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This case study addressed the problem of implementing response to intervention (RTI) in 

general secondary education.  To investigate this problem, one north Texas school’s RTI 

implementation was examined using the theoretical framework of the concerns-based adoption 

model (CBAM) and defining RTI as the innovation.  RTI-related practices were studied for 10 

secondary teachers, two from each core subject (i.e., mathematics, English language arts, 

science, and social studies) and the fine arts who had been implementing RTI for several years.  

Data regarding participants’ stages of concern about and levels of use of RTI were collected 

across three time intervals using the three diagnostic instruments of CBAM (i.e., Stages of 

Concern Questionnaire, Levels of Use interviews, and Innovation Configuration Checklist 

matrix), behavioral observations during instruction and RTI meetings, and structured exit 

interviews of participants.   

Overall, findings indicated that the secondary teachers were at similar stages of concern 

and levels of use of RTI.  Teachers’ RTI concerns scores remained highest in the Self phase and 

lowest in the Impact phase of concern at all three intervals of data collection.  As levels of RTI 

use increased, observed RTI use increased; however, teachers’ RTI levels of use scores remained 

in the early levels of RTI implementation at all three intervals of data collection.  Patterns in 

teachers’ responses during exit interviews suggested that contextual factors unique to this setting 

(e.g., unexpected changes in RTI protocol, priorities of administrative personnel, and demands 

placed on teachers) may have influenced teachers’ concerns about the teacher’s role in, the 

professional development in, and the sustainability of RTI as an innovation.  



The literature does not currently address secondary teachers’ concerns about and levels of 

use of RTI in relation to CBAM.  Therefore, this study not only fills a gap in literature but also 

has implications for how teachers are trained and supported in implementing and sustaining the 

practices of consultation and differentiated instruction associated with RTI.  This case study 

provided insight about the importance and value of teachers’ participation and knowledge of RTI 

to facilitate the change process successfully. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 If public policymakers aim to improve the quality of education in American schools, they 

must realize that educational change often occurs at both school district and individual levels.  

Notwithstanding, observers of educational change contend that adopting and successfully 

implementing educational innovations begin at the individual level (Fullan, 1985; Hall & Hord, 

2006; Hord, Rutherford, Huling, & Hall, 2006).  Response to intervention (RTI) is a provision of 

the 2004 Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) that changed the focus of quality 

education in American schools by addressing change at the individual level.  This change in 

focus, along with the 2004 reauthorization of IDEA, has empowered professionals to examine 

academic and social outcomes of students with alternative approaches based on instructional and 

intervention effectiveness (Batsche et al., 2007).   

Background of the Study 

Response to Intervention 

 In 1975, Congress enacted the Education of All Handicapped Children Act (EHA) to 

support states and localities in protecting the rights of, meeting the needs of, and improving the 

educational results for children and youth with disabilities (U.S. Department of Education, 

2006).  In 1997, the EHA was amended and became the original version of the IDEA (U.S. 

Department of Education, 2006).  In 2004, Congress reauthorized the IDEA, indicating a 

national desire for school administrators and faculty to begin using appropriate procedures to 

identify supports and related services for children who have disabilities.  The Special Rule for 

Eligibility Determination was included as a provision of the reauthorized IDEA (2004).  This 

rule indicated that students should not be determined to be children with disabilities if the factors 
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for determination were (a) lack of appropriate instruction in reading, including the essential 

components of reading; (b) lack of appropriate instruction in math; or (c) limited proficiency in 

English.  Additionally, the Special Rule for Eligibility Determination was meant to ensure that 

students are provided with high quality, research-based instruction in reading and math and are 

given time and instruction to acquire proficient English language skills before being labeled as 

students who have disabilities.  Ensuring that students are provided with instruction in reading 

and math and with time and instruction in language skills is the foundation of RTI.     

 The 2004 reauthorization of the IDEA brought considerable attention to RTI and RTI’s 

role in identifying students who have learning disabilities (Marston, 2005).  When the IDEA was 

reauthorized in 2004, Congress shifted the responsibility for many of the students who were 

receiving special education services from special to general education.  According to the 

reauthorized IDEA (2004), students who have disabilities must be instructed in general education 

classrooms, and general curricula must be used as the basis for their instruction.  Former 

President George W. Bush signed the reauthorized IDEA (2004), which requires teachers in 

general education to monitor, observe, and document RTI in general education classrooms.  

McCook (2006) stated that assessment of and intervention for children who have special learning 

disabilities (SLD) have traditionally performed in special education classrooms but have now 

become a major consideration in general education classrooms.  This shift in consideration of 

children who have SLD is evidenced by the following statement in the IDEA (2004): 

Notwithstanding section 607(b), when determining whether a child has a [SLD] as 
defined in section 602, a local educational agency shall not be required to take into 
consideration whether a child has severe discrepancy between achievement and 
intellectual ability.  In determining whether a child has a [SLD], a local educational 
agency may use a process that determines if the child responds to a scientific, research-
based intervention as part of the evaluation process.  (Section 614[b][6][A&B])  
 

According to McCook, the reauthorization of IDEA in 2004 brought RTI to the forefront in 
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education as a method to identify children who have SLD.   

 Although McCook (2006) argued that the reauthorized IDEA (2004) popularized RTI as 

a method to identify children who have SLD, Zirkel (2006) contended that Congress did not 

intend the reauthorized IDEA to impose a requirement that RTI be used to identify SLD or to 

substitute RTI for the “severe discrepancy” requirement.  However, Congress did intend to 

impose a standard to provide students with the essential components of reading and math 

instruction prior to teachers’ claiming that students need special education.  The standard 

imposed by the IDEA (2004) is consistent with parts of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 

2001, in which policymakers stressed the importance of using scientifically based research as the 

foundation for educational programs and for classroom instruction to meet the needs of all 

learners.  NCLB brought national attention to how teachers meet the needs of diverse student 

populations.  In creating the NCLB, policymakers sought to change identification methods, 

strategies, and practices used by educators of students who have SLD and to ensure that teachers 

implement scientifically based research interventions for these students.  

 Because of the NCLB’s emphasis on scientifically based research interventions, 

educators have cited a need for more effective methods of identifying children who have SLD.  

At the 2001 Learning Disabilities Symposium, Grimes and Kurns (2003) reported that 

researchers who have long-standing recognition in the field of special education have shared 

their results that validate the need for better methods of identifying students who have SLD (L. 

S. Fuchs, 2002; Grimes, 2002; S. Vaughn, 2002; Vellutino, 2002) and have advanced a 

movement toward identifying students who have SLD based on how students respond to 

instructional interventions rather than on what discrepancies exist between students’ abilities and 

achievements (Gresham, 2002).  Reschly and Hosp (2004), who have been concerned about 
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identifying students who have SLD and mandates from the IDEA (2004) and NCLB (2001), 

have encouraged professionals to examine and change instructional practices for students who 

have SLD and to shift to an integrated educational system.  An integrated educational system is 

one that is based on (a) effective instruction for all students, (b) prevention of SLD, (c) early 

intervention for students who have SLD, (d) data-based decision-making, and (e) positive 

outcomes for all students (Reschly & Ysseldyke, 2002).   

 Proponents of RTI have demonstrated that instruction with RTI can promote more 

effective practices and can help educators close the gap between SLD identification and 

intervention (McMaster, Fuchs, Fuchs, & Compton, 2005; Speece, Case, & Molloy, 2003; S. 

Vaughn, Linan-Thompson, & Hickman, 2003).  The RTI model allows for earlier identification 

and instruction of students who have SLD and for stronger focus on student outcomes than does 

the traditional IQ-achievement discrepancy model (S. Vaughn & Fuchs, 2003).  The RTI 

approach integrates services to connect general, remedial, and special education through the use 

of a problem-solving model that is distinctly different from the previous model (Burns & 

Ysseldyke, 2005; Reschly & Ysseldyke, 2002).   

When implemented appropriately, RTI can positively impact education by helping 

educators improve instruction and identify students who require extra supports.  Ultimately, 

adopting RTI can improve outcomes for student achievement (Brown-Chidsey & Steege, 2005).  

Successfully implementing RTI requires concerted effort and commitment from teachers, but 

campus-wide collaboration and communication are also essential.   

 Introducing change in school environments presents many challenges.  For example, 

teachers experience various feelings, attitudes, and beliefs about change.  Burns (2007) stated 

that the attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors of those who implement change must be addressed for 
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sustained change to occur and for reform to last because “failure to consider those who 

implement the change will doom [change] to failure” (p. 38).  However, change cannot be 

avoided if teachers are to find new methods to identify and instruct students who may be 

struggling.  Teachers’ feelings, attitudes, and beliefs about change need to be understood and 

addressed if administrators want to affect change (Holloway, 2003).  If administrators provide 

adequate supports for and understanding of teachers’ concerns about adopting RTI, then 

administrators who are affecting change have the potential to help teachers understand students’ 

challenges and to provide appropriate interventions for students who have SLD.  Therefore, 

administrators must address teachers’ concerns about change to implement RTI successfully.  

The concerns-based adoption model (CBAM) provides a theoretical framework to understand 

how to address teachers’ concerns and to implement change successfully. 

Concerns-Based Adoption Model  

 In 1969, Fuller developed the concerns theory, which applies to teachers, principals, 

teacher educators, and others from a multiplicity of educational tasks and roles.  One 

fundamental concept of the concerns theory is the understanding that teachers can change their 

thinking over a period of time.  Evidence of such change occurs in instructional behaviors, 

understanding of students and learning, awareness and understanding of context, and perceptions 

of self and the profession of teaching (Feiman-Nemser, 1983).  Another fundamental concept of 

the concerns theory is the idea that teachers identify and articulate the nature of their teaching 

concerns (Campbell & Thompson, 2007).  

 Research in teacher development is founded on Fuller’s (1969) concerns theory.  In the 

context of this theory, Fuller defined concerns as the perceived problems or concerns of teachers.  

Fuller originally conceptualized a two-stage model in which concerns were differentiated into 
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benefit to self (the teacher) and benefit to pupils.  Self concerns involve feelings of personal 

adequacy regarding controlling classes, knowing subject matter, and interacting with parents and 

principals.  Concerns about pupils focus on the learning and progress of students. 

 Based on their clinical observations, experiences, and data, Fuller, Parsons, and Watkins 

(1973) revised Fuller’s (1969) two-phase model of the concerns theory to a three-phase model: 

(a) self concerns about teacher adequacy, (b) task concerns about teaching methods and 

performance, and (c) impact concerns about pupil learning needs.  Then, Fuller et al. used the 

three-phase model of the concerns theory to develop teacher education programs based on the 

three concerns of teachers.  Fuller et al.’s research provided a framework for the concern theory 

and change theory that could be applied to the process of educational change.   

 Change theory is a framework for understanding and managing people during the change 

process using a set of instruments that were developed by Hall in 1979.  Building on the work of 

Fuller et al. (1973), Hall (1979) defined change as “an unfolding of experience and a gradual 

development of skill and sophistication in the use of an innovation; a developmental process” (p. 

203).  Hall (1979) defined an innovation as “any process or product that is new to a potential 

user” (p. 204).  Applying the change theory to innovation allows the adopters of the innovation 

to differentiate the willingness of various users to adopt the innovation.  The role of change 

during an innovation can be further explained by understanding the origin of CBAM.   

 CBAM’s development dates back to research conducted during the 1970s–1980s at the 

University of Texas Research and Development Center for Teacher Education (Anderson, 1997).  

According to Fuller et al.’s (1973) three-stage model of concerns and Hall’s (1979) 

understanding of change related to an innovation, CBAM is based on three diagnostic 

instruments that are used to measure the stages of concern, the levels of use, and the innovation 
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configurations exhibited by people who are experiencing change.  These three diagnostic 

instruments include the following: Stages of Concern Questionnaire (SoC-Q), Levels of Use 

(LoU) branching interviews, and Innovation Configuration Checklist (ICC) map.  Within each 

diagnostic instrument of CBAM, key components help researchers categorize each individual 

who is involved in a process of implementing an innovation.   

 According to Hall and Hord (1987), the process of change can be more successful if 

researchers use the three diagnostic instruments of CBAM to consider the concerns of 

individuals who are involved in a process of implementing an innovation.  Under the theoretical 

framework of CBAM, concerns are defined as “the composite representation of the feelings, 

preoccupations, thoughts, and considerations given to a particular issue or task” (Hall & Hord, 

1987, p. 5).  According to Hall and Hord (1987), change can be facilitated by using CBAM to 

address users’ concerns about innovation.  CBAM can be applied to anyone who is trying to 

implement change, such as policymakers, teachers, parents, or students (Hall & Hord, 1987; 

Hord, Rutherford, Huling-Austin, & Hall, 1987).  As stated by McCarthy (1982), the theoretical 

framework of CBAM outlines “a set of stages that people appear to move through” when they 

are involved in innovation (p. 20).  The stages of CBAM are similar to the stages in Fuller et al.’s 

(1973) three-stage model of the concerns theory.  The theoretical framework of CBAM is based 

on the belief that people respond to change in uniquely personal ways; therefore, individuals 

must be the primary targets of change (McCarthy, 1982).   

 The first diagnostic instrument of CBAM, the SoC-Q, is used to measure quantitatively 

the intensities of seven instruments of the stages of concern (Hall & Hord, 1987).  The seven 

instruments of the stages of concern are unconcerned (Stage 0), informational (Stage 1), personal 

(Stage 2), mechanical (Stage 3), consequence (Stage 4), collaboration (Stage 5), and refocusing 
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(Stage 6).  Data collected from the second diagnostic instrument of CBAM, the LoU branching 

interviews, can provide useful insights into developing, evaluating, planning, and facilitating 

change for leaders.  The following are the eight levels of use that are measured by the LoU 

branching interviews: non-use (Level 0), orientation (Level I), preparation (Level II), mechanical 

(Level III), routine (Level IVa), refinement (Level IVb), integration (Level V), and renewal 

(Level VI).  Data from the third diagnostic instrument of CBAM, the ICC map, can be used to 

identify and assess teachers’ implementation of RTI-related behaviors and comments during 

classroom observations and RTI meetings.  According to Hall and Hord (1987), LoU branching 

interviews focus on behaviors that are or are not taking place in relation to an innovation.  The 

first two diagnostic instruments of CBAM—SoC-Q and LoU branching interviews—provide 

information regarding teachers’ concerns.  The third instrument of CBAM, ICC map, provides 

information regarding individual teachers’ patterns of use that occur when they implement the 

innovation.   

 To summarize, Fuller (1969) developed her concerns theory to define the concerns 

teachers experience when they are faced with an innovation and to understand how teachers’ 

concerns impact their implementing innovation.  Hall and Hord’s (1987) change theory, along 

with the pioneering work done by Fuller, led to the development of CBAM, which provides a 

theoretical framework for and the diagnostic instruments with which to assess the perspectives of 

those who are implementing innovation (Hall, Wallace, & Dossett, 1973).   

Purpose of the Study 

This case study addressed the problem of implementing response to intervention (RTI) in 

general secondary education.  To investigate this problem, one north Texas school’s RTI 

implementation was examined using the theoretical framework of the concerns-based adoption 
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model (CBAM) and defining RTI as the innovation.  RTI-related practices were studied for 10 

secondary teachers, two from each core subject (i.e., mathematics, English language arts, 

science, and social studies) and the fine arts who had been implementing RTI for several years.  

If faithfully implemented, CBAM can be used to identify, describe, and explain teachers’ 

concerns and behaviors throughout the process of change related to a specific innovation.  Using 

the three diagnostic instruments of CBAM (i.e., SoC-Q, LoU branching interviews, and ICC 

map), teachers’ stages of concerns, levels of use, and configurations of use of RTI are described 

in ways that are intended to assist change facilitators and teachers in gaining a better 

understanding of the progress of an innovation.  Many researchers who employ CBAM do not 

include all of its instruments.  Therefore, I applied all three of the diagnostic instruments of 

CBAM and open-ended final interviews to learn about teachers’ experiences with RTI as an 

innovation.  This approach enabled me to study implementation of RTI as an innovation by 

individual teachers and by the group of teachers as representatives of practice of RTI in their 

school. 

Two main research questions and four subquestions that guided this study are based on 

the definitions of CBAM and are stated as follows:  

RQ1: What were the concerns about and levels of RTI use among core subject and fine 

arts teachers in a north Texas school? 

RQ1a: What was the relationship between stages of concern about and levels of 

use of RTI among the teachers in a north Texas school? 

RQ1b: In what ways did stages of concern about and levels of use of RTI change 

over three time intervals during the process of change related to RTI as an 

innovation? 
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RQ2: How did the teachers use RTI during the process of change? 

RQ2a: What implementation of RTI was evident from the three diagnostic 

instruments of CBAM as applied to the teaching and consultative practices 

of teachers across three time intervals?    

RQ2b: What were the patterns of the teachers’ use of RTI as an innovation based 

on the CBAM diagnostic instruments and their self-reported concerns, 

successes, and future goals? 

Theoretical Framework 

 Each individual has a different view of human potential and of what people are capable 

of accomplishing in life.  Potential is shaped and defined throughout life based on personal belief 

systems and values that create individual schemas for potential.  People achieve their potential 

by discovering what motivates them.  As suggested by Fuller et al. (1973), motivation can be 

harnessed for learning, so in designing curricula, administrators should consider the motivational 

needs and concerns of teachers.  For motivation to be useful, teachers should set goals and 

objectives for learners.  Considering both teachers’ and learners’ needs during a time of change 

allows administrators to harness motivation for learning.  Fuller et al. recognized that the 

developmental nature of teachers’ progression through the three-stage model of the concerns 

theory corresponds to that of people’s progression through Maslow’s (1970) hierarchy of human 

needs.   

 Maslow’s (1970) concept of human behavior and needs, which he called the hierarchy of 

human needs, explains human motivation in many settings.  Maslow’s (1970) hierarchy of needs 

helps educational personnel select appropriate goals for students.  Once their basic needs have 

been satisfied, students may be able to reach higher educational levels.  The goal of education is 
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to help each student reach his or her fullest potential as an independent individual.  Students who 

engage in personal explorations of consciousness as social beings and who advance to higher 

levels of concern about learning become learners who listen to their own voices and who take 

responsibility for their own learning (Hall, 1974; Maslow, 1965; Roberts & Maslow, 1970).  If 

teachers’ concerns are assessed during the implementation of an innovation such as RTI, then 

that innovation has the potential to impact students’ needs both academically and behaviorally.    

 When I taught as a general educator, I noticed students’ potential daily.  I had to work 

with individual students to help them find their potential and create goals for their success.  

However, not all teachers were like me.  I noticed that other teachers on the campus were 

resistant to finding support services that best suited the needs of individual students and that 

these teachers seemed to feel anxious and uncertain about appropriate interventions for their 

students.  I realized that for school-wide change to succeed, all teachers must embrace change to 

better serve their students.   

 Starting my teaching career in a low socioeconomic status (SES) school sparked many 

challenges, obstacles, and memories.  The knowledge that I gained from teaching my first class 

went well beyond what I learned from any textbook.  My students had many diverse aspects to 

their individualities: culture, achievement, attitude, and behavior (to name a few).  I paid 

attention to the diverse needs of my students, and I asked questions regarding their behavioral 

choices.  Because I asked questions, I could provide alternative behavioral choices for students 

and could discover students’ interests, which allowed me to help students create their own paths 

to success.  As a teacher, I tried to recognize each student’s separate personality and 

individualized potential to achieve success in school.  

 Understanding the unique attributes of learners aided my instructional design and helped 
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my personal connections with students.  In retrospect, working in general education with diverse 

students significantly influenced my personal understanding of RTI and CBAM, even though my 

campus was not implementing the RTI innovation or using CBAM to track teachers’ concerns 

about and use of RTI.  My approach to teaching anticipated the innovation of RTI.  For example, 

when I presented a math lesson to students in a general education class, I would ask probing 

questions.  This allowed me to gauge students’ understanding of the subject and to prepare for 

their group instruction.  After their group instruction was finished, I had students work in small 

groups that I strategically chose based on the students’ comprehension and understanding of the 

group instruction.  While the students worked in small strategic groups, I provided individual 

instruction for students who needed further educational supports.  I was in the third stage of the 

three-stage model of Fuller et al.’s (1973) concerns theory: the impact concerns stage.  More 

specifically, I was between Stage 4 and Stage 6 of the stages of concern concept of CBAM, 

which developed from the three stages of the concerns theory.  Stage 4 of the stages of concern 

of CBAM deals with individuals’ increased effectiveness of and impact with the use of 

innovation; Stage 6 deals with individuals’ realizations of and ideas about alternative approaches 

to instruction (Hall & Hord, 2006).  I was between Stage 4 and Stage 6 of the stages of concern 

in CBAM because I helped students achieve success by fostering their individual potential and 

by convincing them that success is possible. 

Overview of Methodology 

 This descriptive case study was conducted at a north Texas school.  This school’s RTI 

specialist was a primary source of information about and provided access to the participants.  

This study’s participants were 10 teachers, two from each core subject (i.e., mathematics, 

English language arts, science, and social studies) and two from fine arts (who had already been 
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using RTI for several years).  The teachers each participated in SoC-Q, LoU branching 

interviews, behavioral observations during classroom instruction and RTI meetings, the ICC 

map, and structured exit interviews to determine their concerns about as well as their levels of 

use of RTI.  Observations of teaching, consultations with the RTI specialist, and the exit 

interviews served as qualitative data for this study.  The three CBAM diagnostic instruments 

(i.e., SoC-Q, LoU branching interviews, and ICC map) provided quantifiable data about 

evidence of change over time.    

Definition of Terms 

 For the purpose of this study, the following terms and definitions were used in a 

particular way to provide uniform understanding throughout the study:  

Behavioral observations: Behavioral observations were defined as observations made during 

classroom instruction and RTI meetings that focused on predetermined behaviors related 

to RTI and that were used to complete the ICC map for each participant. 

Branching interview: Branching interview was defined as an interview based on a structured 

protocol for interviewing participants who are implementing an innovation.  

Change: Hall (1979) defined change through educational innovation as “an unfolding of 

experience and a gradual development of skill and sophistication in the use of an 

innovation; a developmental process” (p. 203).  According to Hall and Hord (1987), the 

process of change can be more successful if administrators use CBAM to identify and 

consider the concerns of individuals.  In this study, change was interpreted using the 

theoretical framework of CBAM. 

Concerns: Hall and Hord (1987) defined concerns as “the composite representation of the 

feelings, preoccupations, thoughts, and considerations given to a particular issue or task” 



 

14 

(p. 138).   

Diagnostic instruments: Diagnostic instruments were defined as the three assessment tools of 

CBAM: SoC-Q, LoU branching interviews, and ICC map.   

Exit interview: Exit interviews were defined as final formal one-on-one meetings with 

participants during which participants were told the results of data collection and were 

asked to provide feedback about the implementation of an innovation. 

Innovation: Hall (1979) defined innovation as “any process or product that is new to a potential 

user” (p. 204).   

Interval: Interval was defined as a particular measurement of time; for example, the definition of 

interval for the SoC-Q and the LoU interviews was the three specific time periods that 

scores were taken (i.e., September, October, and November of 2012).   

RTI meeting: RTI meetings were defined as scheduled meetings with teachers who participated 

in this study.  RTI meetings were conducted by the RTI specialist at the north Texas 

school where this study was conducted.  

Significance of Study 

RTI is relatively new, so my study contributed to this new area of research.  Most 

educators look to RTI as a means of intervening early to address academic problems, not school 

behavioral problems.  Interventions for academic problems typically target reading and, more 

specifically, early reading problems (Al Otaiba & Fuchs, 2006; McMaster et al., 2005; 

O’Connor, 2000; S. Vaughn et al., 2003; Vellutino et al., 1996).  As a result, much of the 

research about RTI that does exist has been conducted in elementary education.  

 Research about teacher concerns has been carried out extensively in general education 

(Conway & Clark, 2003; Kagan, 1992; Keavney & Sinclair, 1978; Meek & Behets, 1999; Pigge 
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& Marso, 1997; Wendt & Bain, 1989; Zielinski & Preston, 1992).  There are some studies about 

teachers’ criticisms of RTI (e.g., criticisms about student placement, teacher training, and teacher 

attitude in relation to RTI), but none of the researchers in these studies have examined the 

concerns of secondary teachers.  CBAM research such as mine that is conducted in secondary 

schools adds substance to existing literature about teacher concerns about and implementation of 

RTI.   

With observations, interviews, and questionnaires, my research about using RTI and 

CBAM will not only fill the gap in previous research about RTI but also will help administrators 

and researchers innovate general education in secondary classrooms.  This innovation may (a) be 

used to identify secondary teachers’ concerns about and levels of use and configurations of RTI, 

(b) bridge gaps in research literature about RTI in general education, special education, and 

secondary education, (c) add to existing research literature about the three instruments of 

CBAM, and (d) link RTI and CBAM literature. 

