researcher chose mathematics teachers in the Atlanta 

metropolitan area because this population represented the highest yields for secondary 

mathematics teachers in the state of Georgia. The Georgia metropolitan Atlanta is 

composed of 14 school districts: Atlanta Public Schools, Buford City, Cherokee County, 

Clayton County, Cobb County, Decatur City, Dekalb County, Douglas County, Fayette 

County, Fulton County, Gwinnett County, Henry County, Marietta City and Rockdale 

County school districts. The researcher sent an email-generated survey to all potential 

participants in the metropolitan Atlanta school districts. The researcher sent multiple 

follow-up email invitations to encourage participation in the survey. Of the 115 

questionnaires returned, the researcher analyzed 114 survey responses. The analysis 

omitted surveys with missing data or zeros as all scores, thus the researcher excluded one 

questionnaire in the data analysis due to the respondent’s answers indicating all zeros.  
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Secondary mathematics teachers with 11-20 years of experience had the highest 

rate of return, completing 51 (44%) of the 115 questionnaires. Secondary mathematics 

teachers with 1-2 years of experience had the lowest response rate, completing 5 (4%) of 

the 115 questionnaires, followed by secondary mathematics teachers with 3-4 years of 

experience with a response rate, completing 6 (5%) of the 115 questionnaires. Secondary 

mathematics teachers with 21-30 years of experience completed 33 (28%) of the 115 

questionnaires; secondary mathematics teachers with 5-10 years of experience completed 

20 (17%) of the 115 questionnaires. Table 2 displays the return rate for each of five levels 

of experience stratum. 

 

Table 2 

Return Rate for Each of the Levels of Experience Stratum 

Variable:  Levels of Experience Count Percentage of Participants 

1-2 years of teaching experience 5 4% 

3-4 years of teaching experience 6 5% 

5-10 years of teaching experience 20 17% 

11-20 years of teaching experience 51 44% 

21-30 years of teaching experience 33 28% 

 

 

Stages of Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ) 

The survey instrument for this study was an online version of the SoCQ. The 

researcher customized the SoCQ with the addition of the following elements: 
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•  a “Consent to Participate” statement on the opening screen of the 

questionnaire; 

• a prompt asking the respondent to “indicate the district in which they work or 

worked” with the following choices listed: (a) Atlanta Public Schools; (b) 

Buford City; (c) Cherokee County; (d) Clayton County; © Cobb County; (f) 

Decatur City; (g) Dekalb County; (h) Douglas County; (i) Fayette County; (j) 

Fulton County; (k) Gwinnett County; (l) Henry County; (m) Marietta City; (n) 

Rockdale County;(o) Other; 

• a prompt asking the respondent “to indicate how many years of teaching 

experience” with the following choices listed: (a) 1-2 years;(b) 3-4 years; (c) 

5-10 years; (d) 11-20 years; © 21-30 years; 

• a prompt asking the respond “indicate the content department in which they 

taught” with the following choices listed: (a) English; (b) Mathematics; (c) 

Social Studies; (d) Administration; 

• a prompt asking the respondent “to indicate how many years the respondent 

served as a middle or high school Georgia teacher” with the following choices 

listed: (a) 1; (b) 2; (c) 3; (d) 4; © 5; (f) 6; (g) 7; (h) 8; (i) 9; (j) 10; (k) 11 or 

more;  

• a prompt asking the respondent “to indicate the Georgia curriculum pathway 

taught” with the following choices listed: (a) Georgia Quality Core 

Curriculum (QCC); (b) Georgia Performance Standards (GPS); (c) Common 
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Core Georgia Performance Standards (CCGPS);(d) Georgia Standards of 

Excellence (GSE) (more than one option allowed);  

• substitution of the name of the innovation, “curriculum change in 

mathematics”, for the generic term “Innovation” throughout the questionnaire; 

and 

• an open-ended prompt: “When you think about curriculum change in 

mathematics, what are you concerned about?” 

Respondents were presented with 35 statements of concern about curriculum 

change in mathematics and asked to respond by selecting one of eight choices on a 0 to 7 

Likert scale. The choices consisted of the following:  0 = Irrelevant, 1 = Not true of me 

now; 2, 3, or 4 = Somewhat true of me now; 5, 6, or 7 = Very true of me now. Low 

numbers indicate relatively low level or intensity concerns for the respondent. High 

numbers indicate relatively high level or intensity concerns.  

Scoring  

The five statements for each of the seven SoC yielded scale scores as the sum of 

raw scores for each stage. The researcher downloaded the raw scores from the 

questionnaire SEDL website into a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet. Following this, the 

researcher calculated mean individual and scale scores. The researcher then ranked the 

mean and scale scores and coded the frequency of highest and secondary concerns for 

each response. All raw scores, mean scaled scores, ranked mean scaled scores, and 

highest and secondary concerns were then coded and exported to Statistical Package for 
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Social Sciences (SPSS)-19. The raw scale results were converted to a percentile rank 

score based on SEDL scoring guide (George et al., 2006). 

Demographic Information and Data Analysis 

Throughout the research analysis, demographic data comparisons occurred. The 

foundation for the SoCQ instrument used in the research study was the CBAM model. 

The SEDL’s online questionnaire recorded the responses included in the present SoCQ. 

Participant responses to survey items determined their individual SoC stages reflected in 

the CBAM model. These SoC scores identified secondary mathematics’ teachers concern 

levels about a history of rapid curriculum change.  

Next, the researcher analyzed participant responses using SPSS statistical 

software. Close examination of the data revealed raw scores for each SoC. Table 3 

displays the sum, identified resulting mean, and calculated standard deviation across each 

SoC.  

