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The impact of change facilitator styles (CFS) on elementary teachers' stages of 

concerns (SoC) about adopting outcome-based education (OBE) in their schools was 

studied. The group studied was 266 teachers from the Texas Network for Outcome-Based 

Education. Principal styles are based on the Concerns-Based Adoption Model (CBAM. 

Styles were determined by the Change Facilitator Style Questionnaire, and teachers' 

concerns profiles were measured by the Stages of Concern Questionnaire. ANOVA and t 

tests were conducted to assess the effects of CFS at each of the seven stages of concern. 

ANOVA assessed teachers' educational level, experience with teaching and OBE, 

principal gender and type of community related to SoC. Chi-square addressed the 

relationship among the demographic variables and CFS. 

With schools as the unit of analysis, significant differences at stages 0,1,2 were 

found. When teachers were the unit of analysis, significant differences were found at 

stages 0,1,2, and 3. Concerns of teachers with Initiator style principals were 

significantly lower at these stages. All teachers demonstrated concerns typical of non-

users, indicating resistance to OBE. Concerns were significantly lower for teachers with 

master's degree than for bachelor's at stages 0 to 3. Teachers with the least experience 

with OBE had significantly higher concerns. Chi-square compared change facilitator 

styles with the demographic variables. The only significant results were more males at 

the management style than expected. 



These findings support the CBAM theory that the initiator style is more effective 

at impacting SoC and improving success in adopting an innovation. Teacher 

demographic variables do not affect SoC or CFS. The study indicates problems 

implementing OBE but suggests effective leadership could impact teachers' concerns. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Background 

"No matter what sort of bill you have, everything depends upon the men, who, so 
to speak, are inside of it. In the hands of the right men, any bill would produce the 
desired results." - Francis Adams, Jr., Director of Union Pacific Railroad in a 
letter dated March 1, 1884, to a member of the House of Representatives" (Fullan 
& Pomfret, 1977). 

As the 20th century progressed and social scientists pondered the science of 

organizations, the managerial Utopia that Max Weber promised in his bureaucratic model 

became increasingly suspicious. The best planning, the most thorough set of regulations, 

the strictest adherence to procedure often led to unexpected results. Things did not 

always work as planned (Weber, 1964). 

Yet in the interests of productivity, and with the continuing optimism of social 

Darwinism, managers and the researchers to whom they applied continued to attempt to 

make organizations accomplish their goals. In the United States, the bureaucratic model 

was embodied in the principles of scientific management as developed by the engineer 

Frederick Taylor. Scientific management depicted the organization as a machine and the 

worker as an extension of that machine. Taylor believed that natural law applied to work 

as well as to physics. The goal of scientific management was to impose efficiency on 

organizations (Hanson, 1991; Taylor, 1923). Education was quickly brought into the 

movement to impose efficiency. Schools were designed to be like factory models. 



Children in school were described as raw materials to be processed and schools were 

urged to create their products to specification, using available tools and machinery and 

continuous inspection (Hanson, 1991). 

The rational model prevailed until the 1930s. Research at the Hawthorne Works 

at Western Electric brought to light the possibility of variables beyond what was 

expected. They discovered that workers' behavior was affected by membership in 

informal groups. For example, in the mail room, workers controlled speed of production 

based on wiring switchboard units, a standard unconnected to production and ability. The 

workers were protecting their interests, afraid management would change production 

rates. Informal groups imposed and sanctioned norms and standards that amounted to 

resistance to the overall goals of management. This discovery challenged the belief 

system of classical theory (Hanson, 1991). 

The human relations school emerged from the findings of Hawthorne and from 

subsequent research. Herbert Simon (1946) wrote that rationality was bounded in 

organizations. Although rationality could be a continued goal for organizations, managers 

must take into account those factors that could not be controlled totally, perhaps not even 

understood, such as the unpredictability of worker behavior (Fullan & Pomfret, 1977). 

Schools have never really abandoned the factory model. As such, their managers 

believed that rationality was the means to improved productivity as much as in the 

manufacturing industries. Because of this, their history has been one of constant initiative 

and reform. First, those reforms were mostly organizational redesign. Since the Sputnik 

age, research institutions have produced teacher proof programs, a classic rational 



concept that assumes the worker can be made irrelevant. Since then, change in American 

schools has meant new or different programs. When these programs were not 

successfully implemented or did not accomplish the intended goals, other reforms were 

put in their place. The failure of a new program followed by yet another did not shed 

much light on the most fundamental factors affecting reform implementation in the 

schools: the acceptance of innovations by those responsible for implementation. 