Assumptions 

Before this study began, I made some assumptions that were challenged to some extent as 

the research proceeded.  First, I assumed that the RTI model, the innovation under study that had 

been used at the north Texas school where this study was conducted and that had been described 

to me by the RTI specialist, would continue to be implemented as expected (i.e., biweekly RTI 

meetings, etc.).  Second, I assumed that RTI would be implemented with fidelity according to 

IDEA’s (2004) three-tier model, which is discussed in more detail in Chapter 2.  The third 

assumption of this study was that the teachers would follow the school’s procedures for 

implementing RTI.  The final assumption of this study was that RTI would continue to be 

implemented at the north Texas school after this study concluded. 
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Chapter Summary 

 In this chapter, I introduced how RTI, a provision of the reauthorized IDEA (2004), 

might improve the overall services and supports for children and youth in American schools.  I 

also introduced CBAM and explained how the three diagnostic instruments of CBAM—SoC-Q, 

LoU branching interviews, and ICC map—are used to understand teachers’ concerns about an 

educational innovation.  After describing RTI and CBAM, I introduced the problem of 

implementing RTI as an innovation that requires the participation of every teacher in his or her 

own classroom and the purpose of the study in using the CBAM framework to understand RTI as 

an innovation in one north Texas school.  In Chapter 2, I discuss the use of RTI in practice, the 

benefits of and concerns about RTI raised in literature, and the potential for measuring RTI 

implementation using the theoretical model of CBAM.   
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 In this chapter, I review three groups of literature about response to intervention (RTI) 

and concerns-based adoption model (CBAM).  In the first section of this chapter, I present 

literature about RTI as an innovation and about RTI’s implications for practice.  The first section 

includes a discussion of potential benefits and criticisms that have been raised in literature about 

RTI.  In the second section of this chapter, I consider CBAM and its potential for use in 

identifying teachers’ stages of concern about and levels of use of RTI.  This chapter concludes 

with a summary of what has been learned from applying the theoretical framework of CBAM to 

RTI and other innovations.   

Response to Intervention 

 RTI refers to a comprehensive, student-centered approach to assessment (i.e., eligibility 

determination) of and intervention for students who are at risk for specific learning disability 

(SLD).  The RTI approach incorporates a method of identifying students with SLD through a 

group of procedures that can be used to determine how students respond over time to changes in 

instruction (Canter, 2004).  The three-tier model of RTI is the most commonly used framework 

in the United States for identifying students who have SLD.  According to Bender and Shores 

(2007), the National Association of State Directors of Special Education uses the RTI framework 

as its primary model for identifying students who are at risk for SLD and for implementing 

intervention strategies based on the needs of these students.  Academic and behavioral 

interventions change at each tier of the three-tier model of RTI, becoming more intensive as 

students move across tiers.  

The sections that follow include descriptions of how the three-tier model of RTI can be 
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used in practice to identify students who are at risk for SLD.  Each of the tiers of RTI is 

discussed in detail because it is important to understand the components of each tier and how the 

teachers who participated in this study demonstrated each tier in their classroom practices.  I 

assessed these practices through observations of RTI implementation during instruction time in 

classrooms.     

Three Tiers of RTI 

Figure 1 illustrates the three-tier model of RTI.   

 

Figure 1.  Continuum of school-wide support. “̒What is school-wide Positive Behavioral 
Interventions and Supports?” by OSEP Technical Assistance Center on Positive Behavioral 
Interventions and Supports, 2011. Retrieved from 
http://www.pbis.org/school/what_is_swpbs.aspx 
 

Tier 1: Primary intervention.  In Tier 1 of the three-tier model of RTI, educators apply 

scientifically proven programs, interventions, and strategies to all students in general education 

classrooms, and teachers use established benchmarks to assess students at least 3 times a year (D. 
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Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006).  According to the requirements of no child left behind (NCLB, 2001), 

scientifically based research in education must include rigorous, systematic, and objective 

procedures to obtain reliable and valid data that are relevant to educational activities and 

programs.  According to the Council for Exceptional Children (CEC, 2013), the underlying 

theoretical assumption of Tier 1 of RTI is that all students in general education classrooms 

receive quality instruction; this assumption is also based on the presumption that instruction will 

be effective for approximately 80.0% of all students (Murawski & Hughes, 2009).  

Tier 2: Secondary intervention.  In Tier 2 of the three-tier model of RTI, educators 

provide supplemental instruction to students who respond poorly to group instructional 

procedures in Tier 1.  Tier 2 instruction provides targeted, systematic interventions for small 

groups of four to five students.  S. Vaughn, Wanzek, Woodruff, and Linn-Thompson (2007) 

stated that in Tier 2 of RTI, instruction includes approximately 15.0% of all students.  Tier 2 

typically provides supplemental supports for students who require approximately 20 minutes of 

instruction per day for up to 20 weeks (Bradley, Danielson, & Doolittle, 2007).  Even with 

targeted interventions in Tier 2 of RTI, some students may still not receive enough instructional 

support to achieve grade-level benchmarks (Richards, Pavri, Golez, Canges, & Murphy, 2007).  

Tier 3: Tertiary intervention.  In Tier 3 of the three-tier model of RTI, educators provide 

more intensive interventions for about 2.0% to 5.0% of students for whom Tier 1 and 2 

interventions were inadequate (Richards et al., 2007).  Therefore, educators introduce more 

intensive instruction in Tier 3 of RTI, and individualized sessions typically last longer.  Special 

educators use progress monitoring approximately once or twice weekly in Tier 3 interventions to 

observe students’ growth and development.  Progress assessments provide reliable data about 

how students are improving.  Classroom teachers who refer students to Tier 3 of RTI can provide 
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valuable information to the students’ individual education planning team about the students’ 

work habits, academic skills, and classroom behaviors.  When students progress well, they 

should be moved out of the more intensive instruction of the tertiary interventions and into the 

less intensive supplemental assistance of the secondary interventions (Stecker, Fuchs, & Fuchs, 

2008).  Even after this move occurs, educators should continue to monitor and evaluate students’ 

growth and development to ensure that each student functions at the tier that is best suited to his 

or her individual needs.  

Summary of RTI.  In summary, RTI operates at three different tiers, each with its own 

components.  Tier 1 activities are universal and comprehensive interventions for all students in 

general education classrooms.  In Tier 1, teachers provide quality core instruction that is based 

on research.  In Tier 2, teachers provide supplemental activities (i.e., evidence-based 

interventions) for students who are identified as being at risk for SLD or who require small-

group supports.  Tier 3 activities are more individualized interventions.  Tier 3 interventions 

should be specific to individual student needs and should involve sufficient resources to address 

those needs (Burns & Gibbons, 2008).   

Six Conditions for Effective Implementation of RTI 

For RTI to be effective, all components of all three tiers must work together 

systematically.  D. Fuchs and Deshler (2007) discussed effective implementation strategies for 

ensuring that the three tiers of RTI work together.  These strategies are dependent upon the 

following six conditions: 

• Significant and sustained investments in the professional development of teachers, 

investments that will provide them with the array of skills they require to implement 

RTI effectively and to deal with ongoing staff turnover 
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• Engaged administrators who set expectations and who provide the necessary 

resources and support for using procedures that ensure fidelity to the innovation when 

adopting and implementing RTI 

• District-level recruiting of teachers who embrace RTI principles and who possess the 

prerequisite skills to implement RTI effectively in classrooms 

• Willing teaching and ancillary staff who redefine their roles in ways that support 

effective implementation of RTI 

• Employed staff who are provided with sufficient time to “make sense of” RTI and to 

accommodate RTI into their instructional frameworks and who have their questions 

and concerns about RTI addressed by administrators and researchers (Spillane, 

Reiser, & Reimer, 2002, p. 420) 

• Educators who consider whether their decisions about adopting RTI have been 

influenced by the thoughts and beliefs of practitioners at the grassroots level (Knight, 

2004) 

Despite the seeming difficulty of satisfying all six conditions for D. Fuchs and Deshler’s 

effective implementation of RTI, RTI may still offer benefits over more traditional methods of 

SLD identification because RTI incorporates a system of coordinated services that provides 

instructional and behavioral assistance to students who are suspected of being at risk for SLD.  

RTI may also help educators identify students who have SLD at earlier ages, thereby potentially 

lessening the impact of the disabilities or by preventing some students from developing 

disabilities (Stecker et al., 2008).  
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Benefits and Criticisms of RTI 

 In this section, I discuss potential benefits and criticisms of RTI that have been 

mentioned by researchers in the literature.  Researchers have presented successful examples of 

RTI implementation, but they have also presented limitations of the RTI model.  Some 

researchers have praised RTI for its potential benefits as a model for solving problems, for 

monitoring students’ progress, and for identifying students who have SLD (Elliott, 2008; L. S. 

Fuchs, Deno, & Mirkin, 1984; L. S. Fuchs & Fuchs, 2008; Grimes & Kurns, 2003; Linan-

Thompson, Vaughn, Prater, & Cirino, 2006; Myers, Simonsen, & Sugai, 2011; Stuart, Rinaldi, & 

Higgins-Averill, 2011).  Others have criticized the RTI framework for its limitations.  According 

to some researchers, the current limitations of RTI include the following:   

• There is an overall scarcity of general research about RTI.  The RTI research that 

does exist often lacks important information, such as details of strategies used for Tier 

2 interventions or percentages of students who failed to respond to intervention and 

who were then identified for other education services (D. Fuchs, Mock, Morgan, & 

Young, 2003)  

• Researchers do not agree about key rules for RTI, including the length of time 

students should be on intervention plans before those plans are evaluated, the 

intensity of interventions that students require, and the number of intervention plans 

that should be attempted before nonresponsive students are referred to special 

education (Barnett, Daly, Jones, & Lentz, 2004; Gresham, 2002; Kovaleski, 2003)   

• There are many gaps in the research literature about RTI and other interventions.  For 

example, researchers do not agree about what is required to certify interventions as 

being based in research because there is not enough research about the interventions 
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(Kratochwill & Shernoff, 2004).  Also, interventions that are suitable for students in 

middle and high school have been studied less than have interventions that are 

intended for students in elementary school (S. Vaughn & Fuchs, 2003).  Interventions 

for a few subject areas (e.g., reading) have been researched extensively; however, 

interventions for other subjects (e.g., math and spelling) have been researched 

minimally   

• Gresham (2002) questioned whether RTI is worth the overall cost of resources that it 

requires.  According to Wright (2007), few (if any) comprehensive cost-benefit 

analyses have been conducted  that compare the resources that schools are allocating 

to assist students who are at risk for SLD under traditional models of special 

education to those that schools would allocate to help those students under RTI 

• Researchers are currently uncertain and confused about whether teachers should refer 

students who are at risk for SLD to intervention or to special education services.  

State education departments and courts have not yet clarified the relation of RTI 

activities to due process in special education (Wright, 2007)    

Other limitations of RTI cited by researchers include concerns about the accuracy of student 

placement, disproportionate representation, and lack of teacher training (Bahr, Fuchs, Stecker, & 

Fuchs, 1991; CEC, 2013; Dykes, 2008; Goodman & Webb, 2006; S. Vaughn et al., 2009).  

Although these limitations are clearly stated in the literature, no research has been conducted to 

date that addresses these limitations.  The following sections provide more detail about RTI’s 

potential benefits and criticisms.  I selected the literature reviewed here because it contained 

descriptions of data collection procedures, data analysis, and quantifiable outcomes in the study 

of RTI.  I omit general commentary about RTI not based on research.  
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Potential benefits of RTI.  This section includes a more in-depth discussion about the 

benefits of using RTI in the following categories: problem-solving, progress monitoring, and 

early identification.  A summary of the benefits concludes this section.   

Problem-solving.  RTI is potentially beneficial as a problem-solving model that provides 

a systematic approach to reviewing students’ strengths and weaknesses, to identifying evidence-

based instructional interventions, to collecting data to monitor students’ progress, and to 

evaluating the effectiveness of interventions (Canter, 2004).  RTI enhances the power of 

diversity by providing a structured problem-solving model that includes identifying and 

analyzing students’ presenting problems, selecting intervention ideas that match students’ 

profiles of need, and continuously collecting data to monitor students’ progress and to judge if 

intervention plans are effective (Kovaleski, 2003).  Myers et al. (2011), Grimes and Kurns 

(2003), and Elliott (2008) have indicated support for RTI as a problem-solving model.   

 Myers et al. (2011) conducted a descriptive study in an urban school with four teacher 

participants.  The participants were selected through self-nomination, and each participant 

reported having high rates of behavioral problems in his or her classroom.  Myers et al. observed 

and documented teachers’ praise statements and feedback to students and also used a survey 

instrument to measure teachers’ overall perceptions of their use of RTI.  Myers et al. had two 

predetermined criteria to measure teachers’ implementation of RTI: six specific praise statements 

and a ratio of 4:1 positive to negative interactions per observation session for 3 consecutive 

observation sessions.  Only one of the four teachers who participated in the study met both 

predetermined criteria during the universal intervention of RTI’s Tier 1; this teacher’s 

performance feedback faded during her maintenance phase (Myers, et al., 2011).  Another 

teacher who participated in the study conducted by Myers et al. met the predetermined criterion 
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of a ratio of 4:1 positive to negative interactions but did not meet the other criterion of six 

specific praise statements.  The other two teachers who participated in the study did not meet 

either criterion and required more intensive levels of intervention in Tier 3 to achieve both 

criteria.   

 Myers et al. (2011) also reported findings about the administration of the RTI Approach 

to Increasing Desired Teacher Behavior Acceptability Questionnaire.  According to Myers et al., 

all four teachers who participated in their study agreed with the following statements on a scale 

of 1 to 6, with 1 corresponding to strongly disagree and 6 corresponding to strongly agree:  

• “Problem behaviors have decreased since the intervention” (M = 5.00) 

• “Appropriate classroom behaviors have increased since the intervention” (M = 5.25) 

• “It was relatively easy to implement the strategies from the intervention” (M = 5.25) 

• “I would recommend that other schools use this intervention process to train teachers” 

(M = 1.00) 

As the low mean of the last statement suggests, teachers did not recommend that other schools 

use RTI because the teachers who participated in Myers et al.’s study believed RTI required 

more effort than it was worth.  However, overall results from the study conducted by Myers et al. 

demonstrated how allowing teachers to give performance feedback improved their behaviors 

with and perceptions of RTI.  The data from the study showed a downward trend in student 

problem behavior (i.e., off-task and disruptive behavior) in the teachers’ classrooms during the 

course of the intervention, so Myers et al. concluded that their data supported RTI as a problem-

solving model.   

Grimes and Kurns (2003) researched a systems approach to problem-solving in the 

Heartland Area Education Agency (AEA).  In 2003, the AEA surveyed 416 general education 
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teachers across all grade levels (Grimes & Kurns, 2003).  The teachers were asked two 

questions: (a) whether the problem-solving process supported teachers in improving the 

performance of students whose academic skills and behaviors are of concern and (b) whether the 

problem-solving process applied equally to educational interventions for students in general 

education.  Of the 416 teachers who participated in the AEA’s survey, 90.3% agreed that 

problem-solving helped teachers improve students’ academic success, and 86.8% agreed that 

problem-solving applied to educational interventions.  Based on this data, Grimes and Kurns 

concluded that the concept of intervention-based services, as proposed by the reauthorization of 

IDEA (2004), is a responsible practice.  

 Elliott (2008) discussed how RTI has been used as an effective problem-solving model to 

increase achievement of all students.  Elliott studied students in Southern California’s Long 

Beach Unified School District (LBUSD), where RTI was implemented at all levels.  LBUSD 

utilized RTI at elementary, middle, and high schools to identify appropriate tiers of supports and 

services for students.  Standardized test scores were analyzed to determine the academic 

proficiency and growth of the student population at LBUSD.  LBUSD is California’s third 

largest urban school district and serves more than 90,000 students, 84.0% of whom were ethnic 

minorities and 68.0% of whom qualified for free and reduced lunches (Elliott, 2008).  In 

LBUSD, over 46 languages are spoken.  After conducting research at LBUSD for one school 

year, Elliott presented the following statistics: 64.0% of fourth graders were proficient or above 

in English, a gain of 27.0% from the previous year; 73.0% of third graders were proficient or 

above in math, a gain of 26.0% from the previous year; and 52.0% of fifth graders were 

proficient or above in science, a gain of 31.0% from the previous year.  Based on these findings, 

Elliott credited RTI as being a successful model to increase the academic achievement of all 
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students.   

 Progress monitoring.  In addition to success as a problem-solving model, RTI is 

potentially beneficial to monitor and assess students’ academic growth and progress.  RTI’s 

potential benefit as a model for progress monitoring provides strong research bases to implement 

RTI.  Studies by L. S. Fuchs and Fuchs (2008), L. S. Fuchs et al. (1984), and Stuart et al. (2011) 

have indicated that frequent, brief progress monitoring provides reliable data to assess how 

students are doing academically.  Fletcher and Vaughn (2009) claimed that schools should 

maintain detailed records about students by storing data about attendance, disciplinary office 

referrals, grades, and performance on group achievement tests.  Typically, classroom teachers 

who refer students for progress monitoring can provide valuable information about students’ 

work habits, academic skills, and classroom behaviors.   

 L. S. Fuchs and Fuchs (2008) used curriculum-based monitoring (CBM) to encourage 

teachers to express their concerns about student progress with RTI.  In the study by L. S. Fuchs 

and Fuchs (2008), 24 teachers were randomly assigned to a control or an experimental group 

who used CBM to identify readers who showed signs of being at risk.  The 12 teachers in the 

experimental group documented student reading fluency in their classes, analyzed results from 

computer-generated graphs of the data, and noted students who fell into the lowest quartile of the 

class in reading fluency.  The 12 teachers in the control group did not use systematic progress 

monitoring during classroom instruction.  The teachers of the experimental group collected data 

for 15 weeks, with individual graphs shown at the end of every data-collection session and with 

class reports printed every 3 weeks (L. S. Fuchs & Fuchs, 2008).  At the end of every interval, 

teachers who participated in the experimental group were asked, “Do you have children whose 

progress seems problematic?”  The teachers who participated in the experimental group 
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expressed concern about statistically significantly more students than did teachers in the control 

group, with effect sizes exceeding 1 standard deviation (L. S. Fuchs & Fuchs, 2008).  The 

teachers who participated in the experimental group and who were monitoring students’ progress 

with CBM explained their concerns about students’ academic performances by describing 

features of students’ performances based on observations and data collected in classrooms to 

monitor students’ progress.  Because of the observations and data collected in classrooms, the 12 

teachers who used CBM to monitor students’ progress could also justify whether students needed 

different forms of instruction based on their performance.  In contrast, teachers who participated 

in the control group cited reasons beyond their control (i.e., special education status, attention 

problems, or motivational issues) to explain students’ lack of progress.  Based on their results, L. 

S. Fuchs and Fuchs (2008) concluded that the decisions of the teachers who participated in the 

experimental group reflected greater realism about responsiveness to student progress and that 

their instruction was associated with greater increases in student success.  The 12 teachers who 

participated in the experimental group of the study conducted by L. S. Fuchs and Fuchs (2008) 

affirmed the value of systematic progress monitoring using models like CBAM to determine 

students’ reading progress and the need for additional or differentiated forms of instruction to 

implement the RTI model to identify students who may be at risk for SLD.   

 L. S. Fuchs et al. (1984) conducted experimental research to document how teachers used 

progress monitoring to enhance students’ progress.  Thirty-nine teachers in a public school in 

New York participated for 18 weeks in a control group or in a progress-monitoring group.  The 

teachers in the control group used no systemic progress monitoring, and the teachers in the 

progress-monitoring group used CBM to measure oral reading fluency twice weekly and to 

graph students’ progress performance.  The CBM was used to measure and decode a variety of 
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students’ reading skills, including fluency and comprehension, by using subtests of the standard 

diagnostic reading test (L. S. Fuchs et al., 1984).  Students whose teachers employed CBM 

achieved significantly better academic results than did students whose teachers were in the 

control group.  Results indicated that the teachers were satisfied with the process of graphing 

students’ results over the 18 weeks to monitor reading performance and with the clear 

visualization of students’ progress in reading.  

 Stuart et al. (2011) interviewed teachers about their perceptions of RTI and about RTI’s 

effect on progress monitoring during the 2nd year of RTI implementation at an urban school.  Of 

the 26 teachers who participated in the study, 24 were licensed to teach general education, and 

nine were additionally licensed to teach special education.  In conducting their study, Stuart et al. 

wanted to gain comprehensive and long-term understanding about teachers’ perceptions of RTI 

during the 2nd year of RTI implementation at an urban elementary school.  Data were collected 

across a 12-month period using two 90-minute focus groups and follow-up interviews.  

The data were analyzed in two stages.  In the first stage, focus group data were coded into 

as many categories of analysis as possible; in the second stage, the researchers inductively and 

deductively sorted and reorganized data by chunking and clustering them into similar categories.  

Results of the study indicated a definite shift in teachers’ perceptions about RTI with respect to 

progress monitoring between the 1st and 2nd years of RTI implementation.  Teachers who 

participated in Stuart et al.’s (2011) study discussed RTI as an administrative directive that led 

them to perceive their goals more clearly and to deliver their instruction more effectively.  

Participants also believed that they had made a shift in how they used data to inform instruction.  

They reported that effective use of progress monitoring helped them address students’ academic 

needs and that they felt more in control of their classrooms after RTI was implemented.  These 
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teachers viewed themselves as agents of change who collaborated in progress monitoring to 

implement RTI; they stated that collaboration among faculty allowed for better progress 

monitoring, which Stuart et al. concluded is a best practice approach for RTI.   

Early identification.  With the RTI model, students can receive immediate intervention 

rather than waiting until there is an established pattern of academic struggles.  Although research 

about the effectiveness of RTI for English Language Learners (ELLs) is still emerging in the 

literature, results from some research studies have suggested that RTI can be successfully applied 

to identify early ELLs who are at risk for SLD.  For example, Linan-Thompson et al. (2006) 

discussed how using RTI for early identification of ELLs who are at risk for SLD has been 

effective in meeting the needs of those students.  Linan-Thompson et al. conducted a longitudinal 

study measuring the effectiveness of RTI between a control group and an experimental group of 

ELLs beginning in the first grade and continuing until the end of second grade.  Eleven schools 

participated in Linan-Thompson et al.’s study.  At the beginning of the first grade, students were 

assessed and screened using two subtests that consisted of (a) letter-word identification and (b) 

first five-word recognition from an experimental word reading list.  One hundred three students 

who scored below the 25th percentile on the subtests were selected to participate and were 

labeled as being at risk for reading failure.  RTI interventions were implemented to provide 

adequate supports and services.  The students were tracked over the course of two school years, 

and their academic performance was compared to that of a control group.  At the end of each 

school year, students were assessed using the two subtests.  Linan-Thompson et al.’s study 

yielded significant results in favor of RTI as a model for intervention.  At the end of the 1st year, 

results indicated that 91.0% of the experimental group and 42.0% of the control group met 

benchmarks; at the end of second year, results indicated that 94.0% of the experimental group 
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and 44.0% of the control group met benchmarks.  The results of Linan-Thompson et al.’s study 

revealed that when students who have SLD were identified early using RTI, they had greater 

ability to improve their academic performance.   

Summary of RTI’s potential benefits.  RTI can offer a systematic practice for teachers, 

administrators, and school practitioners to intervene and transform how they educate all students.  

The potential benefits of RTI as a model for problem-solving, progress monitoring, and early 

intervening represent a singular goal of RTI: to provide academic and behavioral supports and 

services for struggling learners.  Each benefit represents the potential of RTI to help struggling 

learners and to provide instructional interventions that are most appropriate for each learner.  

RTI has the potential to allow teachers and practitioners to adjust students’ learning goals easily 

and to ensure that students continue to succeed both academically and behaviorally.  As 

implementation of the RTI model advances, researchers face the essential task of building, 

maintaining, and implementing RTI with high quality (Burns & Ysseldyke, 2005).  Additional 

research is necessary to create new strategies to improve RTI practice.  Some researchers have 

suggested that other researchers (a) communicate with state and local departments about RTI 

projects, (b) collaborate with other school districts, (c) offer professional development about RTI 

practices, and (d) incorporate online resources using RTI (Whitten, Esteves, & Woodrow, 2009).   

Criticisms of RTI.  Although several researchers have cited the benefits of using RTI, 

other educators, practitioners, and researchers have criticized RTI as a method of identifying 

students who are at risk for SLD because of inconsistencies in student referral to and placement 

in special education and because of lack of teacher training in RTI methods.  Many researchers 

have discussed inconsistencies in RTI implementation, such as lack of consistency in RTI 

processes, issues related to racial disproportionality of the populations for which RTI has been 
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implemented, and lack of training for teachers who implement RTI (Bahr et al., 1991; Dykes, 

2008; Goodman & Webb, 2006; S. Vaughn et al., 2009).  Though RTI may prevent students 

from being inappropriately placed in special education, RTI may also extend an already lengthy 

evaluation and eligibility process for identifying students who could benefit from special 

education (Bender & Shores, 2007).  