 

Table 3 

Raw Score, Mean, and Standard Deviation (SD) 

Stage Number Stages of Concern Sum Mean SD 

6 Refocusing 2425 21.09 63.44 

5 Collaboration 2439 21.21 60.85 

4 Consequence 2433 21.16 92.97 

3 Management 2190 19.04 63.74 

2 Personal 2761 24.01 91.72 

1 Informational 2528 21.98 195.10 

0 Awareness 1793 15.59 96.22 
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Using the SoCQ scoring guide (George et al., 2006), the researcher converted the 

raw data to a median percentage. Table 4 provides median percentages for participating 

secondary mathematics teachers by level of experience. The SoCQ uses a Likert scale to 

measure the seven stages of concern in 35 statements. The seven stages of the SoC 

questionnaire are: 

• Stage 0, Awareness: The individual has little concern about or involvement with 

the innovation. 

• Stage 1, Informational: The individual has a general awareness about the 

innovation and desires more information. In this stage, the individual is not 

concerned about his or her role. 

• Stage 2, Personal: The individual begins to feel anxiety and uneasiness about 

his/her role and ability to successfully implement the innovation. 

• Stage 3, Management: The individual focuses on management task issues such as 

time-lines and available resources. 

• Stage 4, Consequence: The individual focuses on the outcome effects of the 

innovation on their classroom students. 

• Stage 5, Collaboration: The individual focuses on ways to share information and 

receive input from others about the innovation. 

• Stage 6, Refocusing: The individual focuses on improving the innovation for the 

benefit of all. 
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Table 4 

Demographic Median Percentiles for Years of Experience 

Years of 

Experience 

n Stage 

0 

Stage 

1 

Stage 

2 

Stage 

3 

Stage 

4 

Stage 

5 

Stage 

6 

1-4 5 75 80 72 73 27 28 57 

5-8 6 96 75 89 77 33 44 77 

9-12 20 91 88 89 83 43 64 77 

13-16 51 91 80 83 69 33 55 69 

17-20 33 87 80 80 69 30 48 65 

Total 115 440 403 413 371 166 239 345 

 

 

The Figure 1 line graph includes mathematics teachers’ medians relative to the 

SoC. The line graph displays an upward movement from Stage 4: Consequence through 

Stage 6: Refocusing. According to Hall and Hord (2006), the positive movement to the 

stage of refocusing specified that participants had strong opinions about the innovation. 

In this study, the innovation was curriculum change in mathematics. Therefore, the 

results shown in Figure 1 reveal mathematics teachers had strong opinions about how 

curriculum change in mathematics should occur.  
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Figure 1   

Stages of Concern Median Results of Participants 

 
 

 

The Figure 2 line graph includes mathematics teachers’ medians across years of 

experience relative to the SoC. The line graph displays an upward movement from Stage 

4: Consequence through Stage 6: Refocusing across years of experience. According to 

Hall and Hord (2006), the positive movement to the stage of refocusing specified that 

participants had strong opinions about the innovation. 
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Figure 2   

Stages of Concern Results for Across Years of Experience  

 
 

 

Research Question 1 

The first research question was: What are teachers’ predominant stages of concern 

during a history of rapid curriculum change? To assess the concerns of teachers about 

curriculum change in mathematics, the researcher analyzed the results of the participants’ 

scores on the 35-item, 8-point Likert scale Stages of Concern Questionnaire. By selecting 

a number from a scale of 0-7, teachers indicated the degree to which they have concerns 

about curriculum change in mathematics. The raw scores of each item type were 

converted to percentile scores that represented the teachers in seven different stages of 
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concern. The SoCQ manual suggested, “The percentile score indicates the relative 

intensity of concern at each stage. The higher the score, the more intense the concerns are 

at the stage. The lower the score, the less intense the concerns at that stage” (George et 

al., 2006, p. 32). Based on the recommendation of the SoCQ manual (George et al., 

2006), the researcher mimicked the procedures to analyze the SoCQ scores. 

Peak (Highest) Stage of Concern 

The majority of respondents (50% or n = 57) scored highest on Stage 0 

(Awareness), as shown in Table 5. Stage 2 (Personal) and Stage 1 (Informational) had 

varying amounts of respondents. No teachers responded to the Stage 4 (Consequence).  

 

Table 5 

Frequency of Peak (Highest) Stage of Concern Among Teachers 

Highest Stage of Concern 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total 

Number of SoCQ Participants 57 15 25 10 0 2 5 114 

Percent of SoCQ Participants 50% 13.2% 21.9% 8.8% 0% 1.8% 4.4% 100 

 

 

Second Highest Stage of Concern 

An analysis of the first and second highest concerns offers understanding into the 

nature of concern among secondary mathematics teachers. Table 5 shows teachers’ 

second highest stage of concern. Teachers indicated that their second highest concern lies 

within Stage 2: Personal (21.9%). Table 6 provides the percent distribution of the second 

highest stage of concern in relation to the first highest stage of concern. 
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Table 6 

Percent Distribution of Second Highest Stage of Concern in Relation to the First Highest 

Stage of Concern 

 

Highest Stage  

of Concern 

Second Highest Stage of Concern 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 Percent of 

Participants 

Number of 

Participants 

0: Awareness 0 30 35 23 0 4 9 50 57 

1: Informational 20 0 40 7 7 13 13 13.2 15 

2: Personal 16 56 0 8 0 8 12 21.9 25 

3: Management 0 20 50 0 0 0 30 8.8 10 

4: Consequence 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5: Collaboration 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 1.8 2 

6: Refocusing 20 40 0 20 0 20 0 4.4 5 

Total         114 

 

 

Research Question 2 

The second research question was: Is there a relationship between the teachers’ 

level of experience and each of the stages of concern? The researcher used demographic 

data to investigate whether or not teachers’ characteristics were associated with the stages 

of concern raw scores. Correlational analysis was used to identify the relationships 

between each stage of concern and teachers’ years of experience. The raw scale score of 

the dependent variable (the seven stages of concern score, stage 0 to 6) is a continuous 

score. The stages of concern manual recommended the use of the raw scale score for all 

statistical analysis (George et al., 2006). Table 7 displays the Pearson correlation 

coefficient and significance levels. There were no teachers’ characteristics that showed 

significance when paired with teachers’ years of experience (p >  0.05).  
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Table 7 

Correlational Analysis of Each Stage of Concern about Years of Experience 

  Stage 0  

Raw 

GA Years of 

Experience 

Stage 0 Raw Pearson Correlation 1 .038 

 Sig. (2-tailed)  .688 

GA Years of 

Experience 

Pearson Correlation 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

.038 

.688 

1 

Stage 1 Raw Pearson Correlation 1 -.057 

 Sig. (2-tailed)  .548 

GA Years of 

Experience 

Pearson Correlation 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

-.057 

.543 

 

Stage 2 Raw Pearson Correlation 1 0.060 

 Sig. (2-tailed)  .528 

GA Years of 

Experience 

Pearson Correlation 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

-.060 

.528 

1 

Stage 3 Raw Pearson Correlation 1 -.024 

 Sig. (2-tailed)  .801 

GA Years of 

Experience 

Pearson Correlation 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

-.024 

.801 

1 

Stage 4 Raw Pearson Correlation 1 -.048 

 Sig. (2-tailed)  .610 

GA Years of 

Experience 

Pearson Correlation 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

-.048 

.610 

1 

Stage 5 Raw Pearson Correlation 1 .010 

 Sig. (2-tailed)  .919 

GA Years of 

Experience 

Pearson Correlation 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

.010 

.919 

1 

Stage 6 Raw Pearson Correlation 1 -.050 

 Sig. (2-tailed)  .601 

GA Years of 

Experience 

Pearson Correlation 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

-.050 

.602 

1 

Note. Number of participants was 114. 

 

 

Research Question 3 

The third research question was: Is there a significant difference in the level of 

concern about curriculum change in mathematics between teachers with low experience 
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and teachers with high experience for each stage of concern? The researcher used years 

of experience with curriculum data to investigate whether or not teachers’ characteristics 

were associated with the stages of concern raw scores. Teachers with low experience 

were those teachers that taught one to two of the four Georgia mathematics’ curricula 

(QCC, GPS, CCGPS, or GSE). Teachers with high experience were those teachers that 

taught three to four of the four Georgia mathematics’ curricula (QCC, GPS, CCGPS, or 

GSE). Correlational analysis was used to identify the relationships between each stage of 

concern and teachers’ years of experience. The raw scale score of the dependent variable 

(the seven stages of concern score, stage 0 to 6) was a continuous score. The stages of 

concern manual recommended the use of the raw scale score for all statistical analysis 

(George et al., 2006). Table 8 displays the results of a t-test for independence. There was 

no evidence that showed higher means for any groupings of participants with higher 

experiences with curriculum taught in any stage of concern (p >  0.05). 

 

Table 8 

Analysis of Teacher Curriculum Experience for Each Stage of Concern 

Stage N t-cal df p 

0: Awareness Concerns 114 -.651 112 .516 

1: Informational Concerns 114 .161 112 .872 

2: Personal Concerns 114 .877 112 .382 

3: Management Concerns 114 -.291 112 .773 

4: Consequence Concerns 114 -.84 112 .933 

5: Collaboration Concerns 114 -.971 112 .333 

6: Refocusing Concerns 114 -.477 112 .634 
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Results indicated no significant differences in Stage 0 of the SoCQ between 

teachers with high experiences with curriculum taught and teachers with low experiences 

with curriculum taught, (t(112) = -.651, p = .516). Results indicated no significant 

differences in Stage 1 of the SoCQ between teachers with high experiences with 

curriculum taught and teachers with low experiences with curriculum taught, (t(112) = 

.161, p = .872). Results indicated no significant differences in Stage 2 of the SoCQ 

between teachers with high experiences with curriculum taught and teachers with low 

experiences with curriculum taught, (t(112) = .877, p = .382). Results indicated no 

significant differences in Stage 3 of the SoCQ between teachers with high experiences 

with curriculum taught and teachers with low experiences with curriculum taught, (t(112) 

= -.291, p = .772). Results indicated no significant differences in Stage 4 of the SoCQ 

between teachers with high experiences with curriculum taught and teachers with low 

experiences with curriculum taught, (t(112) = -.84, p = .933). Results indicated no 

significant differences in Stage 5 of the SoCQ between teachers with high experiences 

with curriculum taught and teachers with low experiences with curriculum taught, (t(112) 

= -.971, p = .333). Results indicated no significant differences in Stage 6 of the SoCQ 

between teachers with high experiences with curriculum taught and teachers with low 

experiences with curriculum taught, (t(112) = -.477, p = .634). 

Open-Ended Statements of Concern 

According to Hall and Hord (2015), Fuller designed the first evaluation of 

concerns by allowing educators to express their concerns using their own words. 