Referral process.  S. Vaughn et al. (2009) examined the effectiveness of using the RTI 

model to assess students’ responses to reading interventions and placements in either general or 

special education.  Two groups, or cohorts, of 1,030 students and their classroom teachers 

participated in S. Vaughn et al.’s (2009) study for 2 years.  Students who received instruction 

using RTI from 2003–2005 were referred to as Cohort 1 (n = 536), and students who received 

instruction using RTI from 2004–2006 were referred to as Cohort 2 (n = 494).  In the beginning 

of the second grade, students in both cohorts who scored at or above academic benchmarks in 

nonsense word fluency, phonemic segmentation fluency, and oral reading fluency on screening 

measures did not receive secondary or tertiary interventions in second grade.  All students who 

participated in the study received 13 weeks of secondary intervention.  Students who scored 

higher than benchmarks received only 13 weeks of secondary intervention (i.e., Tier 2 of the 

three-tier model of RTI I) for 30 minutes daily from their classroom teachers.  Students who 

scored lower than benchmarks received an additional 13 weeks, or 26 weeks total, of secondary 

intervention, and because these students had not met benchmarks in second grade, they received 

tertiary services (i.e., Tier 3 of the three-tier model of RTI) for approximately 100 sessions in the 

26 weeks.  S. Vaughn et al. (2009) used a regression-discontinuity design to interpret the data 

from their study and found statistically significant findings in reading comprehension and word 

reading for students who scored lower than benchmarks.  S. Vaughn et al. (2009) asked 
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participating teachers to measure the academic competence, or response rate, of each student in 

the following questions: (a) “In reading, how does this child compare with other students?” and 

(b) “This child’s overall motivation to succeed academically is?”  Students who scored lower 

than benchmarks were perceived by teachers as being less academically competent than were 

those who scored higher than the benchmarks.  Findings indicated that if students’ response rates 

were low, then teachers’ perceptions of students’ academic competence were also low.  

Teachers’ assumptions and generalizations like these could lead to improper student placements 

in either general or special education.   

Goodman and Webb (2006) conducted an observation study to determine the 

effectiveness of RTI by examining the reading proficiency of 66 third and fourth graders in a 

large suburban school district with a low SES.  Students selected for participation had been 

referred to special education classes because the students’ teachers had observed some form of 

reading disability.  Over a 3-year period, data were collected to compare reading levels of the 

students who had been referred to special education with that of students who were in general 

education to identify potential teacher biases.  Findings indicated that 24 of 66 students were 

classified as having a reading disability and that of those 24, three qualified for special 

education.  Another finding indicated that 11 of the 40 students who passed the standardized 

reading achievement tests had been diagnosed with a reading disability.  As a result, students 

with academic deficits were more likely to receive special education services, which may have 

impacted teachers’ senses of self-efficacy.  Goodman and Webb concluded that to a certain 

extent, special education programming may have negatively impacted teacher efficacy by 

creating a process in which all struggling learners were immediately removed from general 

education classrooms to receive individualized instruction in more restrictive settings.  Further, 
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the study revealed that teachers need to be able to identify students accurately and to understand 

differences between students who require placement in special education and students who need 

more support services in general education.  RTI can serve as a method to identify students who 

have low achievement scores, but the RTI method may cause students to spend undue time in 

limbo between general and special education without due process.  

Disproportionate representation.  Bahr et al. (1991) explored whether teachers perceive 

students as being difficult to teach because of racial biases when implementing RTI in their 

classrooms.  Forty teachers each nominated a student who they felt was difficult to teach.  Half 

of the students identified by the teachers were African American, and the other half were 

Caucasian.  Bahr et al. interviewed and observed the teachers and had the teachers document 

students’ performance on both academic and behavioral measures.  Findings indicated that the 

target behaviors of 13 of the 18 African American students were classified as being off task, 

compared to 6 of the 20 Caucasian students whom the teachers had classified as the same.  

Additionally, 13 of the 18 African American students whom teachers had identified as being 

difficult to teach had been retained at least one grade level, compared to 6 of the 20 Caucasian 

students whom teachers had identified as the same (Bahr et al., 1991).  According to Bahr et al., 

a central finding of their study was that a significantly larger number of African American 

students were perceived as being difficult to teach than were Caucasian students.  This result is 

consistent with recent evidence that supports the continued racial disproportionality in the 

placement of African American students in special education using models of intervention such 

as RTI.   

Despite an abundance of literature examining overrepresentation of African American 

students in local special education programs, fewer researchers have focused on the 
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overrepresentation of this racial group in state and local programs that use RTI (Dykes, 2008).  

Dykes (2008) used a qualitative case study design method in collecting and analyzing data in 

three east Texas elementary schools.  Six teachers from the three different elementary schools 

were selected to participate in Dykes’s study of how educators’ perceptions of RTI may impact 

overrepresentation of African American students in special education.  In interviews and 

observations, Dykes examined the pre-referral interventions of participating teacher, and five 

themes emerged: (a) poverty, (b) financial incentives, (c) lack of parental involvement, (d) biases 

in assessment, and (e) lack of diversity training.  Dykes found these themes consistent with 

current literature about overrepresentation of African Americans in special education.  These 

findings suggest that RTI may contribute to racial disproportionality of interventions for students 

who are at risk for SLD and is the basis for some researchers’ apprehension about using the RTI 

model.   

Teacher training.  Along with criticisms about RTI’s referral processes and racial 

disproportionality as related to RTI, some researchers criticize the model because of lack of 

teacher training specifically in RTI methods.  Because of limited or no RTI training, educators in 

both special and general education remain unclear about their specific roles and responsibilities 

in identifying students who have SLD and then in utilizing RTI methods to intervene on behalf 

of those students.  Teachers need to learn validated RTI procedures and methods and to develop 

expertise in distinguishing accurately and objectively between students who are at risk for SLD 

and students who are not achieving for other reasons (Goodman & Webb, 2006).  Without useful 

teacher training, neither general nor special education teachers can achieve successful results 

with RTI.  
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Four annual surveys conducted by the CEC’s (2013) Council of Administrators of 

Special Education (CASE) to Spectrum K12 educators between 2008 and 2011 indicated that 

lack of teacher training is the biggest obstacle to implementing RTI.  According to CEC, 

members of CASE analyzed data from the 1,390 respondents who participated in CASE’s annual 

survey.  The margin of error for the 2011 CASE survey was ±3.4% at a 95% confidence interval 

(CEC, 2013).  In CASE’s 2011 survey, 60.0% of participants indicated lack of training as the 

most difficult barrier to implementing RTI (CEC, 2013).  In CASE’s 2010 survey, 53.0% of 

participants indicated insufficient teacher training as somewhat of an obstacle to implementing 

RTI, and 37.0% indicated training as a significant obstacle to implementing RTI (CEC, 2013).  

There were similar results from the 2008–2009 CASE surveys (CEC, 2013).  Most districts 

whose teachers responded to the CASE surveys did provide professional development in RTI for 

their teachers, but some districts provided RTI training to fewer than 25.0% of their staff (CEC, 

2013).     

Explanation for criticisms about RTI.  The criticisms about RTI discussed in this paper 

are not necessarily critical flaws in the RTI model; rather, these criticisms may reflect the fact 

that RTI is a new model, one that researchers, educators, and practitioners must implement and 

understand more fully to meet the academic and behavioral needs of struggling students.  Despite 

these criticisms of RTI, most of the research findings in the literature suggest that RTI is a 

promising approach to implementing academic change and to identifying students who may be at 

risk for SLD, particularly because of RTI’s focus on sound instructional principles of effectively 

teaching all children, intervening early, using research-based interventions, monitoring student 

progress, and using assessments to inform instructional decision-making (Coleman & Buysse, 

2006).  However, success with RTI can be realized only if RTI is embraced and internalized by 
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those who are expected to implement it (Lyon et al., 2001).  Whenever change is introduced to a 

system, resistance to change can be expected.  Therefore, understanding concepts and 

complexities surrounding change is imperative to implementing change successfully.  

Summary of benefits of and criticisms about RTI.  In this section of Chapter 2, I have 

addressed research literature that suggests potential benefits of and criticisms about RTI, but 

further research is necessary because the RTI model is still in early developmental stages of 

implementation and because further research would improve RTI’s implementation and practice.  

Further research is needed to examine RTI’s effectiveness when fully implemented in general 

education settings (Kovaleski, 2007).  Further research is also needed to explore who accepts 

responsibility for RTI in schools.  Though RTI is a special education initiative, RTI processes 

will only work if teachers in general education take the lead in providing evidence-based 

instruction to all students and research-based interventions to struggling learners (CEC, 2013).  

Little is known about teachers’ proficiency with and fidelity to RTI methods, about which more 

knowledge is essential to ensure that research-based teaching strategies are employed to 

implement RTI effectively.  Last, Bradley et al. (2007) have cited a need for additional research 

to examine RTI at the middle and high school levels.  

Concerns-Based Adoption Model 

 In education, change is constant.  Teachers are continually implementing newly adopted 

innovations to accommodate their students, their classrooms, or themselves.  With innovation, 

resistance to change is inevitable.  Teachers may show some signs of resistance because a new 

method of teaching and learning is forced upon them.  In most efforts to change, some people 

will seem to resist the change, and some may even actively sabotage efforts for change (Hall & 

Hord, 2006).    
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 The success of any change process depends on how participants interpret and perceive 

the innovation.  Teachers may experience change in different ways.  Their perceptions about the 

innovation may influence the effectiveness.  It may be that teachers’ willingness or unwillingness 

to change is the single determining factor in whether or not an innovation is adopted successfully 

(Brown, Pryzwansky, & Schulte, 2001).  As a result, successfully adopting any innovation 

depends on understanding and managing people’s concerns.   

To address individuals’ attitudes, perceptions, and feelings regarding an innovation, a 

user-centered, participant-based approach may be best for implementing change in education 

(Bradshaw, 2002; Dusick & Yildirim, 2005; Finley & Hartman, 2004; Hall & Hord, 1987, 2001; 

Rogers, 2000).  CBAM provides such an approach and has been used by a number of researchers 

who have studied the adoption of educational innovations (Hall, George, & Rutherford, 1979; 

Hall & Hord, 1987, 2001).  In the next section, I examine CBAM and its three diagnostic 

instruments that were used to determine teachers’ stages of concern, levels of use, and innovation 

configurations of RTI while implementing the innovation.  I also describe the research in which 

CBAM instruments have been used to study questions most similar to those raised in my study.  

The studies reviewed here include those in which researchers (a) examined results from the three 

diagnostic instruments of CBAM, (b) investigated the concerns of core-subject teachers about 

CBAM, and (c) observed secondary educators during implementation of an innovation. 

Overview of CBAM 

 CBAM emerged in the field of education to help researchers describe changes in the 

nature of teachers’ concerns at different stages in their professional development related to an 

innovation and implications of changes to assist teachers’ ongoing development (Devine, 2004).  

CBAM is a framework and methodology for measuring, describing, and explaining different 
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aspects of implementing curricular and instructional innovation (Anderson, 1997).  Researchers 

use CBAM to examine natural developmental processes that every individual experiences when 

faced with the prospect of change.  Researchers use the three diagnostic instruments of CBAM to 

measure developmental processes that are part of the change process and include stages of 

concern, levels of use, and innovation configurations of change (Hall & Hord, 2001; Horsley & 

Loucks-Horsley, 1998).  Because CBAM is itself in development and is affected by change, 

CBAM offers theoretical potential and practical utility for teacher supervision that extends 

beyond earlier developmental models (Hall & Hord, 1987).  SoC-Q helps researchers measure 

individuals’ concern profiles at any point during the implementation of an innovation (Hall & 

Loucks, 1978).  LoU branching interviews help researchers assess how teachers actually use 

innovations (Hall & Hord, 1987, 2001).  ICC matrices help researchers describe individual 

variations in the use of an innovation and categorize specific instructional practices.  Each of 

these three diagnostic instruments of CBAM serves a unique purpose, and together, the three can 

provide researchers with a solid understanding of how teachers adopt change. 

 There are 12 assumptions about change that underpin the three diagnostic instruments of 

CBAM.  Hall and Hord (2001) defined these 12 assumptions as follows:  

• Change is an ongoing process, not a single event  

• The development and implementation of one innovation is significantly different 

from that of another innovation 

• An organization does not change until the individuals within the organization change 

• Innovations come in different levels of intensity and in different forms 

• Interventions are actions and events that are important to the success of change 

• Although top-down and bottom-up perspectives of change can work, horizontal 
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perspectives of change are best 

• Administrative leadership is essential to the long-term success of change  

• National, state, and district mandates can work for schools when implementing 

change 

• Schools are the primary units of change 

• Facilitating change is a team effort  

• Appropriate interventions reduce the challenges of change  

• Contexts of schools influence processes of change  

These 12 assumptions provide a platform for understanding change and must be considered 

when using the three diagnostic instruments of the theoretical framework of CBAM to measure 

the adoption of change.  The three instruments of the theoretical framework of CBAM are stages 

of concern, levels of use, and innovation configurations.  These three instruments of CBAM are 

essential to using this model to discuss change, identify concerns, and monitor innovation 

implementation (Hall & Hord, 1987, 2001).  The next section provides a more in-depth 

examination of each of the three concepts that provide the basis for the three diagnostic 

instruments of the theoretical framework of CBAM.   

 Stages of concern.  Identifying the concerns of individuals who are involved in an 

innovation is important to the success and outcome of change.  The first instrument of the 

theoretical framework of CBAM is the stages of concern, which encompasses the feelings and 

emotions that teachers might have during curricular change (Anderson, 1997).  According to 

Hall and Hord (1987), change involves seven developmental stages of concern: Unconcerned 

(Stage 0), informational (Stage 1), personal (Stage 2), mechanical (Stage 3), consequence (Stage 

4), collaboration (Stage 5), and refocusing (Stage 6).  Once researchers have identified the 
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general concerns of the group, they may be able to categorize stages of concern of the group and 

its individual members and to plan ways to support movement to a higher developmental level. 

 The concept of stages of concern in CBAM anticipates that teachers will naturally 

progress through their stages of concern about an adopted change.  Because implementing RTI 

does not directly impact curricula, change can be introduced gradually as teachers assess and 

monitor the effectiveness of the new program over the span of a school year, by, for example, 

using one new concept of change per month.  If the CBAM were used with RTI, teachers could 

voice questions, concerns, and strategies that had impacted their classrooms since the beginning 

of the change, and teachers could be expected to progress through their concerns over a period of 

years during implementation of an innovation such as RTI. 

 Levels of use.  Equally important to stages of concern in diagnosing implementation of 

an innovation are the individuals’ levels of use of the innovation.  The following are the eight 

levels of use: non-use (Level 0), orientation (Level I), preparation (Level II), mechanical (Level 

III), routine (Level IVa), refinement (Level IVb), integration (Level V), and renewal (Level VI).  

Hall and Hord (2006) stated that 

[l]evels of [u]se [are the] second diagnostic [instrument] of the CBAM, and the behaviors 
of so-called users and nonusers are the basis for describing where people are in the 
change process and for diagnosing their progress in implementing a change project.  (p. 
159)   
 

The goal in determining individuals’ levels of use of change is to help individuals progress 

through the seven stages of concern in CBAM.  Ideally, as individuals progress through the eight 

levels of use, they would also progress from being unconcerned with innovation in Stage 0 to 

collaborating and sharing ideas about and skills learned with others who use the innovation in 

Stage 5 to reevaluating the effectiveness of the innovation and determining the possible changes 

to make in the innovation in Stage 6.  
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 Innovation configuration.  Innovation configuration is the third and final instrument or 

concept of the theoretical framework of CBAM and was developed to define individuals’ 

variations in the use of an innovation.  The concept of innovation configuration allows 

researchers to track individuals’ progress during change and to implement additional innovation 

practices that might be needed for successful integration of change.  The purpose of innovation 

configuration is to describe the operational patterns that innovations can take.  How this 

diagnostic instrument is developed depends on how a particular innovation is defined and used. 

Hall and Hord (2001) found that it is essential to define or configure innovations because 

different users of innovation will operationalize the innovation in different ways.   According to 

Hall and Hord (2001), there are three key questions that researchers should consider when 

investigating innovation configurations at institutions that are implementing change: 

• What does the innovation look like when it is in use? 

• What would I see in classrooms where it is used well (and not so well)? 

• What will teachers and students be doing when the innovation is in use? 

 Summary of instruments of CBAM.  The three diagnostic instruments of CBAM may be 

used in a variety of ways to document the implementation of an innovation or change.  Each of 

the three diagnostic instruments may be evaluated alone, together, or in any combination to give 

a holistic perspective of change (Hall & Hord, 1987).  The three diagnostic instruments of the 

CBAM framework are used to conceptualize the change process during the implementation of an 

innovation.  Stages of concern are used to describe the affective component of change.  Levels of 

use help researchers diagnose how individuals act during change.  Finally, innovation 

configurations are used to describe different operational patterns of change.  Not every study is 
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based on all three diagnostic instruments of the CBAM framework, but I used all three in this 

study to provide more depth and detail to diagnosing the implementation of change.   

Research about CBAM 

 CBAM is a widely accepted comprehensive theory of change that has been applied to 

many types of educational innovations (Anderson, 1997).  CBAM is a descriptive theoretical 

framework that allows researchers to track teachers’ concerns related to changes made in 

curricula and instruction.  Although researchers have used the framework of CBAM to conduct a 

number of studies, SoC-Q is by far the most widely used diagnostic instrument of CBAM 

(Adams, 2002; Alias & Zainuddin, 2005; Atkins & Vasu, 2000; Bluhm & Kishner, 1998; Casey 

& Rakes, 2002; Cheung & Ng, 2000; Constantinos, Eliophotou-Menton, & Philippou, 2004; 

Dooley, Metcalf, & Martinez, 1999; Holloway, 2003; Newhouse, 2001; Ni & Guzdial, 2002; 

Poynton, Schumacher, & Wilczenski, 2008; W. Vaughn, 2002).  However, few researchers have 

studied the relationship between teachers’ stages of concern and levels of use during innovation.  

Even fewer researchers have studied the relationship between teachers’ stages of concern and 

levels of use during innovation in secondary education.  In this section, I focus on research by 

Landon (2010), Tunks and Weller (2009), and Marsh (1987), all of who used the SoC-Q and 

LoU interviews to track teachers’ concerns about and reactions to changes in curricula and 

instruction. 

 Landon (2010) studied the relationships between stages of concern and levels of RTI for 

120 teachers of grades K–12 from three school districts that were using CBAM as a theoretical 

framework for change.  Landon administered the SoC-Q to all 120 teachers who participated in 

his study.  Landon also used the LoU interviews with the teachers.  LoU interview scores are 

based on results of structured observations, but SoC-Q depends on teachers’ self-reports related 
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to RTI integration in classrooms and schools (Landon, 2010).  Landon collected data using paper 

and pencil questionnaires in face-to-face meetings with participants during two separate 

intervals.  The first SoC-Q was administered at the beginning of the teachers’ first day of 

professional development with RTI, and the second SoC-Q was administered 3 months later.  

Landon used bivariate and univariate statistical methods to test his research hypotheses.  Of the 

120 teachers who participated in Landon’s study, 45.0% were at the Stage 3 (the mechanical 

stage) of the seven stages of concern in CBAM, and 39.0% were at Stage 2 (the personal stage) 3 

months after the initial professional development.  Overall, results from Landon’s study 

indicated that teachers who had low stages of concern did not have high levels of use of RTI and 

vice versa.  Additional findings from Landon’s study demonstrated that gender was predictive of 

levels of use of RTI because male participants had lower stages of concerns and lower levels of 

use of RTI than did female participants.   

 Tunks and Weller (2009) examined the process of change among 10 teachers at the 

fourth-grade level.  Their focus was on teachers’ concerns about and levels of use of the 

innovation called Teacher Quality Grant program, or Algebraic thinking: Building a foundation.  

Tunks and Weller examined how this innovation evolved during the course of one year and what 

changes in teachers’ perceptions emerged as a result of implementing the innovation.  Results 

from Tunks and Weller’s study indicated that teachers’ concerns about the innovation evolved 

throughout the duration of the study.  By focusing on the process of change, Tunks and Weller 

could adjust the program and individual interventions that were designed to provide support 

across time.  Although the grant for the innovation was terminated at the end of Tunks and 

Weller’s project, the teachers who participated in the study continued to maintain routine levels 

of use of the innovation.   
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 Marsh (1987) studied eight elementary school teachers who used the CBAM diagnostic 

instruments while implementing a new social studies curriculum.  Marsh conducted this study to 

understand the fidelity of implementation of the new social studies curriculum that was 

developed centrally at the head office.  Marsh administered the SoC-Q and the LoU interviews to 

teachers who were using a newly adopted curriculum for social studies.  Results indicated that 

the eight participants were at Stage 2 of the seven stages of concern in CBAM, a stage of 

concern that is usually associated with lower levels of use of innovation.  Other findings from 

Marsh’s study demonstrated that teachers’ levels of use increased during the year of research that 

documented the eight teachers’ progress with the innovation. 

Summary of Research on Use of CBAM  

 The studies by Landon (2010), Tunks and Weller (2009), and Marsh (1987) provide a 

framework and support for using CBAM to investigate teachers’ concerns about and levels of 

usage of an innovation.  Understanding the relationship between concern, use, and understanding 

of what factors affect teachers’ concerns about adopting change are important in successfully 

adopting innovation (Marcinkiewicz, 2000).  As van den Berg, Sleegers, Geijsel, and 

Vandenberghe (2000) stated, it is important that those who implement innovations connect with 

individual concerns and viewpoints so that as much support as possible may be provided for 

everyone involved. 

Chapter Summary 

 Even though CBAM has been used in several educational studies and contexts, CBAM 

has not been used to investigate the relationship between teachers’ concerns about and levels of 

use of RTI as an innovation in secondary education.  No example in the literature that I reviewed 

addressed secondary teachers’ concerns about and levels of use of RTI while those teachers were 
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adopting RTI.  Understanding and appreciating faculty members’ concerns about and levels of 

use of RTI is essential to designing better support structures and programs that facilitate the 

successful adoption of RTI and that minimize faculty frustration with, anxiety about, and 

resistance to RTI (Hall & Hord, 1987, 2001; Pajo & Wallace, 2001; Surry & Land, 2000).  In my 

study, I examined how secondary teachers perceived their adoption of RTI as an innovation and 

how their concerns may have impacted the implementation of RTI.  My study involved teachers 

at a north Texas high school who were in their 4th year of adopting RTI as a school-wide 

innovation.  

 This chapter provided a review of relevant literature in two main sections relating RTI 

and CBAM.  It is important for readers to understand the different tiers of RTI and how it is 

implemented in schools as well as the commonly cited benefits and criticisms of RTI, which 

provide background about what is known regarding teachers’ attitudes about, perceptions of, and 

feelings toward the RTI innovation.  Although some researchers have used either RTI or CBAM, 

few researchers have used the two concurrently.  Even fewer studies have been conducted to 

examine both RTI and CBAM in secondary education settings.   

 In Chapter 3, I outline the research design that was used in my study and the participants 

of my study.  I describe the instruments for collecting and the methods for analyzing the data 

from each instrument in relation to the four research subquestions.  I conclude Chapter 3 by 

explaining the methods taken to ensure the protection of human subjects.  
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

 This case study addressed the problem of implementing response to intervention (RTI) in 

general secondary education.  To investigate this problem, one north Texas school’s RTI 

implementation was examined using the theoretical framework of the concerns-based adoption 

model (CBAM) and defining RTI as the innovation.  RTI-related practices were studied for 10 

secondary teachers, two from each core subject (i.e., mathematics, English language arts, 

science, and social studies) and the fine arts who had been implementing RTI for several years.  

In Chapter 3, I describe the research methods and design, the participants, and the instruments 

used in this study.  I also discuss the data analyses in relation to the various instruments and to 

the research questions that guided this study.  I conclude the chapter by exploring the methods 

taken to ensure the protection of human subjects.   

Two main research questions and four subquestions that guided this study are based on 

the definitions of CBAM and are stated as follows:  

RQ1: What were the concerns about and levels of RTI use among core subject and fine 

arts teachers in a north Texas school? 

RQ1a: What was the relationship between stages of concern about and levels of 

use of RTI among the teachers in a north Texas school? 

RQ1b: In what ways did stages of concern about and levels of use of RTI change 

over three time intervals during the process of change related to RTI as an 

innovation? 
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RQ2: How did the teachers use RTI during the process of change? 

RQ2a: What implementation of RTI was evident from the three diagnostic 

instruments of CBAM as applied to the teaching and consultative practices 

of teachers across three time intervals?       

RQ2b: What were the patterns of the teachers’ use of RTI as an innovation based 

on the CBAM diagnostic instruments and their self-reported concerns, 

successes, and future goals? 

Research Methods and Design 

This study was based on a mixed-methods case-study approach using questionnaires, 

structured interviews, and behavioral observations to collect both qualitative and quantitative 

data.  I used CBAM to examine the progression or regression of 10 participating teachers’ 

concerns about as well as levels of use and configurations of RTI (Hall & Hord, 2001).  The 

study was based on data from an RTI specialist and from 10 secondary teachers who participated 

in the study across three intervals during a 5-month time frame.  The data sources for this study 

included a demographic questionnaire, the three diagnostic instruments of CBAM (i.e., SoC-Q, 

LoU branching interviews, and ICC map), behavioral observations, and exit interviews.  At three 

different intervals in September, October, and November of 2012, participating teachers 

completed the SoC-Q, answered questions during LoU branching interviews, and received scores 

on the ICC map.  Scores from the SoC-Q were used to identify teachers’ concerns about RTI, 

and scores from the LoU branching interview and ICC map were used to determine teachers’ 

levels of use with RTI.  At the end of the third interval, exit interviews were scheduled with each 

teacher.  Teachers expressed their agreement with the data collected and described their 

successes, concerns, and future goals with RTI.  The goal of the study was to identify the 
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relationship between teachers’ stages of concern about levels of use of RTI and to examine the 

evidence for their use and configurations of RTI during classroom instruction. 