Newlove and Hall (1976) developed a manual to analyze the open-ended responses. In 



76 

 

analyzing open-ended questions, the first step is to read the statements wholly while 

looking for a common theme (Hall & Hord, 2015). A second reading of the statements 

are conducted to classify the statement in a specific stage of concern (Newlove & Hall, 

1976). All responses that could be described in more than one stage were placed into 

multiple stages. Statements that could not be grouped in a stage of concern were 

classified as “unrelated”. Participants who did not answer the question were counted as 

“blank”. Figure 3 presents the open-ended responses and the stages of concern.  

 

Figure 3 

Open-Ended Statements of Concern Graphs of Responses 
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None of the responses were categorized as unrelated, and one participant left the 

open-ended question blank. Stage 4: Consequence concerns were the subject of 58 (49%) 

of open-ended statements that are appropriate within the seven stages of concern.  

Statements regarding time included: 

• My main concerns when I consider curriculum change in mathematics are the 

availability and quality of resources to match a new curriculum, and the time 

and effort required of each teacher to make the necessary changes. Each time 

the curriculum changes, the class of students immediately following the 

change is often less likely to have access to instruction with rich, problem-

based activities, frequent formative assessments, and discovery/investigative 

opportunities. Teachers of a course after a change are just trying to make ends 

meet and make sense of the new standards, all while piecing together new 

resources with existing ones to make instruction work. More time is required 

of teachers to just crank out lessons and assessments that adequately cover the 

content. As a result, teachers have LESS time to devote to developing rich, 

rigorous classroom activities and investigations that could greatly assist with 

student learning. 

• The burden placed on teachers to adjust pacing, find new resources, and adjust 

lesson planning/activities. 

Stage 4: Consequence had the highest number of statements of all statements (at 

50, or 49%. The statements focused on the impact: 
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• The holes left by curriculum shifts. Topics are completely left out of the 

curriculum for a period of years until the next change brings something 'back' 

and leaves something else out. A larger concern is vertical communication 

when topics are often moved from one course to the previous or subsequent 

course -- it's important, but often difficult, to know what has been taught 

and/or what 'holes' may have developed as a result of the shift. 

• As a special education teacher in the mathematics department, I see how the 

curriculum has affected my students. I know that it is a county/school decision 

about what curriculum to use, and despite our cries and data to support our 

claims, there has been no change to meet the needs of the students in the SEC 

department at my school. I am concerned that the present curriculum does not 

at all meet their needs, and the students regularly mimic that concern. It makes 

their participation less than enthusiastic and they go so far as to say they hate 

math or are not good at it, when I feel if the curriculum was more relevant to 

their experiences and needs, they would be more motivated and excited about 

math. I have been teaching over 30 years and it was not always this dismal. 

Every child will not go to college, even though they may say that is their goal. 

Just not right now, are they equipped to handle the rigor of a college 

curriculum, especially in math! 

• My concern is that students have severe gaps in material because the 

curriculum changes so many times in their overall schooling that they never 

master the concepts they need to or they miss entire concepts because the 
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concepts move around to different grades and teachers may not be able to 

teach their new curriculum and the concepts the students missed with 

curriculum changes. 

The remaining five stages of concern represented 39% of all statements. Stage 1- 

Information had 14 (12%) responses including: 

• How is this better than what we currently have now. 

• Why and/how is this new change better for students and teachers. 

• I am most concerned with how long will this curriculum change stay in place. 

We change curriculum in mathematics quite often, but the content stays the 

same. The changes are coming from stakeholders outside the classroom. This 

makes accepting and working with the change harder to process. 

• Why does the math curriculum keep changing? 

Five responses (4%) fell into Stage 0: Awareness. Most respondents declared that 

they had “no concerns”. Two responses (2%) were classified as Stage 5: Collaboration. 

Both statements included syntax about teacher buy-in. Stage 6: Refocusing stage had the 

least number of responses.  

Summary 

In this chapter are the statistical tests and results of the data analysis for each of 

the research questions. Secondary teacher concerns about a history of rapid curriculum 

change were the main topics of the study. According to the CBAM model, results 

indicated no significant difference in levels of concerns. The data analysis for research 

question 1 details the highest level of concern centered about Stage 0: Awareness. The 
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data analysis for research question 2 indicated no statistically significant differences 

between level of experience based on the number of years taught and secondary 

mathematics’ teacher concerns levels. The data analysis results for research question 3 

also indicated no statistically significant differences across teachers with low experience 

and teachers with high experience and concern levels. The next chapter includes a more 

detailed view of the study results and its implications.  
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CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

In this study, the researcher explored levels of concerns, based within Hall and 

Hord’s (1987) concern’s theory, that teachers had about implementing and executing 

rapid curriculum changes. Understanding teacher concerns will help to inform decisions 

about the planning, timing, launching, and supports needed for curriculum 

changes.  Furthermore, concerns addressed could help those decision-making leaders 

determine who to invite to offer a voice in the process. Of the 115 volunteer participants, 

114 participants completed the Stages of Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ) and the one 

open-ended question regarding concerns. Summarized in this chapter are the findings of 

the current study. Presented study findings and conclusions include the research questions 

and open-ended responses to the SoCQ prompt. Conclusions are provided based on the 

data analysis and, along with the current literature, offer recommendations for 

practitioners, educational stakeholders, and researchers wanting to conduct future 

research related to curriculum change. The chapter ends with the final thoughts of the 

researcher. 

The purpose of this study was to explore levels of concerns that teachers have 

about implementing and executing rapid curriculum changes. The construct of concerns 

is based within the Hall and Hord’s (1987) concerns theory, described in Chapter 1 as the 

following: 
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change has the potential of increasing seamless change initiatives, leading to 

positive teacher morale and ultimately greater gains in student achievement.  

The composite representation of feelings, preoccupation, thought and 

consideration given to a particular issue or task. Depending on the personal make-

up, knowledge and experience, each person perceives and mentally contends with 

a given issue differently; thus, there are different kinds of concerns. (p. 59) 

The concerns of secondary mathematics teachers were determined using the Stages of 

Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ) and open-ended statements of concern. Identifying 

concerns of secondary mathematics teachers regarding a history of rapid curriculum  

Information regarding concerns would allow creators of educational change initiatives to 

address and eliminate factors that could stifle innovation adoptions.  

Summary of Data Analysis  

The design of this descriptive, quantitative study was to identify the concerns of 

secondary mathematics teachers in the metropolitan Atlanta region. Mathematics teachers 

in the Atlanta metropolitan area were participants because this population represented the 

highest yields for secondary mathematics teachers in the state of Georgia. The 

interpretation of each secondary mathematics teacher profile is based on the Stages of 

Concern Questionnaire protocol as described in the SoC manual. Hall (1975) stated that 

there is evolving development in the types of concerns that users experience when 

employing an innovation. As a user begins to implement an innovation, their concerns 

gradually progress from peak intensities at Stages 0, 1, and 2 to peak intensities occurring 
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at Stage 3, and ultimately shifting to the most intense concerns lying at Stages 4, 5, and 6 

(Hall, 1975).  

Results 

The results of this study support Rogers’s (1995) findings, which indicated that as 

participants encounter an innovation, they go through the stages of concern. The majority 

of respondents (50% or n = 57) in this study scored highest on Stage 0 (Awareness) as 

displayed in Table 4. Stage 2 (Personal) and Stage 1 (Informational) had varying amounts 

of respondents. No teachers responded to the Stage 4 (Consequence).  

Research Question 1 

Research question 1 was: What are teachers’ predominant stages of concern 

during a history of rapid curriculum change? The results for this question indicated that 

teachers’ predominant stages of concern lay within Stage 0, Awareness, Stage 2, 

Personal, and Stage 1, Informational. High Stage 0: Awareness concerns indicated that 

individuals in the sample population knew little about the innovation of curriculum 

change in mathematics, or they were unconcerned about the innovation. Stage 2: Personal 

concerns were relatively high, although they were less intense than Stage 0 concerns. 

Stage 2 concerns were the second highest concerns, measuring 83 percentile points. Stage 

1, Informational concerns were the third highest concerns, measuring 80 percentile 

points.  

Multiple studies have found strong correlations between Stage 1 and Stage 2 

percentile points (Bailey & Palsha, 1992; Cheung & Ng, 2000; Shotsberger & Crawford, 

1996, 1999). When Stage 1 and Stage 2 concerns differ, it is valuable to examine details 
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for the variance (George et al., 2006). When Stage 2 concerns are intense and higher than 

that of Stage 1 concerns, this specifies personal concerns that may be linked with adverse 

perceptions toward the innovation of a curriculum change in mathematics. In this study, 

participant resistance was signaled due to Stage 1 concerns being lower than that of Stage 

2 concerns. An interpretation of resistance was presumed because the sample of 

mathematics teachers were less concerned with learning more about curriculum change in 

mathematics than they were about how the change impacts them personally.  

Overall, the participant pattern aligned to a pattern defined as a typical non-user 

profile called “negative one-two split” (George et al., 2006, p. 40). George et al. (2006) 

shared that “those profiles depict individuals with various degrees of doubt and potential 

resistance to an innovation” (p. 40). Negative one-two split profiles disclose that the 

person launching the change is more concerned about how the change is impacting his or 

her job duties and responsibilities, position, statutes, or employment safeguard than 

learning about the change itself. George et al. (2006) claimed, “Experience indicates that 

when general nonthreatening attempts are made to discuss an innovation with a person 

with this profile, the high Stage 2 [personal] concerns are intensified and the Stage 1 

[informational] concerns are furthered reduced” (p. 41). George et al. (2006) added, “An 

individual with this kind of profile will not be able to consider a proposed innovation 

objectively until his or her personal Stage 2 concerns are reduced” (p. 41).  

Stage 3: Management concerns were relatively high, measuring 73 percentile 

points. High Stage 3 concerns are linked with concerns about organization, planning, 

time, execution, coordination, and overall management.  
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Stage 4: Consequence concerns expressed were the lowest of all SoC scores, 

measuring 33 percentile points. Relatively low Stage 4 scores indicate the lack of 

expressed concerns about how curriculum changing in mathematics impacts students in 

the classroom. The quantitative results of Stage 4: Consequence concerns conflict with 

those results expressed from open-ended response measures, as discussed in greater detail 

in this chapter’s section on open-ended responses.  

Stage 5: Collaboration concerns were relatively low, measuring 52 percentile 

points. Lower Stage 5 concerns are connected to a lack of concern about collaborating 

with others in implementing change efforts.  

Stage 6: Refocusing concerns were slightly higher than those of Stage 4 and Stage 

5, measuring 73 percentile points. Due to Stage 6 concerns measuring higher percentile 

points than that of Stage 5 concerns, an SoC attribute identified as tailing up is named. A 

typical non-user profile, tailing-up, infers that the participant owns ideas, beliefs, 

opinions, or principles that are more favored, more significant, or more insightful than the 

introduced change (George et al., 2006). Additionally, George et al. (2006) explained that 

tailing-up indicates:  

Stage 6 tailing-up needs to be only 7-10 percentile points to be detectable in terms 

of the overall concerns of the individual. Thus any tailing-up of the Stage 6 

concerns on a non-user profile is a warning that the respondent might be resistant 

to the innovation. A more severe tailing-up should be heeded as an alarm. (p. 42) 
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Tailing-up from Stage 5 Collaboration to Stage 6 Refocusing amounted to 17 percentile 

points. Such a severe tailing-up indicates that curriculum change in mathematics had a 

negative impact.  