The methodology of this study aligns with Yin’s (2006) theory of research design based 

on a mixed-methods case study.  Yin indicated that mixed-method case studies should be 

developed based upon preconceived procedures, including overarching research questions that 

cover both the quantitative and qualitative phases of the study.  Yin further described the 

importance of identifying five procedures to aid the process of innovation integration, procedures 

which include (a) research questions, (b) units of analysis, (c) sampling, (d) instrumentation and 

data collection, and (e) analytic strategies (see the Data Collection and Data Analysis sections for 

further discussion of each procedure in the context of this study).  Yin suggested that ‘‘the more 

that a single study integrates mixed methods across these five procedures, the more that mixed-

methods research, as opposed to multiple studies, is taking place’’ (p. 42).  In addition to Yin, 

other researchers including Stake (2006) and Tashakkori and Teddlie (1998) have also 

emphasized the importance of logically planning methods and procedures in a mixed-methods 

study.  

Participants 

This study was conducted in a north Texas school in its 4th year of RTI implementation.  

In 2011–2012, the Texas Education Academy (TEA; 2007–2012) reported this high school’s 

academic excellence indicator system (AEIS) rating as “Academically Acceptable” with “Gold 

Performance Acknowledgements as a Recommended High School Program.”  In the same report, 

the TEA commended the north Texas school for its social studies program (TEA, 2007–2012).  

This north Texas school was the first of three public high schools in the district and serves 

approximately 2,000 students in grades 9–12.  The TEA (2007–2012) report for 2010–2011stated 
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that of the approximately 2,000 students at this north Texas school, approximately 80 are in 

bilingual/ESL education (4.0%), approximately 150 are in gifted and talented education (7.5%), 

approximately 700 are in general education (35.0%), and approximately 130 are in special 

education (6.5%).  In terms of ethnicity, approximately 60 students are Asian or Pacific Islander 

(3.0%), approximately 260 are African American (13.0%), approximately 480 are Hispanic 

(24.0%), and approximately 1,200 are Caucasian (60.0%).  The 141 teachers at this north Texas 

school have a total of 889 years of teaching experience and service, and 29 of the 141 teachers 

have taught on this campus for more than 10 years (20.6%).  Of the 141 teachers at this campus, 

2 teach bilingual/ESL education, 2 teach gifted and talented education, 114 teach general 

education, and 8 teach special education (TEA, 2007–2012).   

In this study, I focused on the perceptions and concerns of 10 of the 141 secondary 

education teachers and their implementation of the three-tier model of RTI.  In 2008–2009, the 

school adopted RTI as a general-education strategy for early identification of and intervention 

for students who were at risk for specific learning disability (SLD).  Teachers and administrators 

continue to use RTI because the innovation incorporates research-based interventions at 

increasing levels of intensity to support students who struggle with reading, math, or behavior.  

The teachers who use the interventions collect data about students and determine whether 

students meet eligibility for RTI or special education.  

Sprick’s (2006) research has been a primary RTI resource for this school during its 

implementation of RTI and helped teachers, principals, and staff set up schools and classrooms 

that encourage student responsibility and motivation while assisting children with behavioral 

challenges.  Addressing the behavioral needs of students is important because this school serves 

a large number of students who are at risk, who are economically disadvantaged, who have 
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limited English proficiency, or who have some combination of these needs.  The goal at the 

school is to accommodate students who need interventions and to offer support for students who 

have not yet been diagnosed with SLD.   

According to the objectives of the campus improvement plan at the school where this 

study was conducted, all RTI specialists monitor students who are in at-risk situations and ensure 

that interventions support those who are struggling with academic or behavioral issues.  Using 

their knowledge of students, RTI specialists guide campus administrators at the schools where 

they work in deciding how to place these students in the academic situations that are best suited 

to their unique needs.  RTI specialists accept responsibility for establishing protocols to 

determine placement of students.  These protocols must be based on collaboration with special 

education staff.  RTI specialists organize, coordinate, and monitor district, state, and college 

assessments to provide administrators and teachers with data to drive campus decision-making. 

The on-campus RTI specialist from the school explained the strategies and interventions 

implemented by the teachers in this high school.  These strategies and interventions were 

designed by the previous and first RTI specialist.  At this school, RTI implementation began 5 

years ago in the 2008–2009 school year under the guidance of the Director of Secondary 

Education who selected the district’s first RTI specialists.  It was a district decision to implement 

RTI at the secondary campuses, and the plan was to phase in more RTI specialists at the middle 

and elementary campuses over 2 years.  In 2008–2009, three RTI specialists were initially hired, 

one to work at each high school in the district.  In the 2009–2010, five RTI specialists were hired 

to work at each middle school, and in the 2010–2011, 20 RTI specialists were hired to work at 

each elementary school.  Currently, the RTI specialists attend monthly meetings conducted by 
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district-level principals.  Each RTI specialist reports to and is evaluated by the respective campus 

principal.   

The RTI specialist who originally implemented RTI at the north Texas school of the 

study provided RTI trainings for and meetings with this high school’s faculty.  For the first 2 

years of implementing RTI at this north Texas school, the original RTI specialist conducted 

biweekly meetings by using Microsoft Access to track students’ RTI through each of the three 

tiers.  The RTI specialist also met with teachers to discuss the RTI strategies as they were first 

implemented to determine whether the strategies needed to be modified in response to students’ 

changing needs.  After 2 years (2008–2010), the original RTI specialist accepted another position 

within the district.  The school where this study was conducted hired a new RTI specialist who 

was in her 3rd year of employment at the campus in 2012–2013.  Her intention was to continue 

using the RTI system put in place by the former RTI specialist.  

 Before participating in this study, the current RTI specialist signed an informed consent 

form.  The current RTI specialist served as my primary informant about the practices of the 

school and district as they pertained to RTI.  I met individually with the current RTI specialist 

five times during the course of data collection: first to sign the informed consent forms, then 

during each of the three intervals, and finally at the exit interviews.  At our first meeting, the RTI 

specialist also helped me choose a convenience sample of 10 teachers to participate in this study.  

I chose two teachers from each of the five core subjects to participate based on the following 

criteria: 

• Participants must have at least 3 years of experience using RTI 

• Participants must teach math, science, social studies, English, or fine arts  
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After receiving from the RTI specialist the 10 names of the teachers who met the criteria, I met 

with them individually on August 31, 2012, to discuss their potential participation in this study.  

All the teachers whom I asked agreed to participate.  When a teacher agreed to participate, I 

collected a signed consent form for participation and gave them the SoC-Q and demographic 

questionnaire to be completed by the time of their first individually scheduled observation.   

I assigned the teachers labels to maintain participant confidentiality in my data collection: 

the two math teacher participants were labeled as MT1 and MT2, the two social studies teacher 

participants were labeled as SST3 and SST4, the two fine arts teacher participants were labeled as 

FAT5 and FAT6, the two science teacher participants were labeled as ST7 and ST8, and the two 

English teacher participants were labeled ET9 and ET10.  The number assigned to each 

participant held no value or meaning but was a simple method to code and track participants 

anonymously.  After I selected 10 participants, I asked them to complete a demographic survey 

as it pertained to them at the beginning of the 2012–2013 school year.  The demographic survey 

included questions about teaching experience, RTI training, teaching certification in special 

education, level of degree, gender, and ethnicity (see Appendix A). 

The Three Diagnostic Instruments of CBAM and Other Instruments  

 I used the three diagnostic instruments recommended by Hall and Hord (2001) to assess 

teachers’ stages of concern and levels of use of RTI: SoC-Q, LoU branching interviews, and an 

ICC map.  To supplement data collected with these three diagnostic instruments, I used a 

demographic questionnaire, behavioral observations in classrooms and RTI meetings, and 

structured exit interviews.  In the following sections, I describe in more detail the three 

diagnostic instruments of CBAM and the other instruments that were used during this study.   

Prior to administering the first SoC-Q, I communicated with Dr. Gene Hall, the lead 
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architect of the CBAM model, to get a better understanding of how to read and interpret the data 

accurately.  He directed me to the Southwest Educational Development Laboratory (SEDL) 

website and suggested I purchase the most current versions of the CBAM instruments to interpret 

and understand the collected data accurately and consistently.  I also purchased the online 

version of the SoC-Q, which allowed me to organize three different questionnaire cohorts for 

each interval of data collection with a unique password and website link that I sent to participants 

to complete the questionnaire online.  Using the online version of SoC-Q also allowed me to 

define subgroups for the participants to allow SoC-Q data to be graphed and examined for each 

individual and for each cohort.  After I collected all my data with the online questionnaire, I 

accessed the data online to view automatically generated graphs that represented the stages of 

concern for the participants across the three intervals of data collection.   

In addition to offering the three diagnostic instruments of the CBAM, the SEDL website 

to which Dr. Hall directed me also offers CBAM webinar training sessions.  SEDL is a nonprofit 

education research, development, and dissemination organization that is focused on improving 

teaching and learning.  After visiting the SEDL website, I contacted Dr. Ed Tobia, the Project 

Director of SEDL’s Improving School Performance unit, who conducts the CBAM webinar 

sessions.  We arranged three phone sessions, two in October and one in December, to discuss the 

concerns’ levels of the teachers.  Dr. Tobia guided me in how to identify teachers’ RTI changes 

when collecting data and to interpret data from the SoC-Q.  Brian Litke, the SEDL Web 

Administrator, technically assisted me with data and SoC-Q reports.  All three contacts—Dr. 

Gene Hall, Dr. Ed Tobia, and Brian Litke—provided references and resources to help me better 

understand the change process and identify CBAM data.   
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The Three Diagnostic Instruments of CBAM 

Stages of Concern Questionnaire.  The first diagnostic instrument of CBAM is the SoC-

Q.  SoC-Q is a 35-item, self-administered questionnaire that was designed to measure concerns 

associated with implementation of an innovation.  SoC-Q can be modified to apply to any 

innovation of interests and was modified for use in this study by replacing the phrase the 

innovation with RTI throughout the questionnaire (see Appendix B).  The 35 items on the SoC-Q 

are in the form of statements describing concerns that respondents might have about their 

involvement in implementing RTI with students who require more specialized instruction.  

Respondents were asked to read and consider the degree to which each statement reflected their 

levels of concern regarding RTI.  Then, respondents circled a number on a 7-point Likert scale 

that ranges from 1 (This statement is irrelevant to me) to 7 (Very true of me at this time).  There 

are five items for each of the seven stages of concern.  An example of an item representing Stage 

2–Personal is the following: “I would like to know how my role will change when I am using the 

innovation” (George, Hall, & Stiegelbauer, 2006, p. 27).  The seven stages of concern are Stage 

0–Unconcerned, Stage 1–informational, Stage 2–personal, Stage 3–mechanical, Stage 4–

consequence, Stage 5–collaboration, and Stage 6–refocusing (see Table 1).  Participants’ 

responses to the items on the SoC-Q indicate their current concerns with RTI as an innovation or 

how they feel about their involvement with RTI as an innovation.    

According to Hall and Hord (2006), the SoC-Q has “test/retest reliabilities range [of the 

SoC-Q] from .65 to .86” (p. 147).  Hall and Hord (2006) also found that the SoC-Q has “α-

coefficients [that] range from .64 to .83” (p. 147).  Therefore, Hall and Hord (2006) concluded 

that the SoC-Q has “strong reliability estimates and internal consistency” (p. 147).  Table 1 

outlines the expressions of stages of concern about an innovation, expressions which have 
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evolved from the three-phase model of Fuller et al.’s (1973) concerns theory and from CBAM’s 

seven stages of concern.  In Table 1, the expressions of concern correspond to a phase and a 

stage of concern. 

Table 1 
 
Expressions of Phases and Stages of Concern About Innovation  
 

4 Phases of 
Concern 

7 Stages of 
Concern Expressions of Concern 

   

Impact 

6–Refocusing Generating ideas about innovation that would work better 

5–Collaboration Becoming concerned about my practice relating to others 

4–Consequence Affecting learners 

Task 3–Mechanical Spending all of my time getting materials ready for 
innovation 

Self 
2–Personal  Affecting me 

1–Informational Becoming interested in learning more about innovation 

Unrelated 0–Unconcerned Remaining unconcerned about innovation 

Source. Hall & Hord  (2006).  
 

After participating teachers documented their concerns about RTI with SoC-Q, teachers’ 

responses to SoC-Q were categorized in one of the seven stages of concern.  A score based on 

responses to SoC-Q was calculated for each participant by summing the participant’s ratings of 

the five statements under each proposed phase and stage of concern (unrelated–unconcerned, 

self–informational, self–personal, task–mechanical, impact–consequence, impact–collaboration, 

impact–refocusing; see Appendix C).  The score for each phase and stage category of concern 

ranged from 0–35.  The higher a teacher’s summed score was in a category, the more intense 

were the concerns of the teacher at that stage; the lower a teacher’s summed score was in a 

category, the less intense were the concerns of teacher at that stage.  SoC-Q was also used to 
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construct profiles for individual or group concerns by taking the summed score for each category 

and converting it into a percentile following the guidelines outlined in Quick Scoring Device, 

which provides both scoring and interpreting information for the SoC-Q (see Appendix D; Hall 

et al., 1979; Hall & Hord, 2001).   

LoU branching interviews.  The second diagnostic instrument of CBAM that was used in 

this study, the LoU branching interviews, focuses on general patterns of teachers’ behavior 

related to an intervention, identified in this case as RTI (Anderson, 1997).  LoU branching 

interviews were used to understand each teacher’s view of RTI implementation.  The goal of 

using LoU branching interviews was to collect information from the teachers that could be used 

to assign each teacher a level of use of RTI.  By administering the LoU branching interviews 

three times, teachers’ possible progression from one level of use to the next could be determined.  

As teachers used RTI in classrooms, they were expected to progress to higher levels of use.    

Hall, Loucks, Rutherford, and Newlove (1975) proposed eight levels of use that range 

from lack of knowing that an innovation exists to active and highly sophisticated use of an 

innovation.  The LoU branching interviews that were used in this study were based on the 

following identifiers for Hall et al.’s (1975) eight levels of use in the innovation process: Non-

Use (Level 0), Orientation (Level I), Preparation (Level II), Mechanical (Level III), Routine 

(Level IVa), Refinement (Level IVb), Integration (Level V), and Renewal (Level VI).  Table 2 

details the behavioral indicators of each level of use.   
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Table 2 
 
Eight Levels of Use of Innovation 
 
Level  Description of Level Behavioral Indicators of Level   

VI  Renewal Reevaluating quality of use of innovation 

 V  Integration Combining own efforts with those of colleagues 
 IVb  Refinement Varying use of innovation  
 IVa  Routine Establishing patterns of use but making few 

changes to innovation 
 III  Mechanical Trying short-term and day-to-day use of 

innovation 
 II  Preparation Preparing for first use of innovation 
 I  Orientation Acquiring information about and exploring value 

of innovation 
 0 Non-Use Having little or no knowledge of innovation 
 Source. Hall & Hord  (2006).  

      
 
 Levels of use are distinct states in which individuals and groups display observably 

different types of behaviors and patterns in the use of innovation (Hall & Hord, 2006).  Levels of 

use help researchers characterize how people who implement change develop and acquire new 

skills with innovation and, eventually, vary their use of innovation (Hall & Hord, 2006).  Each 

level of use encompasses a range of behaviors but is limited by a set of identifiable points of 

decision delineated on an ICC map (Hall & Hord, 2006).    

LoU branching interviews are based on a series of questions by which researchers can 

gain information about innovation-related behaviors and about observability (Hall & Hord, 

2006).  Hall and Hord (2006) defined observability as not only being able to see an innovation in 

use but also being able to see the results from that innovation.  Typically, when observability is 

high, teachers demonstrate behaviors that support adopting the RTI innovation.   

LoU branching interviews were used to track the progression or regression of teachers’ 
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levels of use of RTI to gain information about teachers’ RTI-related behaviors.  A branching 

interview is a formulaic but flexible interview that is constructed through a series of structured 

questions.  Yes or No responses to branching interview questions guide researchers through 

different predetermined branches (i.e., questions) of the interview.  Figure 2 illustrates the LoU 

branching interview questions that I used in this study. 

 

Figure 2.  LoU branching interview for RTI (Loucks et al., 1975). Reproduced with permission 
from the Southwest Educational Development Laboratory, Austin, TX.  
 

Hall et al. (1975) proposed that researchers should tally rating sheets next to appropriate 

numbers during LoU branching interviews when the interviewee makes a statement that appears 

to place him or her in a particular level of use category.  I used this tally format as I interviewed 
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each teacher for the structured LoU branching interviews.  I used the tallies on the rating sheets 

during LoU branching interviews to determine the levels of use of RTI for each participant in the 

study (see Appendix E).   

Innovation configuration checklist matrix.  The third instrument recommended by Hall 

and Hord (2001) that was used in this study was the ICC map (see Appendix F).  In this study, 

the ICC map was used to identify teachers’ different configurations of RTI based on different 

components of RTI implementation and on variations of these components.  I created the ICC 

map prior to observing and ranking teachers’ using RTI as an innovation, and then I used it to 

rate teachers’ key behavioral components in implementing change.  Hord, Stigelbauer, Hall, and 

George (2006) suggested that to create an ICC map, researchers should visualize the components 

of the innovation in use and generate variations for each component.  Therefore, to identify the 

four main categories of the ICC map, I brainstormed and visualized the various forms that RTI 

could take when used by secondary teachers during classroom instruction.  I then created the 

components to identify the main concepts under each category based on the teachers’ observable 

RTI behaviors.  I used the participants’ scores from the ICC map to determine the participants’ 

overall levels of use of RTI. 

To create the ICC map, I identified four main categories based on the three key questions 

that Hall and Hord (2001) suggested researchers should use when creating innovation 

configuration checklists:  

• What does the innovation look like when it is in use? 

• What would I see in classrooms where it is used well (and not so well)? 

• What will teachers and students be doing when the innovation is in use? 

Using these questions, I developed four main categories for this study of observable RTI 
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behaviors in classrooms: RTI specialist, teacher behaviors, curricular use, and student behaviors.  

Under each category, I further identified several components of observable RTI behaviors during 

instructional time: 

• RTI specialist includes  

• Professional development  

• Communication 

• Teacher behaviors includes  

• Instructional supports  

• Collaboration 

• Curricular use includes  

• Instructional interventions 

• Instructional methods 

• Teachers implement 

• Student behaviors includes  

• Student participates throughout lesson 

• Student participates during instruction 

I used the ICC map as a tool for observing teachers’ RTI-related behaviors from the teachers’ 

perspectives of using RTI in the classroom.  Using the ICC map to measure teachers’ RTI 

implementation helped me track teachers’ progress during the change and determine the areas in 

which teachers needed additional practice in designing and implementing RTI curriculum to 

improve teachers’ RTI use in the future.  The ICC map not only helped me identify individuals’ 

strengths and weaknesses during the change process but also provided me with an RTI goal to 

leave with the teachers and RTI specialist at the north Texas school where this study was 
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conducted: to have the innovation of RTI in practice in all classrooms in this school.    

After rating teachers’ responses from LoU branching interviews, I scored teachers’ 

behaviors using the ICC map and the responses from LoU branching interviews.  By aligning the 

language of the ICC map with the language of categories in the LoU branching interviews, I 

tracked teachers’ progression or regression in RTI use across time.  I used my records from the 

behavioral observations and the LoU branching interviews to complete the ICC map for each 

participant.   

Other Instruments 

Demographic questionnaire.  In addition to the three diagnostic instruments of CBAM, a 

demographic questionnaire was administered to the 10 participants (see Appendix A).  

Demographic questions related to years of experience (defined as years of service), years of RTI 

training (defined as years of professional development), special education certification (defined 

as whether the participant was certified or not certified), gender (defined as whether the 

participant was male or female), education (defined as participant’s highest degree earned), and 

ethnicity (defined as the participant’s cultural group). 

Behavioral observations.  During the three intervals of this study, I observed teachers in 

their individual classrooms and during two RTI meetings to supplement data collected from the 

three instruments recommended by Hall and Hord (2001).  Using the components of the ICC 

map as tools for discussion, I interviewed each teacher after his or her classroom observation 

using the questions for the LoU branching interview to determine each teacher saw his or her 

level of use of RTI.  Hall et al. (1975) proposed that researchers should tally rating sheets next to 

appropriate numbers during LoU branching interviews when the interviewee makes a statement 

that appears to place him or her in a particular level of use category.  I used this tally format as I 
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interviewed each teacher for the structured LoU branching interviews.  I used the tallies on the 

rating sheets during LoU branching interviews to determine the levels of use of RTI for each 

participant in the study. 

Exit interviews.  I conducted an exit interview with each participant, which I used to 

gauge teachers’ attitudes and beliefs about their successes, concerns, and future goals with RTI.  

Data from the exit interviews provided information about the teachers’ concerns and perceptions 

about RTI, which benefited not only this study but also the district.  Teachers’ feedback during 

exit interviews was used to understand teachers’ perceptions about RTI and provided further 

insight into teachers’ use of RTI.  Four questions guided the exit interviews: 

• What is your interpretation of the results based on the data collected? 

• What were your successes with the RTI innovation? 

• What were your biggest concerns about RTI? 

• Where do you think you are headed next with RTI? 

Data Analysis 

Data from the Three Diagnostic Instruments of CBAM 

SoC-Q.   Data obtained from SoC-Q were scored using the stages of concerns quick 

scoring device from SEDL (Hall et al., 1979).  To score the data from SoC-Q, totals of 

participants’ responses to individual statements from SoC-Q were recorded to establish each 

participant’s mean relative intensity score for each stage of concern.  The mean relative intensity 

scores were then used to create a line graph to show progression or regression of teachers’ 

concerns about using RTI at different intervals of time across a semester.  I used a table and a 

line graph to represent the teachers’ percentile scores for stages of concern because according to 

Hall et al. (1979), graphic representations of percentile scores, such as the mean relative intensity 
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score, can assist researchers in interpreting data from SoC-Q.  A table and a line graph 

representing the data collected with the SoC-Q is presented in Chapter 4 to show progression or 

regression of teachers’ concerns about RTI across a specific amount of time.  

LoU branching interviews.  In this study, the eight levels of use were used to categorize 

functions of RTI as indicated by participating teachers’ use of RTI as an innovation.  Teachers’ 

levels of use of RTI were measured at three different intervals across a semester.  Each LoU 

branching interview took approximately 10 minutes.  High numbers from LoU branching 

interviews indicated high levels of use of RTI; conversely, low numbers from LoU indicated low 

levels of use of RTI.  As with the data from the SoC-Q, I used a table and a line graph to present 

the data collected in the LoU branching interviews, which is presented in Chapter 4. 

ICC map.  At each classroom observation, I observed teachers for 50 minutes and took 

field notes about teachers’ behaviors and comments related to RTI (see Appendix G).  At the one 

of the two RTI meetings, I observed teachers for 30 minutes; I was unable to observe teachers at 

the second RTI meeting only because the teachers who participated in this study did not attend 

the second meeting.  I also used Evernote to record the classroom observations and RTI 

meetings.  Evernote is an application that can be used across electronic devices (i.e., iPhone, 

iPod touch, and iPad) to record interviews, to take notes, and to store data.  The data collected 

with the ICC map is presented in a table in Chapter 4 to show progression or regression of 

teachers’ levels of use of RTI across a specific amount of time.  

Data from the Other Instruments 

Demographic questionnaire.  Baseline descriptive statistics for the participants were 

collected using a demographic questionnaire.  These statistics included participants’ years of 

experience, years of RTI training, special education certification, gender, education, and 
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ethnicity.  These statistics were used to calculate frequencies and percentages for the 

demographic variables.  Means and standard deviations were also calculated for years of 

experience and years of RTI training, both of which were important variables in the topic of this 

study.  This information is presented in a table in Chapter 4.   

Behavioral observations.  To rank teachers according to the checklists, I conducted 

behavioral observations during RTI meetings and classroom instruction.  During these 

observations, I took field notes and recorded evidence to help me determine teachers’ levels of 

use of RTI and to mark variations in each of the components measured by the checklists.  I 

categorized the behaviors noted in recordings and field notes according to the ICC map, which I 

used to identify key components of teachers’ RTI-related behaviors.  Data from the ICC map and 

behavioral observations is presented in a table in Chapter 4.   

Exit interviews.  The exit interview occurred at a scheduled conference time after the end 

of Interval 3 with each teacher who volunteered to participate in the study.  The exit interview 

occurred in the teachers’ classrooms during their conference periods when they did not have any 

students in their classrooms.  At the scheduled exit interviews, participants were asked about 

their interpretations of the results of this study.  All 10 participants stated they were comfortable 

with the results.   

I recorded the exit interviews and took field notes using Evernote (see Appendix G).  

After the exit interviews, I looked in the field notes for two or more similar comments by the 

teachers and for responses linked to levels of use and stages of concern.  To categorize the 

similar comments, two graduate students and I cross-examined the exit interviews.  After 

reviewing all the exit interviews, the two graduate students and I reached a consensus about the 

categories of similar comments.  More information about the categories of participants’ 
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comments from exit interviews is presented in Chapter 4.   

Data Analysis in Relation to the Research Questions and Subquestions 

In this section, I discuss how the data were triangulated to answer the two main research 

questions and the four subquestions.  The relationships between the research questions and data 

sources are summarized in Table 3.  