Research Question 2 

Research question 2 was: Is there a relationship between the teachers’ level of 

experience and each of the stages of concern? The results for this question indicate that 

no significant difference between participants’ years of experience and each stage of 

concern existed. 

A correlation analysis was performed to determine if there was a significant 

difference between a participant’s years of experience and each stage of concern. A 

correlational analysis is a statistical method used to measure the strength of relationship 

between two quantitative variables. A high correlation means that two or more variables 

have a strong relationship with each other, while a weak correlation means that the 

variables are not related (Creswell & Creswell, 2017). The correlational analysis 

performed between participants’ years of experience and each associated stage of concern 

was not significant. Because significant differences were not found, no further analysis 

was performed.  

Research Question 3 

Research question 3 was: Is there a significant difference in the level of concern 

about curriculum change in mathematics between teachers with low experience and 

teachers with high experience for each stage of concern? The results for this question 
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indicated that there was no significance between teachers with low levels of concern and 

teacher with high levels of concern for each stage of concern.  

The researcher conducted an independent t-test to determine if there was a 

significant difference between secondary mathematics teachers with low curriculum 

experience and secondary mathematics teachers with high curriculum experience and 

each stage of concern. The independent t-test evaluates the difference between the means 

of two independent groups, in this case, teachers with high experience and teachers with 

low experience. All tests associated with assumptions for independence, normality, and 

homogeneity of variance were met. The independent t-test performed between secondary 

mathematics teachers with high curriculum experience and secondary mathematics 

teachers with low curriculum experience and each associated stage of concern was not 

significant. Because significant differences were not found, no further analysis was 

performed. 

Open-Ended Question 

When participants responded to the open-ended response question, “When you 

think about curriculum change in mathematics, what are you concerned about?”, results 

differed from those quantitative measures showing that the peak concern occurred within 

Stage 4: Consequence concerns. Consequence (Stage 4) concerns are present when 

teachers’ attention shifts from the curriculum change in a mathematics initiative to the 

curriculum change in mathematics’ influence on the student. Approximately half of the 

participants expressed concerns related to the impact of curriculum change in 

mathematics on students. Questions within participants’ statements of “How does the 
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curriculum change in mathematics influence student outcomes?” appeared within the 

open-ended responses.  

The second highest concern within the open-ended responses occurred within 

Stage 3: Management concerns. Management (Stage 3) concerns are present when 

teachers have issues with time and the nuances of curriculum changes in mathematics. 

Participants expressed concerns regarding the logistics and timing of the curriculum 

change in mathematics.  

Significance of Results 

The conflicts of quantitative results and that of the open-ended qualitative 

responses adds credence to the suggestive results of resistance found within the variance 

of Stage 1 and Stage 2 percentile points. Change as described by Hall and Hord (2001) is 

a process. When curriculum is introduced to change, matters of teachers’ experiences 

come into question. The findings of this study could be useful for all curriculum policy 

makers because it offers insight about teachers’ concerns about curriculum change in 

mathematics. Information about teachers’ concerns may produce more effective, 

streamlined policies to implementing curriculum changes.  

Intervention Strategies to Address Stage 0: Awareness Concerns 

Awareness (Stage 0) concerns are present when teachers experience minor to no 

concerns about curriculum changes in mathematics. Change facilitators and policy 

makers can address these Stage 0 (Awareness) concerns by addressing and implementing 

the following strategies: 



89 

 

• Change facilitators and policy makers can host awareness rallies via an online 

platform, multiple facilities, or mass media modes throughout the course of 

the year before an implementation pilot.  

• Change facilitators and policy makers can create a sense of wonder among 

teachers undergoing curriculum change in mathematics through a series of 

proposed curriculum change expectations. 

• Change facilitators and policy makers can create a website dedicated to the 

launching of the curriculum change in mathematics for teachers in order to 

provide important features of the initiative. 

Intervention Strategies to Address Stage 1: Informational Concerns 

Informational (Stage 1) concerns are present when teachers want to know more 

about curriculum changes in mathematics. Change facilitators and policy makers can 

address these Stage 1 (Informational) concerns by addressing and implementing the 

following strategies: 

• Disseminate information about curriculum changes in mathematics in a timely 

manner. 

• Share information about curriculum changes in mathematics often via 

multiple modes: email, media presentations, infographics, webinars, town hall 

meetings, and content newsletters. 

• Offer opportunities for teachers to view how and why curriculum changes in 

mathematics can be useful. Present case studies of curriculum change 

mathematics successes.  
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• Detail how teacher and learning would differ in the new or updated 

curriculum change effort. 

• Communicate realistic expectations for focus groups, professional 

development, lesson planning, time on tasks, and challenges (Hall et al., 

1977).  

Intervention Strategies to Address Stage 2: Personal Concerns 

Personal (Stage 2) concerns are present when teachers view curriculum changes 

in mathematics as a personal threat. Teachers who have a high personal (Stage 2) 

concerns display discomfort and reduced confidence in implementing curriculum changes 

in mathematics. Change facilitators and policy makers can address these Stage 2: 

Personal concerns by addressing and implementing the following strategies: 

• Change facilitators and policy makers can encourage and build rapport 

through simple personal conversation with those deliverers and carriers of the 

change initiative.  

• Allow time for teachers to view, practice, experience, and offer feedback on 

the curriculum change in mathematics initiative. 