Table 3 
 
Relationships among Research Questions and Data Sources 
 
    Data Source 1 Data Source 2 Data Source 3   

RQ1 SoC-Q 
LoU  

Branching Interviews Behavioral Observations 
 

 
RQ1a 

Behavioral  
Observations 

LoU  
Branching Interviews SoC-Q 

 

 
RQ1b SoC-Q 

Behavioral  
Observations 

LoU  
Branching Interviews 

      
RQ2 ICC map Exit Interviews Behavioral Observations 

 

 
RQ2a 

LoU  
Branching Interviews Behavioral Observations ICC map 

 
 RQ2b Exit Interviews SoC-Q 

LoU 
Branching Interviews  

 
 

In August, October, and December of 2012, I collected data using the three diagnostic 

instruments of CBAM—SoC-Q, LoU branching interviews, and ICC map—and behavioral 

observations and exit interviews to identify teachers’ stages of concern and levels of use with 

RTI.  Data from the three diagnostic instruments of CBAM offered a snapshot of teachers’ 

concerns about and use of the RTI innovation at specific times during the 5-month semester, 

which I used to answer the research questions and subquestions.   

Protection of Human Subjects 

Before data collection occurred, I requested IRB approval from the University of North 

Texas (UNT) and from the north Texas school where this study was conducted.  I submitted IRB 
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approval forms to the IRB committee at the north Texas school on May 18, 2012, and received 

approval June 25, 2012.  I requested IRB approval from UNT on June 20, 2012, and received 

approval July, 2012.  As part of a condition of the IRB approval, I created consent forms for the 

participants and for the RTI specialist.   

Participation in this study was completely voluntary.  Participants, including the RTI 

specialist, signed informed consent forms to participate in this study.  During my first face-to-

face interview with participants, I explained not only that participation was voluntary but also 

that they could withdraw from the study at any time without penalty.  Additionally, I assured the 

participants that their participation in this study would be completely anonymous. 

To maintain participant anonymity, I assigned the teachers labels during data collection: 

The two math teacher participants were labeled as MT1 and MT2, the two social studies teacher 

participants were labeled as SST3 and SST4, the two fine arts teacher participants were labeled 

as FAT5 and FAT6, the two science teacher participants were labeled as ST7 and ST8, and the 

two English teacher participants were labeled ET9 and ET10.  The number assigned to each 

participant held no value or meaning but was a simple method to code and track participants 

confidentially.  Data pertaining to the participants are stored in a safe location to which there is 

limited access.  The audio records from Evernote were sent to a QuickTime file and saved on a 

CD.  The CD has been stored with the other collected data in a locked filing cabinet at a separate 

secure location for 3 years.    

Chapter Summary  

 In this chapter, I explained the research methods and design that I used in my mixed-

methods study to examine teachers’ concerns about as well as levels of use and configurations of 

the RTI innovation in a north Texas school.  Specifically, this chapter included information about 



 

68 

the participants, the instruments and how they were scored, the procedures for data analysis, and 

the ethical assurances of this study.  In Chapter 4, I explain the differences between my original 

plan for data collection and my actual data collection before presenting the results of my study 

by data source.  Chapter 4 concludes with a discussion of the data in relation to the research 

subquestions and of the CBAM profiles that I created to consolidate the data from the various 

data sources.   
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CHAPTER 4 

DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

This case study addressed the problem of implementing response to intervention (RTI) in 

general secondary education.  To investigate this problem, one north Texas school’s RTI 

implementation was examined using the theoretical framework of the concerns-based adoption 

Model (CBAM) and defining RTI as the innovation.  RTI-related practices were studied for 10 

secondary teachers, two from each core subject (i.e., mathematics, English language arts, 

science, and social studies) and the fine arts who had been implementing RTI for several years.  

Two main research questions and four subquestions that guided this study are based on the 

definitions of CBAM and are stated as follows:  

RQ1: What were the concerns about and levels of RTI use among core subject and fine 

arts teachers in a north Texas school? 

RQ1a: What was the relationship between stages of concern about and levels of 

use of RTI among the teachers in a north Texas school? 

RQ1b: In what ways did stages of concern about and levels of use of RTI change 

over three time intervals during the process of change related to RTI as an 

innovation? 

RQ2: How did the teachers use RTI during the process of change? 

RQ2a: What implementation of RTI was evident from the three diagnostic 

instruments of CBAM as applied to the teaching and consultative practices 

of teachers across three time intervals?   
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RQ2b: What were the patterns of the teachers’ use of RTI as an innovation based 

on the CBAM diagnostic instruments and their self-reported concerns, 

successes, and future goals? 

In this chapter, I discuss the data collection and results of this study by source of data (i.e., the 

three diagnostic instruments of CBAM [SoC-Q, LoU branching interviews, ICC map] and the 

exit interviews).  Then, I analyze the data in relation to the research subquestions, narrowing the 

focus of the results.  A more thorough examination of the findings in relation to the main 

research questions is presented in Chapter 5.  This chapter concludes with a discussion of the 

CBAM profiles that I created for each of the participants to see if individual findings support 

group findings.  

Data Collection  

 Data collection took place at a north Texas school.  The primary objectives of data 

collection were to identify the concerns about and levels of use of RTI among core-subject 

teachers by collecting evidence across three time intervals related to teachers’ support of RTI as 

a school wide innovation.  In the following sections, I describe the RTI specialist at the school, 

the school’s administrative personnel, and the teachers who participated in this study; I also 

describe the time intervals for data collection.  These descriptions provide context not only for 

understanding some changes to the data collection plan that was presented in Chapter 3 but also 

for analyzing the findings from the different types of data that were collected. 

RTI Specialist  

At the north Texas school where this study was conducted, one RTI specialist had been 

employed when RTI was first implemented as a district-wide innovation.  After 2 years of 

implementing RTI, the first RTI specialist accepted another position within the district, and a 
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new RTI specialist was hired.  The current RTI specialist entered this role in 2009–2010 and is in 

her 3rd year at the campus.  The information provided by this RTI specialist and her support of 

this research were important factors in my data collection.  The current RTI specialist continued 

to use the RTI system put in place by the former RTI specialist until she discovered a technical 

issue that occurred over the summer before this study was conducted.   

At the end of the 2011–2012 school year, district administrators decided to change 

software systems from the special education system to the school net curriculum and assessment 

system.  The implications of this change and others related to district-level changes in the RTI 

program at the north Texas school where this study was conducted did not become evident to me 

until I was well into my data collection.  In the transition, not all of the RTI information for 

students crossed over to the new system.  The school RTI specialist informed me on August 31, 

2012, that she was reworking the data about students’ services and supports according to the 

three tiers of RTI and that she planned to take a new approach in the 2012–2013 school year to 

documenting data related to RTI.  The RTI specialist began the school year by interviewing all 

the students in her caseload to receive input about how they perceived the RTI strategies and 

accommodations that their teachers had used in the past.  The RTI specialist entered notes from 

each student’s feedback into individual data files that were stored in the School Net Curriculum 

and Assessment System.   

After interviewing the students, the RTI specialist followed up with the students’ teachers 

on September 5, 2012, by giving the teachers the data files of the students who were eligible for 

RTI services.  In a population of about 2,000 students in grades 9–12, the RTI specialist is 

responsible for 521 students.  At the meeting, the RTI specialist also handed out the RTI 

performance monitoring sheet so that teachers could monitor and document students’ RTI needs 
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in the classroom (see Appendix H).  The RTI specialist created the RTI performance monitoring 

sheet because district administrators wanted to stop using the monitoring sheet that had been 

used in the district for the previous 4 years.  The administrators had found that teachers were 

using only portions of the previous form.  They decided to modify the form, now called the RTI 

performance monitoring sheet, because they thought it would make teachers more accountable 

for implementing RTI strategies.   

Before I began collecting data, I asked the RTI specialist to describe the RTI goals and 

objectives at the school where this study was conducted.  She stated the following: 

[RTI is] still a work in progress. . . .  [My perception is that with] turnover and transition 
[within] the district, those who were “formally trained” have moved on, and it seems to 
be catch up all the time. . . .  [My goal is that e]very student would have a RTI plan that is 
“effectively implemented” for academic success. . . .  [My objective is that] RTI plan[s] 
would be used to point students in a path to success.   
  

I also asked the RTI specialist to provide a more in-depth explanation about teachers’ RTI 

training.  She responded with the following:  

When RTI became the “buzz” in education, we had RTI specialist[s] attend trainings.  In 
2009, Region 10 offered free RTI training for teachers employed in the district.  The 
participants at the north Texas school all received RTI training at the Region 10 
workshop.  At a conference held in Arlington, three RTI specialist[s] from the north 
Texas district attended.  The three RTI specialists took the information they received 
from the conference and trained teachers at their campuses.  All three specialists are no 
longer with the district.  Teachers’ identified as “experts” in the field at the state level 
received further training through Region 10 and other conferences.  I haven’t been privy 
to much training except at the district level, and it’s still a “work in progress”: no 
continuity on how everyone ([including] RTI interventionist[s] and counselor[s]) 
“should” be implementing RTI. 
    

In the 2 years since RTI was first implemented at the north Texas school where this study was 

conducted, RTI meetings were conducted biweekly.  Before I started collecting data, the RTI 

specialist told me that the biweekly RTI meetings would continue throughout the school year, 

but this did not happen.  During the three intervals of data collection for this study, there were 
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only two RTI meetings, and the second RTI meeting did not include any participants in this 

study.  The RTI specialist said that the meetings were cancelled because administrative meetings 

were scheduled for the same time as RTI meetings.  After my conversations with the RTI 

specialist, I concluded that the priorities of the school appeared to be focused toward teacher 

turnovers, teacher rehires, and state tests instead of toward RTI implementation.  As I became 

more familiar with the north Texas school where I was conducting this study, I discovered that I 

needed to learn more about the district before I could effectively collect data.   

Administrative Personnel 

At the north Texas school where this study was conducted, all administrative personnel 

are expected to adhere to the campus mission statements.  The statement at the school where the 

study was conducted was intended to promote a  

community of excellence [that is] rich in legacy and focused on the future [and that] 
pursues genuine relationships that open minds to new opportunities, inspires excitement 
for learning, cultivates individual responsibility and prepares each student for an ever-
changing world by fostering critical thinking skills and providing meaningful learning 
experiences that develop lifelong success.  (disguised to protect confidentiality)   
 

The school administrative personnel consist of one principal, one associate principal, and five 

assistant principals.  The principal oversees activities at the campus.  The associate principal 

oversees campus curriculum and instruction.  The five assistant principals facilitate and monitor 

discipline.  They also attend weekly department meetings and annually evaluate teachers using 

the Professional Development and Appraisal System (PDAS).  Departments are defined 

according to subject area with a department leader conducting, organizing, and facilitating 

meetings.  PDAS evaluations are used as the instrument for apprising and identifying areas in 

which teachers need staff development.  The PDAS evaluations are based on 45 minutes of 

classroom observation by one of the assistant principals during the calendar year of appraisal.  
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PDAS evaluations are organized into eight domains reflecting the proficiencies for learner-

centered instruction adopted in 1997 by the State Board for Educator Certification (Region 13 

Education Service Center, 2012).  These domains include the following:  

• Active, successful student participation in the learning process 

• Learner-centered instruction 

• Evaluation and feedback on student progress 

• Management of student discipline, instructional strategies, time, and other materials 

• Professional communication 

• Professional development 

• Compliance with policies, operating procedures, and requirements 

• Improvement of all students’ academic performance 

As part of their normal duties, administrative personnel may also schedule meetings with 

students and teachers to adhere to state mandates and to respond to teachers’ and students’ needs.  

Accordingly, during the year of this study, administrators scheduled meetings with teachers at 

the beginning of the year and conducted interviews with students during the middle of the year.  

The meetings with teachers were scheduled in August and early September to discuss teacher 

turnovers, new hires, and state tests.  The interviews with students who were labeled at risk for 

SLDs took place in October and November 2012 because the assistant principals were required 

to meet with each student about his or her academic performance.  However, meetings between 

the assistant principals and students conflicted with RTI meetings that had been scheduled by the 

RTI specialist, so the RTI specialist was forced to cancel all but two of the RTI meetings.   

Participants 

The participants for this study (N = 10) were recruited from a population of 141 total 

secondary teachers and 82 core-subject secondary teachers from the north Texas school where 

http://www4.esc13.net/uploads/pdas/docs/LearnerCenteredSchools.pdf
http://www4.esc13.net/uploads/pdas/docs/LearnerCenteredSchools.pdf
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this study was conducted.  Prior to collecting data, I worked with the school’s RTI specialist to 

identify potential participants who met the following criteria: 

• Participants must have at least 3 years of experience using RTI  

• Participants must teach math, science, social studies, English, or fine arts   

After receiving the names of the teachers recommended by the RTI specialist, I met with them 

individually on August 31, 2012, to discuss their potential participation in this study.  All the 

teachers whom I asked agreed to participate.  When a teacher agreed to participate, I collected a 

signed consent form for participation and gave them the SoC-Q and demographic questionnaire 

to be completed by the time of their first individually scheduled observations.  I assigned the 

teachers labels to maintain participant confidentiality in my data collection: The two math 

teacher participants were labeled as MT1 and MT2, the two social studies teacher participants 

were labeled as SST3 and SST4, the two fine arts teacher participants were labeled as FAT5 and 

FAT6, the two science teacher participants were labeled as ST7 and ST8, and the two English 

teacher participants were labeled ET9 and ET10.  The number assigned to each participant held 

no value or meaning but was a simple method to code and track participants anonymously.     

Baseline descriptive statistics for participants were collected using the demographic 

questionnaire and included participants’ years of experience, years of RTI training, special 

education certification, gender, education, and ethnicity (see Table 4).  The majority of the 

teachers were female (70.0%) and Caucasian (90.0%).  The number of participants who had 

earned bachelor’s degrees and master’s degrees were equal (n = 5), but no participants attained 

higher than a master’s degrees.  None of the participants were certified in special education.  The 

average years of teaching experience for the 10 participants was 10.45 years (SD = 6.87).  

Amount of teaching experience was equally distributed between 5 and 20 years, but three 

teachers had less than 5 years of teaching experience.  Only one teacher had 20 plus years of 
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experience teaching.  The average years of RTI training was 3.80 years (SD = .63).  No teachers 

had less than 3 years of experience with RTI, which means that even the three teachers who had 

less than 5 years of teaching experience fulfilled the participation criteria of at least 3 years of 

RTI experience.  FAT6 and ET10 were the only two participants who had more than 5 years of 

RTI training.  

Table 4 
 
Frequencies and Percentages of Demographic Data  
 

  n % 

Years of Experience 

Less Than 5 Years 3 30.0 
5–10 Years 2 20.0 
11–15 Years 2 20.0 
16–20 Years 2 20.0 
20 Years Plus 1 10.0 

Years of RTI Training 
Less Than 3 Years – – 
3–4 Years 8 80.0 
5 Years Plus 2 20.0 

Special Education 
Certification 

Yes 0 0.0 
No 10 100.0 

Gender 
Male 3 30.0 
Female 7 70.0 

Education 

BS/BA 5 50.0 
MED/MAEd/MSEd/MS/MA 5 50.0 
EdS – – 
EdD – – 
PhD – – 

Ethnicity 

African American – – 
Asian 1 10.0 
Hispanic – – 
Caucasian 9 90.0 
Pacific Islander – – 
Native American – – 
Other – – 

Note.  Years of Experience: M = 10.45, SD = 6.87; Years of RTI Training: M = 3.80, SD = .63. 

 
Data Collection Timelines 

The three intervals of data collection occurred during the fall semester of the 2012–2013 
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school year.  Interval 1 occurred from September 5–7, Interval 2 from October 10–12, and 

Interval 3 from November 28–30.  After the third interval, an exit interview was scheduled with 

each participant.  Exit interviews occurred from December 5–7.  

During each of the scheduled intervals, participants completed the SoC-Q before they 

were observed and interviewed in their classrooms.  The observations, which are associated with 

the Innovation Configuration data collection, lasted for about 50 minutes in each classroom, and 

the branching interview lasted about 3 to 5 minutes immediately after the classroom 

observations.  During the observations, I sat either in the back of the classrooms behind the 

students or on the side of the classrooms next to the students.  I did not want to distract the 

teachers or the students, but I still wanted to be able to observe teachers’ behaviors and 

comments relative to the RTI innovation.   

Results 

 In this section, I report the findings from each of the six data sources.  The data sources 

examined in this study were the three diagnostic instruments from the CBAM (i.e., SoC-Q, LoU 

branching interviews, and ICC map), behavioral observations in classrooms and RTI meetings, 

and exit interviews.  After discussing the data from each of these sources, I analyze the findings 

in relation to the research subquestions.   

Data from the Three Diagnostic Instruments of CBAM 

Data from SoC-Q.  The SoC-Q was used to measure participants’ intensities of concern 

about RTI.  The instrument is based on a 35-items that employs a Likert scale to measure seven 

stages of concern, which are numbered from 0 to 6; each stage of concern is associated with one 

of four phases of concern (see Table 5 and Appendix B).  The phases of concern progress from 

unrelated concerns (Stage 0–unconcerned) to self concerns (Stage 1–informational and Stage 2–
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personal) to task concerns (Stage 3–mechanical) and, finally, to impact concerns (Stage 4–

consequence, Stage 5–collaboration, and Stage 6–refocusing; see Table 5).  Participants’ 

concerns were measured at the beginning of each of the three intervals.  Thus, data from the 

SoC-Q provide a snapshot of how the participants felt about RTI at three moments in time.  

Before each interval, participants were asked to complete the SoC-Q either online or on a 

hard copy.  All of the participants chose to fill out the questionnaire with hard copies at the 

beginning of Interval 1.  Six participants (i.e., SST3, FAT5, FAT6, ST7, ET10, and ET9) filled 

out hard copies at the beginning of Interval 2, but four participants (i.e., MT1, MT2, SST4, and 

ST8) filled out the questionnaire online.  At the beginning of Interval 3, two participants (SST4 

and FAT5) filled out hard copies, and eight participants (MT1, MT2, SST3, FAT6, ST7, ST8, 

ET9, and ET10) filled out the online questionnaire.  MT1, SST3, ST7, and ET9 commented 

about the convenience of the online questionnaire at the beginning of Interval 3.  Cohort reports 

(i.e., reports for SoC-Q data from each of the three time intervals) were created via the 

administration database for the SoC-Q that is hosted by the official website for Southwest 

Educational Development and Learning (SEDL; see Table 5).  These reports were based on 

participants’ mean relative intensity scores by stage and phase of concern on the SoC-Q.  

Relative intensity scores at Interval 1 serve as a baseline for teachers’ progression or regression 

in using RTI (see Table 5).   

The data in Table 5 reveal that at the beginning of Interval 1, more teachers were in Stage 

2–Personal (M = 72.00) than in any other stage.  At the beginning of Interval 2, more teachers 

were still in Stage 2–personal (M = 57.00) than in any other stage, and at the beginning of 

Interval 3, more teachers were in Stage 0–unconcerned (M = 61.00) than in any other stage.  At 

the beginning of all three intervals, fewer teachers were in Stage 4–consequence (M = 43.00, 
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24.00, and 21.00, respectively) than in any other stage.  These findings indicate that overall, 

teachers’ concerns were highest in the self phase and lowest in the impact phase during all three 

intervals of the study (see Table 5).  The self phase is associated with teachers’ focusing on how 

RTI is affecting them personally. 

Table 5 
 
SEDL Cohort Reports for Teachers’ Mean Relative Intensity Scores in Each Stage and Phase of 
Concern on the SoC-Q  
 

 
Unrelated  

Phase 
 Self  

Phase 
 Task  

Phase 
 Impact  

Phase  

  
Stage  

0 
 Stage  

1 
Stage  

2 
 Stage  

3 
 Stage  

4 
Stage  

5 
Stage  

6   

  
 

  
 

 
 

    Interval 1 61  66 72  69  43 44 42 
 Interval 2 55  48 57  56  24 25 26 
 Interval 3 61  48 55  47  21 16 22 
  

   
Data from LoU branching interviews.  Like the SoC-Q scores, the scores from the LoU 

branching interviews provide insight into teachers’ classroom behaviors and comments related to 

RTI during classroom instruction.  To score the teachers’ levels of use, I observed their 

classroom behaviors and noted their comments related to RTI during class-time instruction.  At 

each classroom observation, I observed teachers for 50 minutes and took field notes about their 

behaviors and comments that applied to RTI as predetermined (for more information about how 

LoU branching interviews are constructed, see Figure 2 in Chapter 3; for study notes taken 

during LoU branching interviews, see Appendix G).  For example, I observed that FAT6 worked 

with students in groups and individually on class assignments, S78 allowed students to have 

more time on class assignments, and ET9 offered tutoring before and after school.  I used a 

structured note-taking matrix to note these and other RTI behaviors during classroom instruction 

(see Appendix E).  Using the components of the ICC map as a tool for discussion, I conducted 
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LoU branching interviews with each participant after classroom observations to determine each 

teacher’s level of use of RTI.  Results from classroom observations and branching interviews 

were used to rate teachers’ levels of use at the end of each of the three intervals of study (see 

Table 6). 

Table 6 
 
Teachers’ LoU Scores at Each Time Interval  
 
  Interval 1 Interval 2 Interval 3  

       
 

MT1 3 
 

4 
 

5 
 

 
MT2 2 

 
2 

 
3 

 
 

SST3 2 
 

2 
 

2 
 

 
SST4 1 

 
2 

 
2 

 
 

FAT5 3 
 

4 
 

5 
 

 
FAT6 2 

 
2 

 
3 

 
 

ST7 2 
 

3 
 

4 
 

 
ST8 2 

 
2 

 
4 

 
 

ET9 2 
 

2 
 

3 
 

 
ET10 1 

 
2 

 
2 

 
 

Note.  Interval 1: M = .002; Interval 2: M = 2.50; Interval 3: M = 3.30.  In CBAM literature, Roman numerals are 
used to distinguish the different levels of use, but I used Arabic numerals to calculate means more easily.  
 

Two teachers, MT1 and FAT5, exhibited higher LoU scores during instructional time 

than did any of the others, and the progression of LoU scores for these two teachers were similar: 

Both progressed from LoU-III, to LoU-IV, to LoU-V.  Like MT1 and FAT5, ST7 and ST8 

showed changes in levels of use over time: The levels of use of both teachers ended at LoU-IV in 

the last interval.  SST3, FAT6, and ET9 also scored similarly for levels of use of RTI across the 

three time intervals, all reflecting limited, if any, progression from LoU-II.  Finally, SST4 and 

ET10 received similar LoU scores for RTI from Interval 1 to Interval 3, progressing from LoU-I 

to LoU-II.  Overall, the teachers’ average LoU scores were between LoU-II (preparation) in 

Interval 1 (M = 2.00) and LoU-III (mechanical) in Interval 3 (M = 3.30). 
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Data from ICC map and behavioral observations.  To complete the ICC map with each of 

the participants, I used my notes from behavioral observations in classrooms and RTI meetings 

(see Appendix G).  To see the ICC map scores for each participant at each interval, see Appendix 

I.  To create the ICC map, I identified four main categories of observable behaviors: RTI 

specialist, teacher behavior, curricular use, and student behavior.  To identify these categories, I 

used the three key questions that Hall and Hord (2001) recommended for researchers who are 

creating ICC matrices: 

• What does the innovation look like when it is in use? 

• What would I see in classrooms where it is used well (and not so well)? 

• What will teachers and students be doing when the innovation is in use? 

Under each category, I further identified several components of RTI behaviors that could be 

observed during instructional time.  See the Innovation Configuration Checklist Matrix section 

of Chapter 3 for more information about how these categories and components were created.  

Table 7 includes the means and standard deviations of the observations from the categories and 

components on the ICC map for the teachers’ observable RTI use in their classrooms.  The 

means and standard deviations for the components under the first category, RTI Specialist, were 

documented at the end of the first interval only because only two RTI meetings occurred, both of 

which were before the second interval.  In the second category, Teacher Behavior, the means for 

Instructional Supports increased during each interval (M = 2.00, 2.30, 2.50, respectively).  

However, only one set of means and standard deviations was collected at Interval 1 (M = 1.90, 

SD = .74) for the second component under Teacher Behavior, again because the only two RTI 

meetings occurred before data collection started at Interval 2.   
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Table 7 
 
Means and Standard Deviations at Three Time Intervals for Innovation Configuration 
Categories and Components 
 

   M SD 
RTI Specialist   
 C1: Professional Development   
  Interval 1 2.10 .32 

  Interval 2 – – 

  Interval 3 – – 

 C2: Communication   
  Interval 1 1.80 .79 

  Interval 2 – – 

  Interval 3 – – 
Teacher Behaviors   
 C1: Instructional Supports   
  Interval 1 2.00 .67 

  Interval 2 2.30 .48 

  Interval 3 2.50 .53 

 C2: Collaboration   
  Interval 1 1.90 .74 

  Interval 2 – – 

  Interval 3 – – 
Curricular Use   
 C1: Instructional Interventions   
  Interval 1 2 0.67 
  Interval 2 2.1 0.56 

  Interval 3 2.8 0.63 
 C2: Use Instructional Methods   
  Interval 1 1.8 0.79 
  Interval 2 2.2 0.92 
  Interval 3 3 0.82 
 C3: Teachers Implement   
  Interval 1 2 0.94 
  Interval 2 – – 
  Interval 3 – – 
Student Behaviors   
 C1: Student Participates Throughout Lesson   
  Interval 1 2.2 0.79 
  Interval 2 2.4 0.84 
  Interval 3 3.2 0.92 
 C2: Student Participates During Instruction   
  Interval 1 1.7 0.67 
  Interval 2 2.4 0.96 
  Interval 3 3.1 0.74 

Note.  Missing scores are due to limited RTI meetings during the three intervals of data collection. 
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Two components under the third category, Curricular Use, showed increased means and standard 

deviations across all three intervals, but the third component does not have means and standard 

deviations because of the lack of RTI meetings.  In the fourth category, Student Behaviors, the 

means and standard deviations for both components increased over time. 