• Change facilitators can forge a punitive free environment where teachers can 

experience curriculum change in mathematics through practice and use of the 

new or updated curriculum.  

• Change facilitators and policy makers should set small, manageable, realistic 

goals and expectations for piloting a curriculum change initiative.  
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• Change facilitators and policy makers can offer personal support in regard to 

areas of wellness and well-being, along with real-time access to facilitators, 

trainers, and developers.  

• Hall et al. (1977) shared that an innovation (curriculum change in 

mathematics) deems that the work of all involved in change is necessary; 

therefore, it is necessary to secure proper professional support teachers need 

as they attempt to grow new skills and learnings to become effective in the 

innovation.  

Intervention Strategies to Address Stage 3: Management Concerns 

Management (Stage 3) concerns are present when teachers have issues with time 

and the nuances of curriculum changes in mathematics. Change facilitators and policy 

makers can address these Stage 3: Management concerns by addressing and 

implementing the following strategies: 

• Change facilitators and policy makers can acknowledge management concerns 

such as nuances, time, and coordination of the curriculum change in 

mathematics initiative. 

• Provide multiple opportunities for focus group, town hall sessions, and open 

online secure forums to answer lingering questions.  

• Create user guides that include scope and sequences, sample lesson plans, 

timelines, and adaptive resources for the new or updated curriculum change in 

mathematics.  
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• Change facilitators and policy makers can project how the new or updated 

curriculum will be carried out as an aspect of a teacher’s day-to-day 

responsibilities. 

• Change facilitators and policy makers can create a platform where teachers 

can share their success and challenges. 

• Change facilitators and policy makers can establish support groups that extend 

before and after normal school hours. 

• Change facilitators and policy makers can create a timeline for the curriculum 

change in mathematics initiative.  

Intervention Strategies to Address Stage 4: Consequence Concerns 

Consequence (Stage 4) concerns are present when teachers’ attention is shifted 

from the curriculum change in mathematics initiative to the curriculum change in 

mathematics’ influence on the student. Change facilitators and policy makers can address 

these Stage 4: Consequence concerns by addressing and implementing the following 

strategies: 

• Change facilitators and policy makers can outline the impact of the curriculum 

change in mathematics’ impact on students. This outline should include 

details of evaluation of student outcomes, performance measures, and changes 

in day-to-day instructional measures of students.  

• Change facilitators and policy makers can host a student informational focus 

group that allows teachers to listen to student concerns. 
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• Change facilitators and policy makers can recommend nonpunitive measures 

for student outcomes during the first two years of the curriculum change in 

mathematics initiative. 

• Change facilitators and policy makers can produce teaching-facing 

frameworks that anticipate student content competencies by grade band. 

• Change facilitators and policy makers can create varying models of intensity 

for curriculum changes in mathematics to ensure that content is realistic for 

students.  

Intervention Strategies to Address Stage 5: Collaboration Concerns 

Collaboration (Stage 5) concerns are present when teachers have issues with time 

and the nuances of curriculum changes in mathematics. Overall, administrators and team 

leaders have more Stage 5: Collaboration concerns than do classroom teachers (George et 

al., 2006). Change facilitators and policy makers can address these Stage 5: Collaboration 

concerns by addressing and implementing the following strategies: 

• Change facilitators and policy makers can create a secure forum where 

teachers can share their ideas regarding curriculum change in mathematics.  

• Change facilitators and policy makers can embed professional learning times 

for the sole purpose of vertical and horizontal planning collaborations. 

• Change facilitators and policy makers can acknowledge teachers with high 

collaboration concern as curriculum change in mathematics resource leads, so 

that inexperienced teachers can receive collaborative support and assistance. 
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• Change facilitators and policy makers can encourage and promote 

collaborative learning initiatives led by peer teachers and school leaders.  

• Change facilitators and policy makers can design professional development 

sessions on collaboration for teachers. 

Intervention Strategies to Address Stage 6: Refocusing Concerns 

Refocusing (Stage 6) concerns are present when teachers have suggestions for 

improvement of the curriculum change in mathematics initiative. Teachers have strong 

ideas to offer to the new or updated curriculum change in mathematics. Change 

facilitators and policy makers can address these Stage 6: Refocusing concerns by 

addressing and implementing the following strategies: 

• Change facilitators and policy makers can design professional development 

sessions in which teachers share feedback. 

• Change facilitators and policy makers can introduce a period of revision based 

on suggested materials and ideas from teachers immersed in a curriculum 

change. 

• Change facilitators and policy makers can send surveys throughout (before, 

during, and after) the curriculum change in mathematics to gain ideas for 

improvement.  

Recommendations for Further Research 

The researcher drew several conclusions from the results of the curriculum 

change in mathematics. However, there is a need to examine deeper impacts of 

curriculum change and its effects on teachers, students, and schools overall. Although 
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change efforts are the topic of numerous research studies, the same cannot be said in 

terms of curriculum change impacts. Through further investigation including the voices 

of all carriers and deliverers, the impact of curriculum change on schools, students, and 

teachers can help create an educational culture where change facilitators work 

collaboratively to maintain a positive wellness and academic yield.   

Another recommendation is utilizing a larger sample, for it has the potential to 

strengthen the results of this study. Furthermore, the researcher recommends the 

extension of any future study to include all statewide public schools to increase the 

sample size. By including more participants, researchers can examine data to compare 

and contrast findings about a wider range of samples. Rural school district personnel had 

no representation in this study, so it would be helpful to solicit their concerns.  