 In summary, teachers scored highest in all three intervals in the Student Behaviors 

category under Component 1: Student Participates Throughout Instruction (M = 2.20, 2.40, and 

3.20, respectively).  However, teachers scored lowest in all three intervals in the Curricular Use 

category under Component 2: Use Instructional Methods (M = 1.80, 2.20, and 3.00, 

respectively).  In general, scores increased in all four categories, suggesting evidence of RTI use 

during classroom instruction notwithstanding the missing means and standard deviations for 

some components at the end of Intervals 2 and 3.  The missing means and standard deviations 

reveal important contextual factors (i.e., lack of professional development, communication, and 

collaboration on this campus) that affected the teachers’ implementation of RTI.  

Data from Exit Interviews   

After the third and final interval of data collection, participants were asked to participate 

in exit interviews to discuss their results, successes, concerns, and future goals with RTI.  The 

exit interviews were audio recorded.  At the scheduled exit interviews, I showed participants 

their three stages of concern scores, three levels of use scores, and three ICC map scores.  The 

first question for each participant asked if the interpretation of the results were accurate.  All 10 

participants stated they were comfortable with the results they were shown.  After the exit 

interviews, I looked in the transcripts for two or more similar comments by the teachers and for 

responses linked to levels of use and stages of concern, the frequencies of which are presented in 

Table 8.  To categorize the similar comments, two graduate students and I cross-examined the 
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exit interviews; the cross-examination was audio recorded.  After reviewing all the exit 

interviews, we reached a consensus on the categories of similar comments (see Table 8).   

Table 8 
 
Frequency of Teacher Exit Interview Comments About Their Successes, Concerns, and Future 
Goals With RTI by Stages of Concern and Levels of Use 
 
    n 
What were your successes with the RTI innovation?  
 Awareness  6 

 Tutorials  7 

 Questioning  8 

 Repetition  6 
What were your biggest concerns about RTI?  
 Collaboration  4 

 Time  3 

 Teacher’s Role  7 

 Documentation  6 

 Individualization  4 
Where do you think you are headed next with RTI?  
 Effective Strategies  6 

 Continue to Try to Help Students  10 

 Organization  4 

 Communication  3 

 Keep Things the Same  4 
 

Comments about RTI successes.  When participants were asked to describe their 

successes with RTI, four patterns of frequently mentioned success-related comments emerged.  I 

labeled these successes by grouping them in similar categories based on teachers’ responses, 

which were related to one of the following: awareness, tutorials, questioning, and repetition.  Six 

participants reported awareness as a success; for example, ST8 stated, “I think I offer a lot of 

chances for students to succeed: my job as a teacher is to make sure that they have gotten the 
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knowledge.”  Seven participants reported tutorials as a success; for example, ET10 stated, “I 

offer before and after school tutoring.”  Eight participants indicated questioning as a success; for 

example, ST7 stated that asking “What can I do to help you?” during instruction was successful 

RTI.  Finally, six participants indicated repeating directions as a success; for example, SST3 

stated that “[m]aking sure the right kids hear the directions repeatedly” was a success of RTI.  

Overall, results show that participants’ responses to the exit interview question about RTI 

successes included one comment related to stages of concern and three related to levels of use.   

Comments about RTI concerns.  When participants were also asked to describe their 

concerns about using RTI, five patterns of frequent concerns-related responses emerged during 

the exit interviews: collaboration, time, teacher’s role, documentation, and individualization.  

Four participants described collaboration as a concern; for example, MT1 stated that “[m]aking 

[RTI] more effective by seeing how the program makes direct changes in students” would 

require collaboration with other teachers and would be difficult to coordinate.  Three participants 

stated time as a concern; for example, SST4 stated that “[s]pending too much time with RTI and 

mak[ing] sure all students get help” is a limitation of RTI.  ST8 further commented about time as 

a concern for RTI: “I feel like I don’t have enough time.”  Seven teachers saw the teacher’s role 

in RTI as a concern.  ST8 stated that even after a semester of working with RTI, he was still 

“trying to figure out [his] role [and] thought the administration would be more hands on.”  Four 

teachers reported documentation as a concern; for example, ET9 questioned, “Should I document 

everything?”  Finally, six teachers indicated individualization as a concern.  For example, MT2 

expressed that “the hardest thing [about RTI] is to individualize everything.  It seems like the 

louder the student, the more help they receive.  I have such a large class and it is hard to work 

with everyone.”  SST3 stated that “[m]aking sure the right kids receive the right services and 
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strategies [is a concern because] sometimes kids who don’t need services are on it.”  ST7 noted 

the following concern about RTI individualization: “I would like to help all the kids and find 

what benefits each student to be successful.”  Overall, results show that participants’ responses to 

the exit interview question about RTI concerns include three comments related to stages of 

concern and two to levels of use.   

Comments about future RTI goals.  The last question of the exit interview asked 

participants to discuss where they thought they were headed next with the RTI innovation.  Five 

patterns of frequent goals-related responses emerged during the exit interviews: effective 

strategies continue implementing RTI, continuing to try to help students, organization, 

communication, and keeping things the same.  Six participants responded about their acquiring 

effective strategies to continue implementing RTI; for example, SST3 stated that his future goal 

for RTI was “[a]lways try to refine what works with each individual student.”  All 10 

participants talked about wanting to continue helping students; for example, MT2 stated, “I will 

continue to try and help students.”  Four participants reported organization as a future goal to 

implement RTI effectively.  For example, ST8 expressed the importance of “self-correction and 

self-acknowledgement in correcting and using RTI” as being “something to work on” in the 

classroom “all the time.”  Three participants cited staying in communication with other teachers 

as a way to improve future implementation of RTI.  For example, FAT6 stated that she would 

“[c]ontinue to communicate with teachers because they may have more information about the 

student.”  Finally, four participants indicated they would be keeping things the same and not 

change anything in their future implementation of RTI.  For example, MT1 stated that she 

“assum[ed that RTI] is staying the same [but that she would] tweak some things to make it more 

effective and collaborative.”  FAT5 supported MT1’s statement:  
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I think I am in the same place; I can’t say that I would make huge changes in what I do.  
What is more important to know is if what I’m doing is effective and if what I do matters. 
  

Overall, results show that participants’ responses to the exit interview question about future RTI 

concerns included two comments related to stages of concern and three to levels of use. 

Data in Relation to the Research Subquestions 

Data about teachers’ concerns and levels of use of RTI were collected using SoC-Q, LoU 

branching interviews, ICC map, behavioral observations in classrooms and RTI meetings, and 

comments from exit interviews to answer the research questions that guided this study (see the 

beginning of this chapter).  In the final section of this chapter, I analyze the data in relation to the 

research subquestions. 

RQ1a: What was the relationship between stages of concern about and levels of use of 

RTI among the teachers in a north Texas school?  The results relating to this subquestion are 

presented in Tables 5 and 6.  These tables present the teachers’ mean relative intensity scores on 

the SoC-Q and the teachers’ mean levels of use across the three intervals of time.  Data in Tables 

5 and 6 illustrate that in general, there is a relationship between stages of concern about and 

levels of use of RTI among the core-subject teachers who participated in this study.  Table 5 

shows that the teachers’ mean relative intensity scores on the SoC-Q decreased over time, and 

Table 6 shows that their mean LoU scores increased; however, LoU scores were not high, and 

there was little variation among the teachers’ LoU scores, which ranged from LoU-II 

(Preparation) to LoU-III (Mechanical).   

RQ1b: In what ways did stages of concern about and levels of use of RTI change over 

three time intervals during the process of change related to RTI as an innovation?  The results 

relating to this subquestion are presented not only in Tables 5 and 6 but also in Figures 3 and 4, 
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which better illustrate the decreasing trend in SoC-Q scores and the increasing trend in LoU 

scores across the three intervals of time.   

 
Figure 3.  Line graph of changes in participants’ mean relative intensity scores in the stages of 
concern across three time intervals.   
 
 

 
Figure 4.  Line graph of changes in participants’ levels of use of RTI across three time intervals.   
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As Figures 3 and 4 illustrate, stages of concern about RTI decreased across the three time 

intervals, and levels of use increased after the end of Interval 1.  This consistency in patterns of 

stages of concern seems to indicate that teachers’ concerns remained focused primarily on how 

RTI affected them (i.e., the Self phase of concern) and less on how RTI affected students (i.e., 

the Impact phase of concern).  In contrast, levels of use increased over time after their initial 

decrease at the beginning of Interval 1. The change in levels of use scores illustrates teachers’ 

increase of RTI use during classroom instruction.    

RQ2a: What implementation of RTI was evident from the three diagnostic instruments of 

CBAM as applied to the teaching and consultative practices of teachers across three time 

intervals?  Using the patterns that emerged from the exit-interview data, I created CBAM 

profiles for each of the teachers to examine their individual patterns of concerns about and use of 

the RTI innovation across the three intervals of time and the three diagnostic instruments of 

CBAM (see Table 9).  The CBAM profiles allowed me to consolidate the data from the three 

diagnostic instruments, which allowed me to better understand teachers’ RTI-related teaching 

and consultative practices throughout the study.   

Overall, nine teachers’ stages of concern about RTI tended to remain constant or 

increased slightly, and one teacher’s stages of concern about RTI decreased across the three 

intervals.  Five participants (SST3, SST4, FAT6, ST7, and ET10) remained at the self phase of 

concern, and three participants (MT2, ST8, and ET9) remained at the task phase of concern.  One 

participant (FAT5) began at the self phase and ended at the impact phase.  Conversely, MT1 

began at the impact phase and ended at the self phase.  Although MT1 decreased across time, her 

relative intensity scores in all stages remained low across all three intervals.   
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Table 9 
 
Teachers’ CBAM Profiles For Stages of Concern About and Levels of Use and Innovation 
Configurations of RTI Across Three Time Intervals and Three Diagnostic Instruments  
 

  Interval 1 Interval 2 Interval 3 

MT1 
LoU 3 4 5 
SoC 5 1 2 
ICC 3 4 5 

MT2 
LoU 2 2 3 
SoC 3 3 3 
ICC 2 2 3 

SST3 
LoU 2 2 2 
SoC 3 2 2 
ICC 2 2 2 

SST4 
LoU 1 2 2 
SoC 1 1 1 
ICC 1 2 2 

FAT5 
LoU 3 4 5 
SoC 2 4 4 
ICC 3 4 5 

FAT6 
LoU 2 2 3 
SoC 2 2 2 
ICC 2 2 3 

ST7 
LoU 2 3 4 
SoC 2 3 2 
ICC 2 3 4 

ST8 
LoU 2 2 4 
SoC 3 3 3 
ICC 2 2 4 

ET9 
LoU 2 2 3 
SoC 3 3 3 
ICC 2 2 3 

ET10 
LoU 1 2 2 
SoC 2 2 2 
ICC 1 2 2 

Note.  SoC scores listed were teachers’ highest concern at each interval.   
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Overall, teachers’ scores for the ICC map indicated gradual increases in the teachers’ 

awareness and use of RTI.  Three participants (MT1, FAT5, and ST7) increased by one score 

during each interval on the ICC map.  Four participants (MT2, FAT6, ST8, and ET9) remained at 

a constant score of 2 during Intervals 1 and 2 but finished with a score of 3 at Interval 3.  Two 

participants (SST4 and ET10) received a score of 1 at Interval 1, increased to a score of 2 during 

Interval 2, and remained there at Interval 3.  One participant (SST3) remained constant at a score 

of 2 during all three intervals.  

In general, teachers’ levels of use of RTI increased across the three intervals, except for 

one participant (SST3) who remained at LoU-II (preparation) throughout the study.  Three 

participants (MT1, FAT5, and ST7) increased one level at each interval.  Three teachers (MT2, 

FAT6, and ET9) began at LoU-II (preparation) at Interval 1, remained at LoU-II (preparation) at 

Interval 2, and increased to LoU-III (mechanical) at Interval 3.  One participant (SST8) increased 

from LoU-II (preparation) to LoU-IVa (routine) by Interval 3.  Two participants (SST4 and 

ET10) both began at LoU-I (orientation) and increased to LoU-II (preparation) by Interval 3.   

RQ2b: What were the patterns of the teachers’ use of RTI as an innovation based on the 

CBAM diagnostic instruments and their self-reported concerns, successes, and future goals?  

Patterns of successes, concerns, and future goals for RTI were reported by the teachers in exit 

interviews, which are summarized in Table 8.  The exit interviews gave participants the 

opportunity to see how each individually had contributed to the study and gave me a chance to 

collect some CBAM-related data in a less structured format than that of my earlier data 

collection.  Teachers’ statements about RTI successes were in the early stages of concern (i.e., 

the self phase of concern).  Teachers’ concerns about RTI were in the middle stages of concern 
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(i.e., the task phase of concern). Teachers’ future goals for RTI were in the latter stages of 

concern (i.e., the impact phase of concern).   

Chapter Summary 

In conclusion, the results of this study do not suggest high implementation of the RTI 

innovation at the north Texas school where this study was conducted based on teachers’ exit 

interview responses, lack of RTI meetings, and administrative priorities.  Results revealed the 

patterns of the teachers’ concerns about and use of the RTI innovation during the process of 

change.  The three diagnostic instruments for CBAM, behavioral observations, and exit 

interviews were used to collect data.  In general, the three diagnostic instruments that were used 

to report teachers’ progressive patterns related to RTI revealed that teachers’ stages of concern 

varied but tended to decrease over time.  Data from LoU branching interviews also revealed that 

teachers’ levels of use of RTI tended to increase across the three intervals, and data from the ICC 

map supported the findings of the LoU branching interviews by revealing a gradual increase in 

awareness and use of the RTI innovation.  Data from the exit interviews unveiled teachers’ 

successes, concerns, and future goals for RTI.  The teachers’ comments during the exit 

interviews provided a deeper understanding of teachers’ concerns about and levels of use with 

the RTI innovation by revealing patterns in their opinions of RTI and by further supporting the 

results from the SoC-Q, behavioral observations, LoU branching interviews, and ICC map.  

Teacher feedback during the exit interviews about contextual factors, teacher demands, and the 

lack of RTI meetings helped explain why RTI is not receiving the kind of support at this campus 

that would enable a more robust pattern of levels of use.    

In this chapter, I presented how the data collection procedures of this study were applied, 

discussed the data from the various different instruments that were used, analyzed the data in 
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relation to the research subquestions of this study, and created CBAM profiles to explore 

participants’ concerns about and levels of use of the RTI innovation.  In the next chapter, I 

interpret the study findings in relation to the main research questions and discuss other 

relationships that developed among the data.  Contextual factors and alternative explanations for 

these relationships are discussed, followed by the limitations and implications of this study.  

Chapter 5 concludes with recommendations for future researchers investigating the effectiveness 

of RTI.     
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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This case study addressed the problem of implementing response to intervention (RTI) in 

general secondary education.  To investigate this problem, one north Texas school’s RTI 

implementation was examined using the theoretical framework of the concerns-based adoption 

model (CBAM) and defining RTI as the innovation.  RTI-related practices were studied for 10 

secondary teachers, two from each core subject (i.e., mathematics, English language arts, 

science, and social studies) and the fine arts who had been implementing RTI for several years.  

Two main research questions and four subquestions that guided this study are based on the 

definitions of CBAM and are stated as follows:  

RQ1: What were the concerns about and levels of RTI use among core subject and fine 

arts teachers in a north Texas school? 

RQ1a: What was the relationship between stages of concern about and levels of 

use of RTI among the teachers in a north Texas school? 

RQ1b: In what ways did stages of concern about and levels of use of RTI change 

over three time intervals during the process of change related to RTI as an 

innovation? 

RQ2: How did the teachers use RTI during the process of change? 

RQ2a: What implementation of RTI was evident from the three diagnostic 

instruments of CBAM as applied to the teaching and consultative practices 

of teachers across three time intervals?   

RQ2b: What were the patterns of the teachers’ use of RTI as an innovation based  
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on the CBAM diagnostic instruments and their self-reported concerns, 

successes, and future goals?  

In this chapter, I interpret the findings presented in Chapter 4, first in relation to the two 

main research questions and then more broadly.  The contextual factors and other explanations 

that arose during the collection and analysis of the data and the limitations of the study that arose 

primarily from its design are also discussed.  This chapter concludes with a discussion of the 

implications of this study in relation to theory, scholarship and practice, and policy and my 

recommendations for future researchers.   

Interpretation of the Findings  

Findings indicate that secondary teachers at the north Texas high school where this study 

was conducted were at similar stages of concern and levels of use of RTI as an innovation.  

Results revealed that as teacher concerns about RTI decreased, use of RTI increased; however, 

teachers’ concern scores remained highest in the Self phase of concern and lowest in the Impact 

phase of concern at all three intervals of data collection.  Results also revealed that as levels of 

use of RTI increased, teachers’ observed use of RTI increased; however, teachers’ levels of use 

scores remained in the lower levels of RTI implementation throughout the study.   

Research Question 1 

The first main research question asked what were the concerns about and levels of RTI 

use among core subject and fine arts teachers in the north Texas school where this study was 

conducted.  Data collected using the SoC-Q and LoU branching interviews were used to answer 

this research question.    

Stages of concern.  Relative intensity scores from the SoC-Q at Interval 1 served as a 

baseline for teachers’ progression or regression through the stages of concern in using RTI.  At 
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the beginning of Interval 1, more teachers were in the self phase than any other phase, which is 

to be expected when teachers are in the beginning phases of implementing change.  At the 

beginning of Interval 2, results revealed that teachers’ concerns about how RTI was affecting 

them decreased as they began to progress to the task phase and show task-related concerns.  This 

suggests that at the beginning of Interval 2, teachers were concerned about logistics, time, and 

management of RTI (George et al., 2006).  Lower concerns in the impact phase during Interval 2 

also suggest that teachers still had minimal concerns about RTI’s effects on students, but given 

teachers’ progression from the self phase to the task phase between Intervals 1 and 2, I expected 

that teachers would progress from the task phase in Interval 2 to the impact phase in Interval 3.  

Instead, the teachers tended to regress from the task phase in Interval 2 to the Self phase in 

Interval 3.  This suggests that teachers had little concern about collaborating with others about 

the RTI innovation or about how RTI was affecting students and instead were more concerned 

with how RTI was affecting them personally.   

Overall, teachers’ concerns were highest in the self phase and lowest in the Impact phase 

during all three intervals of the study.  The self phase is associated with teachers’ focusing on 

how RTI is affecting them personally.  The impact phase is associated with teachers’ 

collaborating with other educators and focusing on their concerns about how RTI is affecting 

learners.  These results are consistent with the findings of George et al. (2006), which revealed 

that personal concerns caused teachers to resist the RTI innovation and to believe that they had 

better ideas than those on which the innovation was based (George et al., 2006).   

Levels of use.  Relative intensity scores from the LoU branching interviews at Interval 1 

served as a baseline for teachers’ progression or regression through the levels of use in using 

RTI.  At Interval 1, 60.0% of the teachers were ranked at LoU-II (preparation), which is to be 
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expected when teachers are in the beginning phases of implementing change.  From Interval 1 to 

Intervals 2 and 3, some of the teachers’ levels of use of the RTI innovation increased slightly to 

LoU-IVa (routine) but not as much as expected (only 20.0%).  This result can perhaps be 

explained by contextual factors at the school where this study was conducted that led to lack of 

consultation about interventions, record-keeping, and student progress and that were caused (at 

least in part) by loss of the RTI data files.  These factors may have prevented the teachers from 

progressing in implementing RTI as an innovation.  The overall results related to levels of use in 

this study were similar to those in Marsh’s (1987) study: Levels of use increased; however, 

levels of use only increased slightly for 20.0% of the participants during the time of the study 

that documented progress with the RTI innovation.   

Research Question 2 

The second main research question asked how the teachers used RTI during the process 

of change.  To answer this question, data were collected using behavioral observations to 

complete the ICC map and exit interviews to measure not only how the teachers used RTI during 

instructional time and RTI meetings but also teachers’ successes with, concerns about, and future 

goals in using RTI.    

Evidence from ICC map.  After each behavioral observation during classroom instruction 

and RTI meetings, I completed an ICC map assessment for each teacher (see Appendices G and 

I).  Some of the components on the ICC map could not be scored for Intervals 2 and 3 because 

these components were based on an expected number of RTI meetings that were not held during 

those intervals.  At the first interval, most of the participants (n = 9) scored a 2 on the ICC map 

in the Professional Development component of the first category (e.g., RTI specialist).  At the 

end of Interval 3, participants scored the highest under Component 1 and Component 2 in the 
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Student Behaviors category with mean scores of 3.2 and 3.1, respectively.  Data generated from 

the ICC matrices suggest that teachers were making efforts to use RTI as an innovation 

throughout the three intervals.  

Evidence from exit interviews.  After the third interval of data collection, participants met 

with me in exit interviews during which we reviewed the results of this study that pertained to 

them and discussed their successes, concerns, and future goals related to RTI.  Exit interviews 

with the participants allowed me to gauge teachers’ attitudes, emotions, and feelings about RTI.  

Patterns emerged from the teachers’ responses to the exit interview questions, which are 

described in the following sections.  

Successes.  Successes reported from the exit interviews were categorized as pertaining to 

awareness, tutorials, questioning, and repetition.  When asked about RTI successes, MT1 listed 

“making myself more aware of kids’ needs and coming up with strategies in the classroom.”  

MT1 demonstrated awareness of students’ needs by offering differentiated strategies to assist 

student learning in small groups and individually.  ET9 offered before and after school tutoring 

in small groups.  Small group tutoring sessions allowed ET9 to accommodate to students’ needs 

(e.g., Tier 2 of RTI).  SST3 explained, “I ask questions frequently to check for understanding.”  

Questioning allowed SST3 to check students’ progress about a topic and to offer extra supports if 

needed (e.g., Tier 3 of RTI).  SST4 stated, “I repeat directions on assignments and tests for 

students needing more help.”  Repeating directions for students who need more help shows 

evidence of individual RTI instruction (e.g., Tier 3 of RTI).  The successes described by the 

teachers suggest that they are trying to support students’ learning and are offering their assistance 

to engage learners.   
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Concerns.  Although the exit interview revealed evidence of RTI successes, teachers also 

indicated concerns associated with collaboration, time, instructor role, documentation, and 

individualization.  Teachers’ highest concerns were related to the time, documentation, and 

collaboration associated with RTI.  Teachers’ concerns might have been lessened if RTI 

meetings had been conducted regularly and if clearer guidelines had been provided about RTI 

implementation.  Goodman and Webb (2006) suggested that teachers who are implementing RTI 

should learn procedures and methods to identify students with SLD accurately.  Targeted and 

ongoing professional development helps teachers understand their roles and enables them to 

accurately and effectively document and individualize instruction for students who are at risk for 

SLD.  The participating teachers from the north Texas school cited collaboration as an issue 

because they were unsure whom to report to about students who were receiving RTI services. 

Similar to the CASE annual surveys between 2008 and 2001 (CEC, 2013), teachers’ lack of RTI 

training presented obstacles with implementation.  Without RTI training, teachers remained 

unclear about their roles, accurate documentations, appropriate strategies for individualization, 

and uses of time.  Contextual factors during the semester of the study (e.g., lack of professional 

development, communication, and collaboration) appeared to have affected teachers’ 

implementation of RTI.   

Future goals.   Overall, categorization of participants’ responses to the exit interview 

question about future RTI goals revealed that they would use effective strategies, continue to 

help students, organize better, communicate more, and/or keep things the same.  Findings 

suggested that teachers’ main goal was to continue to help students; however, teachers’ goals—

effective strategies, organizing, and communicatingalso indicated concerns about RTI.  

Regular RTI meetings and clear roles in relation to the RTI specialist and administrators could 
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help teachers know what was expected of them in implementing RTI at this school.  For 

example, MT2 stated, “I would like to get more strengths and ideas to help students.”  SST4 

expressed, “For the future, I am not sure.  I do need to get organized.”  FAT6 stated that she will 

“continue to remain in good communication with other teachers because [she] can get more 

information about the students that way.”  Teachers who perceived themselves to be 

implementing RTI effectively stated that they would keep things the same.  For example, FAT5’s 

goal was to remain the same; she indicated, “I can’t see that I would make any changes.”  

Teachers’ concerns about RTI use in the future suggested that contextual factors could have 

contributed to their implementation of RTI.   Given the responses from teachers during the exit 

interviews, I concluded that a systemic, ongoing program of professional development would 

assist secondary teachers in future implementation of RTI as could clear agreement within the 

school about protocols for organizing work with students who need more support. 

Conclusions from the Research Questions of the Case Study 

This case study was designed to address the problem of RTI implementation in general 

secondary education by considering RTI as an innovation as defined by CBAM.  Results 

revealed that after 4 years of implementing RTI at a north Texas school, teachers’ concerns about 

and levels of use of RTI remained at the self and task phases, indicating that providing supports 

for students was less of a concern across time.  Given the results of this study, it can be 

concluded that concerted efforts from administrative personnel are essential to implementing 

RTI successfully.  The RTI specialist’s explanation about the RTI goals and objectives of the 

administrative personnel at the north Texas school where this study was conducted suggests how 

contextual factors of RTI implementation can impede RTI’s success.  Understanding these 

factors revealed further insights into the teachers’ behaviors, attitudes, and beliefs about RTI.  
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Ensuring an ongoing program of professional RTI developments, trainings, and workshops needs 

to start at the administrative level.   

Individuals with intense personal concerns tend to block out more substantive concerns, 

which could interfere with the willingness of individuals to implement RTI (George et al., 2006).  

For the teachers who participated in this study, it is likely that Self and Task concerns need to be 

lowered and Impact concerns need to be higher before RTI can be implemented with any degree 

of objectivity.  Teachers’ self and task concerns indicate that teachers are uncertain about the 

RTI innovation, especially considering their numerous roles, tasks, and duties.   

Although the results of this study do not show a significant change in concerns and use 

over time, the results do indicate that the expectations and demands placed on teachers pose 

challenges that may interfere with RTI implementation.  Consistent RTI workshops and trainings 

would help teachers understand how to implement RTI effectively.  Additionally, administrators 

could offer curricular resources and campus supports to address teachers’ classroom demands 

and RTI concerns and use.  Active administrative supports of teachers who are implementing 

would most likely result in positive instructional supports for students who are at risk for SLD.    

Other Relationships among Data 

Data conflicts between behavioral observations and LoU branching interviews.  I 

observed several conflicts between the data collected during behavioral observations of 

classroom instruction and the data collected during LoU branching interviews.  Data from 

behavioral observations suggested that some participants should be at LoU-II, but data from LoU 

branching interviews suggested that the same participants were at a LoU-III (mechanical).  For 

example, if a teacher answered yes to the first question on the branching interview, he or she was 

classified as LoU-III (mechanical).  However, behavioral observations of these same teachers 
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during instruction might have indicated that teachers were at LoU-II (preparation).  Data from 

the LoU branching interviews were self-reported by participants, and participants might have 

reported behaviors that would be viewed as more advanced in their implementation of RTI than 

what was observed in their classrooms.  I overcame this potential limitation of self-reported 

behaviors by using all three diagnostic instruments of CBAM so that I was not limited to one 

data source.  Additionally, I overcame the lack of reliability in the self-reported data from LoU 

branching interviews by using data from LoU branching interviews with data from SoC-Q to 

answer RQ1 (i.e., teachers’ stages of concerns about and levels of use of RTI) and the behavioral 

observations, ICC map, and exit interviews to answer RQ2 (i.e., how teachers use RTI).   

Teaching experience and RTI training.  Data from the demographic questionnaire and 

other data sources revealed a relationship between amount of teaching experience and RTI levels 

of use.  Figure 5 illustrates the number of years of teaching experience for the participants.  Most 

of the teachers (n = 6) had between 5 and 20 years of teaching experience.  Several participants 

(n = 3) had less than 5 years of teaching experience, but only one participant had more than 20 

years of teaching experience. 

 
Figure 5.  Years of teaching experience for participants. 
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Two of the teachers who had between 5 and 20 years of teaching experience, MT1 and 

FAT5, exhibited higher LoU scores during instructional time than did any of the others.  MT1’s 

score at the end of Interval 1 was at LoU-III (mechanical); at the end of Interval 2, MT1 was at 

LoU-IVa (routine), and at the end of Interval 3, MT1 was at LoU-V (integration).  MT1 

demonstrated RTI behaviors during classroom instruction.  For example, she used positive 

reinforcement to guide students in assignments and lessons by asking questions such as the 

following: “How can I help you?”; “How are you doing?”; “What can I do to help?”; “Do you 

need me to show you again?”  In addition to her comments and questions while teaching, MT1 

used current RTI strategies, such as constantly monitoring student behavior, consistently walking 

around the classroom, frequently repeating directions, regularly offering assistance, consistently 

questioning strategies, and positively guiding students’ progress.  All of these strategies used by 

MT1 were indicative of LoU-IVa (routine).  

FAT5 and MT1 received the same scores at the end of each interval: LoU-III, LoU-IVa, 

and LoU-V.  FAT5 demonstrated RTI behaviors at LoU-III (mechanical) in her classroom by 

using students’ folders as a better way to organize RTI implementation.  According to Hall and 

Hord (2006), teachers at the mechanical level use the innovation short term and day to day.  

FAT5 tracked targeted students on her attendance roster along with the RTI strategies and 

accommodations for each student, behavior that is consistent with LoU-V (Integration).  FAT5 

offered positive praise and feedback to students, was available to students during class and after 

school, and modeled behaviors to assist students with their class projects.  When asked about 

current RTI strategies, FAT5 listed using preferential seating, implementing differentiated 

lessons, and collaborating with other teachers to ensure students’ success.  During instructional 

observation, FAT5 repeated classroom directions, provided preferential seating, and focused on 
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student-centered instruction.  In addition, FAT5 allowed extra time to work on projects, printed 

copies in larger print, color-coded materials, and modeled behaviors and lessons (LoU-V) for 

students.  FAT5 stated that “modeled behavior allows her to monitor and check for 

understanding by approaching students who need extra supports and services,” which further 

supported the conclusion that FAT5 was at a higher level of use of RTI. 

Like MT1 and FAT5, SST3, FAT6, and ET9 had between 5 and 20 years of teaching 

experience and scored similarly for levels of use of RTI across the three time intervals, 

predominantly at LoU-II (preparation) at the end of the first two intervals and at LoU-III 

(mechanical) at the end of the last interval.  These teachers showed evidence of short-term and 

day-to-day use of RTI.  For example, I noted at scheduled classroom observations that SST3 and 

ET9 listed morning and afternoon tutoring times on their classroom white boards.  When asked 

about current RTI strategies, SST3 listed the following: tutoring before and after school, 

allowing extra time, and printing extra copies.  SST3 expressed the following: “I feel like I am 

spending so much time with RTI, [but] I can only help so much; students need to help 

themselves and take advantage of my tutoring,” which is further indicative of LoU-II 

(Preparation).  Similar to SST3, FAT6 offered extra assistance after school for students who 

needed extra supports.  FAT6 also changed the seating arrangement in her classroom.  At the 

beginning of the second observation, FAT6 stated, “I’m not sure what was going on the last time 

you observed, but I had to change the seating arrangement so [that] the kids would stay focused,” 

which suggests that FAT was at SoC-III (mechanical).   

Two teachers, ST7 and ST8—who both had less than 5 years of teaching experience and 

3–4 years of RTI training—showed similar changes in levels of use at the end of each interval.  

Both ST7 and ST8 were at LoU-II (preparation) at the end of Interval 1, LoU-IVa (routine) at 
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end of Interval 2, and LoU-IVa (routine) at the end of Interval 3.  While observing ST7, I noted 

several observable RTI behaviors.  For example, ST7 worked with students in small groups and 

individually.  When asked about current RTI strategies during the third LoU branching 

interview, ST7 listed the following: questioning, tutoring, and checking in with parents.  

Similarly, ST8 demonstrated observable RTI behaviors during each instructional observation.  

For example, ST8 worked with students in students in small groups and individually.  When 

asked about current RTI strategies during the third LoU branching interview, ST8 listed 

enforcing preferential seating, restating questions, and repeating directions. 

Perhaps the most interesting finding about teaching experience and RTI training relates to 

SST4 and ET10.  SST4 had less than 5 years of teaching experience and 3–4 years of RTI 

training, and ET10 had more than 20 years of teaching experience and more than 5 years of RTI 

experience.  However, both were at LoU-I (orientation) at the end of Interval 1 and at LoU-II 

(preparation) at the end of Interval 3.  ET10, the only teacher with more than 20 years of 

teaching experience, made a low-scoring comment at the end of Interval 1 during the LoU 

branching interview.  ET10 stated, “There is a certain way I teach this course, and I’ve been 

doing it for 15 years.  I know other teachers use new and different methods, but why should I 

change when I’ve been successful at my methods?”  This comment suggests that ET10 is “settled 

into a routine with virtually no change in use of the innovation” (Hall, Kirksen, & George, 2008, 

p. 13).  Although the two teachers, SST4 and ET10, had different years of teaching experience, 

they had similar scores for levels of RTI use.   

Contextual factors and Alternative Explanations   

Several contextual factors in the study setting emerged during data collection and may 

help to explain why teachers’ concerns were mainly at the Self and Task phases of Fuller et al.’s 
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(1973) concerns theory.  The contextual factors I observed that might have affected the teachers’ 

responses included unexpected changes in RTI protocols, changing priorities of administrative 

personnel, and multiple demands placed on teachers.  These three contextual factors that I 

identified as being problematic of RTI implementation at this school each relate to D. Fuchs and 

Deshler’s (2007) conditions of effective RTI implementation, relationships which are discussed 

in more detail in the following sections.  Additionally, teachers’ feedback about these factors 

during the exit interviews led me to develop alternative explanations about why RTI is not 

receiving the kind of support that was initially anticipated at the north Texas school where this 

study was conducted; these alternative explanations are also discussed in the following sections.    

Unexpected Changes in RTI Protocol   

The first identified contextual factor that negatively affected teachers’ implementation of 

RTI was unexpected changes in RTI protocol.  This contextual factor directly relates to the 

following of D. Fuchs and Deshler’s (2007) six conditions of effective RTI implementation: 

sufficient time to accommodate RTI into instructional frameworks.  However, the unexpected 

changes in RTI protocol did not allow teachers sufficient time to incorporate the new RTI 

protocols into their instructional frameworks, which prevented them from implementing RTI as 

successfully as they might have done without the unexpected changes.  These unexpected 

changes included loss of student data files and lack of consistent RTI meetings and training.  

Loss of student data files.  Before this study was conducted, the RTI specialist at the 

north Texas school used digital student data files to organize, manage, and facilitate RTI 

strategies for the teachers and students because according to Fletcher and Vaughn (2009), 

schools should maintain detailed records about students’ responses to intervention by storing 

data about students’ performances.  However, district administrators decided to change the 
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district’s software systems at the end of the 2011–2012 school year, and during the change, some 

of the RTI data files were lost.  Due to loss of data, the RTI specialist spent her time at the 

beginning of the school year reconstructing students’ data files.  To rebuild the files, she 

interviewed students “to gauge their feelings and attitudes toward the strategies used by teachers 

to help them be successful in their classes.”  Students provided feedback about the services and 

supports given by the teachers.  The RTI specialist documented students’ feedback in their data 

files and reported students’ feedback to the teachers.  At the first RTI meeting of the school year, 

the RTI specialist distributed the data files to the teachers.  The RTI specialist intended to 

continue sharing, updating, and discussing the data files throughout the school year as had been 

done in previous years of RTI implementation at the north Texas school, but because of conflicts 

with meetings scheduled by administrators, the RTI meetings did not occur as planned.  

According to the RTI specialist, the administrative meetings put emphasis on students’ test 

scores and college readiness, not RTI implementation because it is not federally mandated.  

Typically in previous years, the RTI specialist called meetings to review the data files of (on 

average) six students at each meeting, and the teachers and the assistant principals who worked 

with the specific students were at the RTI meetings.  However, only two RTI meetings were 

conducted during the period of data collection.   

Lack of consistent RTI meetings and training.  Along with loss of RTI data files, another 

unexpected change in RTI protocol was the lack of RTI meetings and the accompanying lack of 

training for teachers.  I became aware of the lack of training from teachers’ comments during 

exit interviews and during consultations with the RTI specialist before and during the data 

collection.  Originally, the teachers at the north Texas school had been trained at the Region 10 

Service Center 3 years ago to implement RTI, but the teachers had not received formal RTI 
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training since that time.  Instead, teachers attended periodic consultative meetings with the RTI 

specialist to review the progress of students by sharing data about RTI strategies employed, to 

evaluate the effectiveness of these strategies, and to learn other RTI strategies that might be 

employed.  Teachers expressed concerns about their roles, collaboration, documentation, time, 

and communication with the RTI specialist and administrators.  These findings, which may be 

related to lack of RTI training and meetings, are similar to findings from Goodman and Webb’s 

(2006) research that showed lack of RTI training as an obstacle for teachers.  Lack of consistent 

RTI meetings and trainings also relates to the following of D. Fuchs and Deshler’s (2007) six 

conditions for effective implementation of RTI: significant and sustained investments in the 

professional development of teachers, investments that will provide them with the array of skills 

they require to implement RTI effectively and to deal with ongoing staff turnover.  D. Fuchs and 

Deshler’s (2007) condition seems to suggest that without consistent training, teachers cannot 

implement RTI effectively.  Therefore, further RTI training for teachers and consistency and 

frequency of RTI meetings could address some of the concerns expressed by teachers.   

Priorities of Administrative Personnel 

The second identified contextual factor that affected teachers’ implementation of RTI 

was the priorities of administrative personnel.  This contextual factor directly relates to the 

following of D. Fuchs and Deshler’s (2007) six conditions of effective RTI implementation: 

engaged administrators who set expectations and who provide the necessary resources and 

support for using procedures that ensure fidelity to the innovation when adopting and 

implementing RTI.  The priorities of the administrative personnel (e.g., preparing students for 

state testing) prevented them from engaging with teachers in implementing RTI and from 

providing teachers with the necessary resources they needed to implement RTI properly because 
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teachers need to have their questions and concerns about RTI addressed by administrators.  The 

primary factor indicating that administrators were not engaged in RTI implementation was the 

lack of RTI meetings and trainings that arose from scheduling conflicts created by the 

administrators.  

The lack of RTI meetings and trainings suggest that RTI, as a process, is not of high 

priority to administrative personnel at the north Texas school where this study was conducted.  

During data collection, RTI meetings were not held because of scheduling conflicts with 

meetings organized by administrative personnel to review the progress of students.  To review 

the progress of students, assistant principals conducted one-on-one meetings with at-risk students 

about class grades, school attendance, and test scores.  The time spent to conduct the one-on-one 

meetings between the assistant principals and students conflicted with the scheduled RTI 

meetings.  Because the assistant principals were involved with student interviews, the RTI 

meetings were not scheduled because the assistant principals would not be able to attend the 

meetings.  This took a considerable amount of time, and most of the students who participated in 

the interviews were students who had been targeted by RTI.  Another barrier to scheduling RTI 

meetings was demands on the RTI specialist to recreate the students’ RTI data files lost during 

the change in software systems coordinated by central office administrators who may not have 

planned adequately for the transfer of the RTI student files. 

These and other factors related to administrative priorities led me to conclude that at the 

time of the study, administrators prioritized preparing students for state testing over helping 

teachers implement RTI, which seemed to happen, despite the considerable investment of the 

school district in RTI specialists who guided teachers and processes to support students.  

Because the administrators’ and the RTI specialist’s priorities differed and sometimes conflicted, 
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teachers were unclear about their roles with RTI.  Administrators have the potential to aide 

teachers in understanding and implementing RTI effectively but only if RTI is a campus-wide 

priority.  For RTI to be successful, administrators must make it a priority and implement 

adequate supports for teachers to understand its importance. 

Demands Placed on Teachers 

The third and final identified contextual factor that negatively affected teachers’ 

implementation of RTI was the demands that were placed on teachers; as with the unexpected 

changes in RTI protocol, the demands placed on teachers directly relate to the following of D. 

Fuchs and Deshler’s (2007) six conditions of effective RTI implementation: sufficient time to 

accommodate RTI into instructional frameworks.  The demands of standardized tests, college 

readiness, curriculum changes, professional learning communities, and school mandates 

influenced teachers’ capacity for concern about RTI.  Teachers’ comments during LoU 

branching interviews and exit interviews revealed that they were expected to make too many 

changes with too little ongoing support to implement those changes.  Van de Berg et al. (2000) 

found that when adaptive teaching techniques were implemented as an innovation, the 

participants expressed concerns in the Self phase at the beginning of the implementation process; 

however, these concerns decreased as trainings in the new innovation progressed.  In this study, 

the fact that teachers’ concerns were mainly in the Self and Task phases suggests that teachers 

were interested in and wanted to know more about RTI, but their inability to progress to more 

advanced phases of concern indicates lack of available resources to fulfill their RTI roles.   

The contextual factor in this study related to the demands placed on teachers is one 

example of why some researchers have criticized RTI.  For example, researchers from CASE 

administered surveys and discovered that K–12 teachers indicated lack of training as the biggest 
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obstacle to implementing RTI (CEC, 2013).  Goodman and Webb (2006) suggested that teachers 

need to learn about RTI models if they are expected to identify and support students who may be 

at risk for SLD.  Furthermore, D. Fuchs and Deshler (2007) suggested that to implement RTI 

effectively, teachers need to receive enough time and training to incorporate RTI in their 

instructional frameworks, and districts need to recruit teachers who embrace RTI principles and 

who possess the prerequisite skills to implement RTI effectively in classrooms and that educators 

need to consider their adoption of RTI from the influence of practitioners at the grassroots level.  

If these and the other three conditions of D. Fuchs and Deshler’s (2007) six conditions of RTI 

implementation are not met, successful implementation of RTI is challenging because the three 

tiers of RTI cannot work together.  Therefore, fulfilling the D. Fuchs and Deshler’s (2007) six 

conditions of effective RTI implementation is necessary to overcome contextual factors that can 

hinder the effective implementation of RTI.  

Limitations of the Study 

In this study, findings from the three diagnostic instruments of CBAM provided 

preliminary insights into understanding teachers’ concerns about and levels of use of the RTI 

innovation, but this study did have several limitations.  The first limitation of this study was 

length of time.  Results of this study provide a snapshot of teachers’ concerns about and levels of 

use of RTI at three different intervals across 5 months and in one setting, but the results might 

have been different if another time in the school year had been chosen, if another time length had 

been selected, or if another or multiple settings had been included.   

This study was likely the first time all three CBAM diagnostic instruments were used 

exclusively with secondary teachers implementing RTI as an innovation.  It became apparent 

while analyzing data from the ICC map that the components and definitions used were not 
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perfect.  Although the ICC map seemed to have merit based on the creation of the matrix 

categories made prior to the beginning of the study, it might have been better to have included 

teachers in the creation and development of the ICC map components and in the designation of 

variations.  LoU branching interviews provided insight about teachers’ levels of use of RTI; 

however, the responses given by the teachers during the LoU branching interviews indicated that 

they were in higher levels of use than what was recorded during behavioral observations. 

Additionally, this study was based on CBAM to feature secondary teachers’ implementation of 

RTI, which filled a gap in previous RTI studies that only featured elementary teachers and 

elementary students.  However, this study did not include data about students using RTI, and it 

would be interesting to observe secondary students’ progression or regression with the RTI 

innovation.   

Another limitation was that participants’ responses might have been influenced by 

external contextual factors, including those previously discussed (i.e., unexpected changes in 

RTI protocol, priorities of administrative personnel, and demands placed on teachers) and 

differences in length of time of implementation of RTI by innovation leaders.  For example, the 

RTI specialist was in her 3rd year of RTI implementation, and the principal was in his 1st year of 

RTI implementation.  One limiting factor that has been discussed throughout this case study was 

the lack of regularly scheduled RTI meetings at which I had planned to supplement my 

observations of classroom practice.  Without the regularly scheduled RTI meetings, I had no way 

of knowing whether teachers might have described their RTI practices differently in RTI 

meetings than what I observed in their classrooms.   

Implications of the Study 

 The results of this study have important implications for the underdeveloped area of RTI 
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research in secondary education.  In the following sections, I discuss the implications of this 

study for theory, scholarship and practice, and policy.   

Implications for Theory 

The findings from this study contribute to understanding of Fuller’s (1969) concerns 

theory.  According to Fuller, a central concept of the concerns theory is that teachers can change 

their thinking about an innovation over a period of time.  During the exit interviews in this study, 

teachers were able to discuss how they anticipated their thinking about RTI would change in the 

future and, specifically, how they would continue to implement effective strategies, help 

students, and organize and communicate about RTI.  These statements of future goals suggested 

that teachers are thinking about how to change and implement RTI in a more effective manner in 

what seemed to be a changing environment.   

The findings from this study also contribute to understanding of Hall’s (1979) change 

theory.  The change theory is a theoretical framework and set of instruments used to understand 

and manage people during change.  Hall and Hord (1987; 2001) posited that a change occurs 

developmentally over time, beginning with concerns about Self, then shifting first to concerns 

about Task, and finally to concerns about Impact.  When the SoC-Q was used to assess teachers’ 

concerns about and use of the RTI innovation, data collected early in the change process 

indicated that teachers began in the Self and Task phases, which supports Hall and Hord’s (1987) 

description of change.  However, data collected later in the change process did not indicate that 

teachers had progressed to the Impact phase as Hall and Hord (1987) predicted.  This finding 

might have been the result of the previously discussed contextual factors and not the result of 

faults in the theoretical framework.  In conclusion, results from this study seem to support the 
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theoretical framework of change theory, but additional research is necessary to understanding 

change theory in relation to RTI. 

Implications for Scholarship and Practice 

More studies of RTI and of CBAM, specifically in secondary education, are essential.  

Research relating secondary teachers’ concerns about and use of RTI is relatively new.  Most of 

the current literature about RTI as a means of intervention has addressed the academic growth of 

students, especially in reading and in elementary education (Al Otaiba & Fuchs, 2006; McMaster 

et al., 2005; O’Connor, 2000; S. Vaughn et al., 2003; Vellutino et al., 1996).  Research about 

teachers’ concerns about RTI has been conducted in general education (Conway & Clark, 2003; 

Kagan, 1992; Keavney & Sinclair, 1978; Meek & Behets, 1999; Pigge & Marso, 1997; Wendt & 

Bain, 1989; Zielinski & Preston, 1992).  Some of these studies addressed teachers’ criticisms of 

RTI, including student placement, teacher training, and teacher attitude toward RTI, but none of 

the studies addressed the concerns of secondary teachers.  Therefore, this study fills gaps in the 

literature by addressing secondary teachers’ concerns about and levels of use of RTI.  

Additionally, this study included the three diagnostic instruments of CBAM, behavioral 

observations, and exit interviews to gauge teachers’ concerns about and use of RTI as an 

innovation.  The results of this case study revealed RTI concerns and use of secondary teachers, 

but expanded case studies and other research about RTI and CBAM are necessary to expand this 

relatively new field of scholarship.   

Findings from this study could be useful to practitioners in both special and general 

education.  In general, RTI specialists work with teachers and students to identify and support 

students who are at risk for SLDs.  RTI specialists and teachers identify supports and services for 

students who are at risk and discuss strategies that might improve student outcomes.  When 
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implemented properly, RTI may offer benefits that produce positive academic supports and 

behavioral outcomes for students.  Results of this study reveal that to implement RTI 

successfully, administrators should address teachers’ concerns about, challenges with, and 

limitations on ability to implement the RTI model for individual students during classroom 

instruction, which would be an ideal way to begin fulfilling D. Fuchs and Deshler’s (2007) six 

conditions for effective implementation of RTI.  Successfully implementing innovations such as 

RTI is especially important given the shift from special education to general education in support 

services for students who demonstrate academic or behavior problems that may indicate SLD.  

Future RTI research is necessary to examine the demands placed on general education teachers 

and the expectations of teachers in general education classrooms and to gauge how RTI can and 

will be used effectively to support students’ learning.     

Implications for Policy 

Although federal policies (e.g., IDEA [2004] and NCLB [2001]) have focused on 

educating students who are considered to be at risk for SLD, there has been little change in state 

or federal policies about identifying and evaluating children and youth who are at risk for SLD.  

Educators have cited a need for more effective methods of identifying children who are at risk 

for SLD, including examining and changing instructional practices that are outlined in policies, 

such as IDEA (2004) and NCLB (2001).  IDEA (2004) supported the use of interventions and 

progress-monitoring assessments that are research based.  Using empirically supported 

interventions is necessary to provide effective assistance for students, but many schools are 

attempting full implementation of RTI processes without the data supporting the measures and 

interventions being used.  School districts need the support of research to implement RTI in the 

way the policies intend.  Results of this study support some researchers’ concern that schools 
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trying to implement IDEA (2004) and NCLB policies using RTI are limited in resources 

available for training and sustaining RTI as an innovation; more research is needed to enable 

administrators to create the conditions and to establish the resources that teachers need to 

implement RTI effectively (D. Fuchs & Deshler, 2007). 

Recommendations for Future Researchers 

Further research is needed to substantiate this study’s findings about effective 

implementation of RTI, modification of the interventions, enhancement of CBAM model, and 

assessment of students.  If findings of future research produce widespread successful results, RTI 

could become a fast track for diagnosis, referral, placement, and education of students who are at 

risk for SLD (Goodman & Webb, 2006).  Specifically, studies about CBAM and RTI that 

include a school-based team (i.e., special education teachers, RTI specialists, general educators, 

and administrators) are needed.  Research about appropriate instructional materials should be 

systematic and ongoing (Wiener & Soodak, 2008).  Researchers also need to explore qualitative 

methods of measuring RTI implementation using interviews and observations based on the 

CBAM model.  Teachers act and respond to RTI in various ways.  Interviews and observations 

based on the CBAM model provide clarification of teachers’ actual concerns about and uses of 

RTI.  During observations, researchers can also gauge how comfortably teachers behave and 

instruct during class time with students.   