The researcher also recommends the use of a pre-during-post measure of the 

SoCQ during the next wave of curriculum changes in mathematics to determine the 

significance of demographic data when compared to each stage. The results of the study 

would provide a robust source of data over time that could inform the next steps of an 

implementation or provide a baseline for the evaluation of change over time. Monitoring 

teachers’ concerns during multiple times of the innovation can offer insight to developing 

patterns of particular stages. Additionally, researchers would be able to identify how 

stages of concerns develop over time.  

Furthermore, adding qualitative measures that investigate the open-ended 

responses of the peak consequence concern would help to answer the innovation’s impact 

on students. Allowing a focus group to detail experiences of concerns as they relate to the 
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influence on students would add richness to understanding concerns expressed from 

teachers.  

Lastly, in analyzing data from open-ended responses, the researcher discovered a 

concern regarding holes left from curriculum shifts. The current study did not allow for 

an exploration of problematic curriculum issues caused by change. An analysis of 

curricular issues caused about educational changes would benefit from a deep exploration 

of the matter. Curriculum experts, teachers, and other key stakeholders involved in 

curriculum progressions should be considered as participants. 

Recommendations for Future Practice 

In general, change facilitators and policy makers can begin addressing teachers 

concerns by first making space to collect and gather input at each phase of an innovation: 

initiation, implementation, and continuation. Allowing an opportunity for teachers to 

voice opinions and concerns about an innovation from its inception, while offering a 

rationale of the need for change, is essential.  

Furthermore, soliciting the input of a diverse group of teachers will promote 

equity of voice. Diversity can include experience levels, content, grade bands, and other 

demographic data. Providing stipends for teachers’ input and time should be considered 

to express value and regard for teachers. All information sessions should be labeled as a 

form of strategic planning focus groups. Within each of the groups the experiences of 

teachers, students, and schools should be considered.  

Overall themes and recommendations should be collected and reported broadly to 

the focus groups and all others that could be affected. Teacher town hall meetings should 
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be scheduled for all school districts that could be impacted. Input should be updated and 

reported to focus groups’ reconvening. An analysis of the overall recommendations for 

initiation, implementation, and continuation should be formerly reported, and a popular 

vote should result. Policy makers should strive keep teachers abreast of all updates, 

changes, and potential shifts with curriculum reform.  

Final Thoughts 

The researcher gained a personal connection for the commitment to unleash the 

voice of teachers through teacher concerns expressed throughout this study. The 

expressed concern for curriculum change’s impact on students as well as teachers’ 

personal impacts resounded as peak concerns via the open-ended question. The 

researcher is deeply committed to sharing the voices of teachers’ concerns expressed 

within in this study with change facilitators and policy makers by joining education 

policy volunteer boards and educational advocacy groups while remaining connected to 

states undergoing curriculum changes. The researcher will continue to remain informed 

about future curriculum change initiatives offering resources found within this study to 

support the need for teacher input. The researcher is devoted to expressing to change 

facilitators and policy makers via presentations and journal entries the importance of 

collaborations with the main carriers of change, teachers.  
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When y= mx +b CAN NOT BE APPLIED TO CHANGE: 

EXPLORING TEACHER CONCERNS ABOUT A HISTORY OF 

RADID CURRICULUM CHANGE  

Informed Consent 

You are being asked to participate in a research study. Before you give your consent to 

volunteer, it is important that you read the following information and ask as many 

questions as necessary to be sure you understand what you will be asked to do. 

Investigators 

Sajata Latten, Ph.D. Candidate, Mercer University, Tift College of Education  

3001 Mercer University Drive, Atlanta, GA 30341, xxx-xxx-xxxx 

Faculty Advisor: 

Dr. Sherah B. Carr, Ph.D., Associate Professor, Mercer University, Tift College of 

Education 

3001 Mercer University Drive, Atlanta, GA 30341, 678-547-6064 

Purpose of the Research 

This research study is designed to understand mathematics teacher concerns in a history 

of rapid curriculum change.  

The data from this research will be used to describe the level of teacher concerns and 

provide informed decisions about the planning, timing, launching and needed support for 

curriculum change initiatives.    

Procedures 

If you volunteer to participate in this study, you will be asked to participate in completing 

the Stages of Concerns Questionnaire. Your participation in completing the Stages of 

Concerns Questionnaire will take approximately 10 minutes.  

Potential Risks or Discomforts 

There are no foreseeable risks associated with the study. 

Potential Benefits of the Research 

Understanding mathematics teacher concerns will help to inform decisions about the 

planning, timing, launching and supports needed for positive curriculum change 
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initiatives. Additionally, concerns addressed within the study could help decision-making 

leaders decide who should be invited to offer insight in the curriculum change process.     

Confidentiality and Data Storage 

All information will be kept anonymous and confidential.  Pseudonyms will be provided 

to protect all personal and identifiable information during the collecting and reporting 

processes.   

Participation and Withdrawal 

Your participation in this research study is voluntary. As a participant, you may refuse to 

participate at any time. To withdraw from the study please contact Sajata Latten via email 

(10948720@live.mercer.edu). 

Questions about the Research 

If you have any questions about the research, please speak with  

Sajata Latten 

Email: 10948720@live.mercer.edu 

 

Faculty Advisor: 

Dr. Sherah B. Carr 

Phone: 678-547-6064 

Email: carr_sb@mercer.edu 

This project has been reviewed and approved by Mercer University’s IRB.  If you believe 

there is any infringement upon your rights as a research subject, you may contact the IRB 

Chair, at (478) 301-4101. 

You have been given the opportunity to ask questions and these have been answered to 

your satisfaction. Your signature below indicates your voluntary agreement to participate 

in this research study. 

     
 Research Participant Name (Print)  Name of Person Obtaining Consent 

(Print) 
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