After analyzing the data collected for this study, I recommend that before conducting 

future research about RTI, researchers should identify and address the contextual factors in the 

research setting that could potentially inhibit RTI implementation.  As the results of this study 

revealed, researchers must consider the contextual factors that affect RTI meetings, professional 

development, and other demands that are placed on teachers.  Researchers can begin to address 
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contextual factors by listening to teachers’ concerns about RTI implementation because teachers’ 

attitudes, beliefs, and feelings about RTI need to be understood and addressed in a consistent 

manner if researchers are to affect change positively (Holloway, 2003).  For example, future 

researchers could allow teachers to help create the categories and components of the ICC map.  

Researchers should also include administrators as participants in studies of RTI implementation 

because both administrators and teachers are held accountable for the role of RTI 

implementation in the success of students.  To gauge the importance, significance, and relevance 

of RTI for administrative personnel at different secondary campuses, future researchers could 

conduct collective case studies similar to this one.  Future researchers should investigate how the 

demands placed on teachers affect RTI implementation in classrooms.   

Conclusions 

After 4 years of implementing RTI at the north Texas school where this study was 

conducted, teachers’ concerns about and levels of use of RTI remained in the early phases of 

implementation.  According to CBAM, teachers’ concerns about and levels of use of RTI should 

progress through the different stages and levels over a 3 to 5 year period and end with teachers 

showing impact concerns.  To enhance the effectiveness of RTI implementation, supportive 

administrative personnel and active cooperation between administrative personnel and RTI 

specialist are necessary.   

Teachers expressed concerns about the implementation of RTI because they were unsure 

of their roles, which likely resulted from lack of planned professional developments and RTI 

meetings.  Consequently, teachers did not document RTI strategies, and if they did, they were 

unsure about how to use RTI data forms or how to apply the tiers of RTI.  Also, there were some 

concerns about the administrators’ support of RTI and about the loss of the student data files, 
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which might have results from administrators’ focus on preparing students for state standardized 

tests and college readiness exams.  In particular, the loss of the student data files was not planned 

for and caused extra demands for the RTI specialist, which significantly altered the expected RTI 

process during the semester of study.  I am undecided about how the study would have been 

different if data loss had not occurred, but two things are clear: RTI needs to be implemented 

accurately and consistently in every classroom to be effective, and administrators, teachers, and 

specialists need to work collaboratively to reduce the number of students who appear to be at 

risk.  The success of RTI will depend on whether it is implemented appropriately and 

consistently by trained professionals.  

Results of this study emphasize the need for future research using the three diagnostic 

instruments of the CBAM model to examine the relationship between teachers’ concerns about 

and levels of use of RTI.  The primary goal of future research should be to assist and guide 

teachers through the change process of implementing RTI and to give them the supports, 

resources, and assistance they need to increase their comfort and familiarity with the RTI 

innovation.  Although this study has provided some insights into teachers’ concerns about and 

levels of use of RTI using, it has only begun to reveal the importance and value of teachers’ 

participation and knowledge of RTI to facilitate the change process successfully to impact 

student learning.   
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APPENDIX A 

DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE
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Demographic Questionnaire 
 
Please complete the following information as it pertains to you. 
 
Years of teaching experience 
______ Under 5 years 
______ 5-10 years 
______ 11-15 years 
______ 16 to 20 years 
______ more than 20 years 
 
Years of RTI training 
______ Under 3 years 
______ 3-4 years 
______ 5+ years 
 
Teaching certification in Special Education 
______ Yes ______ No 
 
Highest degree earned 
______ BS/BA 
______ M.Ed./MAEd./MSEd./Ed.M./MS/MA 
______ Ed.S. 
______ EdD 
______ PhD 
 
Gender 
_______Male 
_______Female 
 
Ethnicity 
_______African American 
_______Asian 
_______Hispanic 
_______Caucasian 
_______Pacific Islander 
_______Native American 
_______Other; please specify _______________________________ 
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APPENDIX B 

STAGES OF CONCERN QUESTIONNAIRE 

Reproduced with permission from the Southwest Educational Devlopment Laboratory.
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Concerns Questionnaire 
Name___________________________________________________________________ 
 
The purpose of this questionnaire is to determine what people who are using or 
thinking about using various programs are concerned about at various times during the 
innovation adoption process. The items were developed from typical responses of school 
and college teachers who ranged from no knowledge at all about various programs to 
many years experience in using them. Therefore, a good part of the items on this 
questionnaire may appear to be of little relevance or irrelevant to you at this time. For the 
completely irrelevant items, please circle “0” on the scale. Other items will represent 
those concerns you do have, in varying degrees of intensity, and should be marked higher 
on the scale. 
 
For example: 
This statement is very true of me at this time.     0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
This statement is somewhat true of me now.     0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
This statement is not at all true of me at this time.    0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
This statement seems irrelevant to me.      0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
Please respond to the items in terms of your present concerns, or how you feel 
about your involvement or potential involvement with Response to Intervention. We do 
not hold to any one definition of this program, so please think of it in terms of your own 
perceptions of what it involves. Remember to respond to each item in terms of your 
present concerns about your involvement or potential involvement with Response to 
Intervention. 
 
Thank you for taking time to complete this task. 
 

Copyright, 1974 
Procedures for Adopting Educational Innovations/CBAM Project 

R&D Center for Teacher Education, The University of Texas at Austin 
 

From: Gene, E. Hall, Archie, A. George and William L. Rutherford. Measuring Stages 
of Concern about the Innovation: A Manual for Use of the SoC Questionnaire. Austin, 
TX: Research and Development Center for Teacher Education, The University of Texas 
at Austin, 1977. 
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APPENDIX C 

STATEMENTS ON SoC-Q GROUPED BY STAGE  

Reproduced with permission from the Southwest Educational Devlopment Laboratory. 
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Statements on the SoCQ grouped by stage (Hall, G. E., George, A.A., and Rutherford, W. A. 
1998, p. 25). 
 
Item  
Number    
Statement 

Stage 0 Awareness Concern 
 

3 I don’t even know what RTI is.  
 
12 I am not concerned about RTI. 
 
21 I am completely occupied with other things.  
 
23 Although I don’t know about RTI, I am concerned about things in the area.  
 
30 At this time, I am not interested in learning about RTI.   
 

Stage 1 Informational Concern 
 

6 I have very limited knowledge about RTI. 
 
14 I would like to discuss the possibility of using RTI. 
 
15 I would like to know what resources are available if we decide to adopt RTI. 
 
26 I would like to know what the use of RTI will require in the immediate future. 
 
35 I would like to know how RTI is better than what we have now.  
 

Stage 2 Personal Concern 
 

7  I would like to know how the effect of reorganization on my professional status. 
 
13 I would like to know who will make the decisions in the new system. 
 
17 I would like to know how my teaching or administration is supposed to change. 
 
28 I would like to have more information on time and energy commitments required   
 by RTI. 
 
33 I would like to know how my role will change when I am using RTI.   
 
 

Stage 3 Conflict Management Concern 
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4 I am concerned about not having enough time to organize myself each day. 
 
8 I am concerned about conflict between my interests and responsibilities. 
 
16 I am concerned about my inability to manage all of what RTI requires. 
 
25 I am concerned about the time spent working with nonacademic problems related   
 to RTI. 
 
34 Coordination f tasks and people is taking too much of my time. 
 

Stage 4 Consequence Concern 
 

1 I am concerned about student’s attitudes toward RTI. 
 
11 I am concerned about how RTI affects my students. 
 
19 I am concerned about evaluating my impact on students. 
 
24 I would like to excited my students about their part in this approach. 
 
32 I would like to use feedback from students to change the program. 
 

Stage 5 Collaboration Concern 
 
5 I would like to help other faculty in their use of RTI. 
 
10 I would like to develop working relationships with both our faculty and outside  
 faculty using RTI. 
 
18 I would like to familiarize other departments or persons with the progress of this  
 new approach. 
 
27 I would like to coordinate my effort with others to maximize RTI’s effects. 
 
29 I would like to know what other faculty are doing in this area. 

 
6 Refocusing Concern 

 
2 I now know of some other approaches that might work better. 
 
9 I am concerned about revising my use of RTI. 
 
20 I would like to revise RTI’s instructional approach. 
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22 I would like to modify our use of RTI based on the experiences of our students. 
 
31 I would like to determine how to supplement, enhance, or replace RTI. 
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APPENDIX D 

CONVERSION CHART 

Reproduced with permission from the Southwest Educational Devlopment Laboratory. 
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Stages of Concern Raw Score Percentile Conversion Chart for Stages of Concern Questionnaire 
and Quick Scoring Device (Hall, George, & Rutherford, 1998) 
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APPENDIX E 

LEVELS OF USE OF RTI CHART 

Reproduced with permission from the Southwest Educational Devlopment Laboratory. 
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Users or 
Nonusers LoU Categories Decision Points 

Categorical Levels 

KNOWLEDGE 
That which the user knows 
about the characteristics of 
RTI, how to use it, and 
consequences of use.  This is 
cognitive knowledge related 
to using RTI, not feelings or 
attitudes.  

ACQUIRING 
Solicits information about RTI in 
a variety of ways, including 
questioning resources persons 
corresponding with resources 
agencies, reviewing printed 
materials and making visits 

SHARING 
Discusses RTI with others.  
Shares plans, ideas, 
resources, outcomes and 
problems related to use of 
RTI 

Users 

VI 
RENEWAL 

Teacher Re-
evaluates the quality 
of use of RTI, seeks 
modifications if 
necessary, examines 
developments in the 
field, and explores 
new goals for self 
and for RTI process 

Knows of alternatives that 
could be used to change or 
replace RTI that would 
improve the quality of the 
outcomes as its use.  

Seeks information and materials 
about other innovations as 
alternatives to RTI or for making 
major adaptations in RTI. 

Focuses discussions on 
identification of major 
alternatives or replacements 
for RTI.  

V 
INTEGRATION 

Teacher is 
combining efforts of 
RTI with those of 
colleagues to 
achieve a collective 
impact on the use of 
RTI.   

Knows how to coordinate 
own use of RTI with 
colleagues to provide a 
collective impact on clients.  

Solicits information and 
opinions for the purpose of 
collaborating with others in 
using RTI 

Discusses efforts to increase 
client impact through 
collaboration with others on 
personal use of RTI 

IV-B 
REFINEMENT 

Varies the use of 
RTI to increase the 
impact on teacher’s 
within the sphere of 
influence.  Variation 
is based on short-
term and long-term 
consequences for 
teachers.  

Knows cognitive and 
affective effects of RTI on 
teachers and ways for 
increasing impact on teachers 

Solicits information and 
materials that focus specifically 
on changing use of RTI to affect 
client outcomes 

Discusses own methods of 
modifying use of RTI to 
change teacher outcomes. 
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Users or 
Nonusers LoU Categories Decision Points 

Categorical Levels 

KNOWLEDGE 
That which the user knows 
about the characteristics of 
RTI, how to use it, and 
consequences of use.  This is 
cognitive knowledge related 
to using RTI, not feelings or 
attitudes.  

ACQUIRING 
Solicits information about RTI in 
a variety of ways, including 
questioning resources persons 
corresponding with resources 
agencies, reviewing printed 
materials and making visits 

SHARING 
Discusses RTI with others.  
Shares plans, ideas, 
resources, outcomes and 
problems related to use of 
RTI 

Nonusers 

IV-A  
ROUTINE 

Use of RTI is stable 
and few if any 
changes are made in 
ongoing use.  Little 
preparation is being 
given to improve 
RTI use or its 
consequences.   

Knows both short-and long-
term requirements for use 
and how to use RTI with 
minimum effort or stress 

Makes no special efforts to seek 
information as part of ongoing 
use of RTI 

Describes current use of 
RTI with little or no 
reference to ways of 
changing use 

III 
MECHANICAL 
USE 

Emphasis and effort 
put on short-term 
and day-to-day use 
of innovation. 
Changes in use are 
made more to meet 
teacher’s mastery in 
the RTI process.   

Knows on a day-to-day basis 
the requirements of using 
RTI, is more knowledgeable 
on short-term activities and 
effects than long-range 
activities and effects, of use 
of RTI 

Solicits management 
information about such things as 
logistics, scheduling techniques, 
and ideas for reducing amount of 
time and work for required of 
user 

Discusses management and 
logistical issues related to 
use of RTI..  Resources and 
materials are shared for 
purposes of reducing 
management, flow and 
logistical problems related 
to use of RTI.   

II 
PREPARATION  

User is preparing 
for first use of RTI. 

Knows logistical 
requirements, necessary 
resources and timing for 
initial use of RTI, and details 
of initial experiences for 
teachers 

Seeks information and resources 
specifically related to 
preparation for the use of RTI in 
own setting. 

Discusses resources needed 
for initial use of RTI.  Joins 
others in the pre-use 
training, and in planning for 
resources, logistics, 
schedules, etc., in 
preparation for first use.   
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SCALE POINT DEFINITIONS OF THE LEVELS OF USE OF RTI 
Levels of Use are distinct states that represent observably different types of behavior and patterns of RTI as exhibited by individuals and groups. The levels 
characterize a user’s development in acquiring new skills and varying use of the innovation.  Each level encompasses a range of behaviors, but is limited by a set 
of identifiable Decision Points.  For descriptive purposes, each level is defined by seven categories.   

Users or 
Nonusers LoU Categories Decision Points 

Categorical Levels 

KNOWLEDGE 
That which the user knows 
about the characteristics of 
RTI, how to use it, and 
consequences of use.  This is 
cognitive knowledge related 
to using RTI, not feelings or 
attitudes.  

ACQUIRING 
Solicits information about RTI in 
a variety of ways, including 
questioning resources persons 
corresponding with resources 
agencies, reviewing printed 
materials and making visits 

SHARING 
Discusses RTI with others.  
Shares plans, ideas, 
resources, outcomes and 
problems related to use of 
RTI 

Nonusers, 
cont. 

I 
ORIENTATION 

User is acquiring 
information about 
RTI and exploring 
its value. 

Knows general information 
about RTI, such as origin, 
characteristics and 
implementation 
requirements.  

Seeks descriptive material about 
RTI.  Seeks opinions and 
knowledge of others through 
discussions, visits or workshops. 

Discusses resources needed 
in general terms and/or 
changes descriptive 
information, materials or 
ideas about RTI and 
possible implications of its 
use.  

0 
NON-USE 

User has little or no 
knowledge of RTI 
and is doing nothing 
to become involved 
in the RTI process 

Knows nothing about RTI or 
similar innovations or has 
only very limited general 
knowledge of efforts to 
develop RTI in the area.  

Takes little or no action to solicit 
information beyond reviewing 
descriptive information about 
RTI or similar innovations when 
it happens to come to personal 
attention. 

Is not communication with 
others bout RTI beyond 
possibly acknowledging that 
the innovation exists.   
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APPENDIX F 

INNOVATION CONFIGURATION CHECKLIST MAP 

Reproduced with permission from the Southwest Educational Devlopment Laboratory. 
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RTI Specialist Intervention 
 
Component 1: Professional Development   
 
(4)  The RTI specialist 
provides informative 
trainings to faculty 
consistently.  RTI 
specialist provides 
mentoring and coaching 
to faculty.  

(3)  The RTI specialist 
provides informative 
trainings to faculty 
when requested.  RTI 
specialist provides 
mentoring and 
coaching to faculty.  

(2) The RTI specialist 
provides needed 
information in during 
trainings to faculty 
when requested.  RTI 
specialist prepares 
staff with the 
resources during 
mentoring and 
coaching sessions.  

(1)  The RTI specialist 
provides informative in 
general terms during 
trainings to faculty when 
requested.  RTI specialist 
provides limited mentoring 
and coaching to faculty.  

(0)  The RTI specialist 
does not provide 
informative trainings to 
faculty when requested.  
RTI specialist does not 
provide mentoring and 
coaching to faculty.  

 
Component 2: Communication  
 
(4)  During the RTI 
intervention meetings 
teachers initiate 
conversations with the 
RTI interventionist 
regarding the progress 
and success of their 
targeted students.  

(3)  During the RTI 
intervention meetings 
teachers engage with 
other teachers and the 
interventionist, 
discussing students’ 
needs, and making 
plans. 

(2)  During the RTI 
intervention meetings 
teachers listen to the 
RTI specialist with 
interest about 
techniques, ideas, and 
pose questions that 
show interest in the 
RTI process.  

(1)  During the RTI 
intervention meetings 
teachers seek information, 
resources, and opinions 
from the RTI 
interventionist, but do not 
necessarily initiate 
communication. 

(0)  During the RTI 
intervention meetings 
teachers are distracted 
and spending time 
instead on electronic 
devices, grading 
papers, or other non-
invested activities. 
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Teacher Behavior 
 
Component 1: Instructional Supports  
 
(4)  The teacher is 
engaged in instructional 
supports for every 
student requiring RTI 
supports continually and 
consistently and 
understands how RTI 
impacts students.    

(3)  The teacher is 
engaged in 
instructional supports 
for every student 
requiring RTI supports 
routinely.      

(2)  The teacher is 
engaged in 
instructional supports 
for students when 
required to RTI 
supports daily.   

(1)  The teacher is engaged 
in few instructional 
supports for some students 
requiring RTI supports  

(0)  The teacher is not 
engaged in 
instructional supports 
for students requiring 
RTI supports.    

 
Component 2: Collaboration 
 
(4)  The teacher 
participates frequently 
with the RTI specialist 
and other faculty 
members to align 
supplemental and 
intensive instructional 
supports. 

(3)  The teacher solicits 
information with the 
RTI specialist and 
faculty to align 
supplemental and 
intensive instructional 
supports. 

(2)  The teacher 
participates 
sometimes with the 
RTI specialist and 
faculty to align 
supplemental and 
intensive 
instructional 
supports. 

(1)  The teacher works 
alone to provide 
supplemental and intensive 
instructional supports. 

(0)  The teacher does 
not participate with the 
RTI specialist and 
faculty to align 
supplemental and 
intensive instructional 
supports. 
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Curricular Use 
 
Component 1: Instructional Interventions  
 
(4) The teacher 
implements supplemental 
or intensive instruction to 
student requiring extra 
assistance continually. 

(3)  The teacher 
implements 
supplemental or 
intensive instruction to 
student requiring extra 
assistance for the 
majority of the time. 

(2)  The teacher 
implements limited 
supplemental or 
intensive instruction 
to student requiring 
extra assistance daily.  

(1)  The teacher implements 
limited supplemental or 
intensive instruction to 
student requiring extra 
assistance. 

(0)  The teacher does 
not implement 
supplemental or 
intensive instruction to 
student requiring extra 
assistance because of 
limited knowledge of 
RTI.  

 
Component 2: Instructional Methods 
 
(4)  The teacher attempts 
to use new instructional 
methods to accommodate 
to students needs 
consistently.     

(3)  The teacher 
attempts to use new 
instructional methods 
to accommodate to 
students needs 
routinely. 

(2)  The teacher 
attempts to use new 
instructional methods 
to accommodate to 
students needs from 
day- to-day.     

(1)  The teacher attempts to 
use general information 
about RTI to implement 
instructional methods to 
accommodate to students.     

(0)  The teacher does 
not attempt to utilize 
new instructional 
methods to 
accommodate to 
students needs because 
of limited efforts.     

 
Component 3: Teachers Implement  
 
(4)  Teacher seeks 
opinions and information 
from others to implement 
appropriate resources to 
students needing 
supplemental and 
intensive instructional 
supports.    

(3)  Teacher solicits 
information to 
implement appropriate 
resources to students 
needing supplemental 
and intensive 
instructional supports.    

(2)  Teacher 
implement adequate 
resources to students 
needing supplemental 
and intensive 
instructional supports 
with no special 
efforts.    

(1)1 Teacher implements  
resources to students 
needing supplemental and 
intensive instructional 
supports based on 
discussions in trainings.    

(0)  Teacher never 
implement appropriate 
resources to students 
needing supplemental 
and intensive 
instructional supports.    
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Student Behaviors 
 
Component 1: Student Participates Throughout Lesson   
 
 (4) Evidence during 
classroom instruction that 
the student participants 
and shows involvement 
throughout always.  

(3) Evidence during 
classroom impacts 
instruction that the 
student participants and 
shows involvement part 
of the time.   

(2) Evidence during 
classroom instruction 
that the student 
participants and 
shows involvement 
sometimes.    

(1)  Evidence during 
classroom instruction the 
student participants 
minimally and is rarely 
involved.   

  

(0)  Evidence during 
classroom instruction 
the student does not 
show signs of interest 
and is not involved.   
 

 
Component 2: Student Participates During Instruction 
 
(4)  Student interacts and 
responds to replacement 
strategies and shows 
signs of progress and 
growth.    

(3)  Student responds to 
teacher’s own 
modifications.   

(2)  Student responds 
to instructional 
supports based on 
teacher’s interaction 
with the RTI 
specialist and other 
faculty.   

(1)  Student responds to the 
instructional supports and 
resources the teacher 
discusses using in the 
classroom.    

(0) The student never 
shows signs that the 
innovation exists.   
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APPENDIX G 

RECORD-KEEPING OBSERVATION NOTES DURING CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION
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Lower Scoring  
Behaviors and Actions 

Teacher comments and behaviors 
during classroom instruction (RTI 

use) 

Higher Scoring Behaviors and Actions 
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APPENDIX H 

RTI PERFORMANCE MONITORING SHEET 
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Name   ID#   Grade   Skill   

Begin Date:   
Basic Reading: phonics, decoding; Reading Fluency: reading rate; Reading Comprehension: understanding text; 
Written Expression:  overall composition - spelling AND writing fluency, Math Calcualtions: number sense and 
basic math, Math Reasoning: problem solving; Language: oral expression and listening comprehension (refer to 
campus Speech Language Pathologist) End Date:   

        

Measurable Goal 
focused on the 
above selected 

skill 

  

Interventions 

Date Activities/Interventions Duration Activities/Interventions Duration Notes 

Week 1           

Week 2           

Week 3           

Week 4           

Week 5           

Week 6           

Week 7           

Week 8           

Week 9           

Week 10           
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Progress Monitoring (PGM) 

Date Assessment Correct  
Responses # of Questions on Assessment Score GOAL 

Overall 
Observation of 

Student's  
Response to 
Intervention 

Pre-Assess          

  

Probe 1           
Probe 2           
Probe 3          
Probe 4          
Probe 5          
Probe 6          
Probe 7          
Probe 8          
Probe 9          

Probe 10 
Final Goal          

Goal:  The pre-assessment score will automatically be the beginning score for the GOAL.  You should enter the ending Measurable Goal in WEEK 10.  
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APPENDIX I 

ICC MAP SCORES 
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MT

1 
MT

2 
SST

3 
SST

4 FAT5 
FAT

6 
ST

7 
ST

8 
ET

9 ET10 
RTI Specialist 

          

 

C1: Professional 
Development 

          
  

Interval 1 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

  
Interval 2 – – – – – – – – – – 

  
Interval 3 – – – – – – – – – – 

 
C2: Communication 

          
  

Interval 1 3 1 1 1 3 2 2 1 2 2 

  
Interval 2 – – – – – – – – – – 

  
Interval 3 – – – – – – – – – – 

Teacher Behavior 
          

 
C1: Instructional Supports  

          
  

Interval 1 3 2 2 1 3 2 2 2 2 1 

  
Interval 2 3 2 2 2 3 2 3 2 2 2 

  
Interval 3 3 2 2 2 3 2 3 3 3 2 

 
C2: Collaboration 

          
  

Interval 1 2 2 1 2 3 2 1 3 2 1 

  
Interval 2 – – – – – – – – – – 

  
Interval 3 – – – – – – – – – – 

Curricular Use 
          

 

C1: Instructional 
Interventions 

          
  

Interval 1 3 2 2 1 3 2 2 2 2 1 

  
Interval 2 3 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 1 2 

  
Interval 3 3 3 2 2 3 2 4 3 3 3 

 
C2: Instructional Methods 

          
  

Interval 1 3 2 2 1 3 2 1 2 1 1 

  
Interval 2 4 2 2 2 3 2 3 2 1 1 

  
Interval 3 4 3 2 2 3 3 4 4 3 2 

 
C3: Teachers Implement 

          
  

Interval 1 3 2 3 1 3 1 2 3 1 1 

  
Interval 2 – – – – – – – – – – 

  
Interval 3 – – – – – – – – – – 

Student Behaviors 
          

 

C1: Student Participates 
Throughout Lesson 

          
  

Interval 1 4 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 1 

  
Interval 2 4 2 2 2 3 3 3 2 1 2 

  
Interval 3 4 3 2 2 4 4 4 4 3 2 

 

C2: Student Participates 
During Instruction 

          
  

Interval 1 3 2 1 1 2 2 1 2 2 1 

  
Interval 2 3 3 2 2 3 2 4 3 1 1 

  
Interval 3 4 3 2 2 3 4 4 3 3 3 
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