Since the late 1970s, there have been several waves of reform in the schools. 

Both equity and excellence issues, the condemnations of the Carnegie reports, major 

reorganizations, state curriculum, and state performance standards with process reviews 

and sanctions have been the latest attempts to make schools effective, but again using a 

top-down approach. 

In Texas, a new Commissioner of Education, Lionel Meno appointed in 1990, 

embarked on a process of decentralization: site-based decisionmaking. Although Meno 

was replaced by a new commissioner following the election of Governor George Bush in 

1994, site based decisionmaking continues as part of Texas educational reform. At its 

heart is the belief that those closest to the operation are best suited to make decisions 

about the education program. Decisionmaking should be campus based and should 

include the views of teachers. Such a policy implies that, if teachers are empowered, 

they will feel an ownership that will lead to a sense of responsibility and a willingness to 

work together to identify needs, find the best solutions for problems, and put them to 

work. This philosophy is similar to the views of adherents of total quality management 

and who believe American industry should copy the model of Japanese industry. It is 



also found in the viewpoints of other reform-minded individuals such as Thomas Peters 

and Robert Waterman who found where workers feel part of a small, empowered team 

that there are increases in creativity, quality, and productivity. 

The elements of quality and productivity are another component of Commissioner 

Meno's reforms. In a speech in Austin (Meno, 1992), Meno insisted that schools need to 

become "student-centered," meaning a final-product or outcome-based approach. Schools 

need to structure their efforts toward producing students who will be learners and 

problem solvers. The curriculum should be based not on a discrete knowledge base that 

will be obsolete when students enter the work force but on a provision of skills needed to 

be successful in a world with a knowledge base that does not yet exist and that will be 

continually changing ever more rapidly. 

Integral to the concept of quality and worker empowerment is the role of leaders. 

There has been a shift in the perspective on leadership from an early view of the all-

powerful leader who viewed employees as parts of a machine, to an awareness that 

managers may not always control attitudes of workers, to contemporary theories that 

managers who want quality organizations must understood, include and empower 

employees. Empirical research on leadership has focused on how leaders can manage 

planned change. Much of the literature has concentrated on descriptions of leader 

behavior or styles. 

Outcome-based education is a belief system that resulted from mastery learning. 

Benjamin Bloom (1971) and James Block (1971) theorized that all students could learn 

with adequate time and instruction. This theory challenged the theory of the normal 



curve. Outcome-based education (OBE) encourages schools to abandon a calendar-driven 

approach, base evaluation upon mastery of significant material in the curriculum rather 

than unimportant and unrelated objectives. What students learn is more important than 

when or how. OBE endorses the belief that all students can succeed and teachers control 

the conditions of success. In the middle and late 1980s, OBE enjoyed a great deal of 

interest as many schools and some states attempted to implement its principles. OBE did 

not enjoy this for long, as it suffered from misunderstanding, poor implementation and a 

national conservative wave that suspected OBE of being in opposition to their own 

beliefs and values and blamed OBE for a dilution of grading standards in schools (Spady, 

1994). 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study is to determine the relationship between teachers' 

stages of concern and their perceptions of their principals' change facilitator style in 

schools of the Texas Network for Outcome-Based Education involved in implementing 

an outcome-based approach to education. 

Purposes of the Study 

The purpose of the study is to increase understanding of the effects that teacher 

concerns have on successful implementation of innovations and programs and the impact 

principals have on those concerns in order to facilitate the implementation of reforms. 



The effect of demographic factors on concerns and the perception of principals' 

facilitator styles will be controlled. 

Hypotheses 

HI. Teachers' concerns scores have no relationship with their perceptions of the 

principal's change facilitator style controlling for teacher experience, district size, length 

of implementation time, principal gender, and length of time that the principal has been 

assigned to the building. 

H2. No significant relationship exits between change facilitator style and the 

intervening variables of teacher educational level, teacher experience, type of district, 

length of implementation time, principal gender. 

Limitations 

The scope of this study is limited to teachers in the Texas Network for Outcome-

Based education. This investigation is also limited to the elementary schools and their 

teachers in the network. The findings and conclusions are generalizable to the 

population studied and to others that have similar characteristics. 

Variables 

The independent variables of the study are as follows: 

A. Change facilitator styles 



1. Manager 

2. Responder 

3. Initiator 

B. Teacher experience in public schools 

1. 1 year 

2. 2-3 years 

3. 3-5 years 

4. 5-10 years 

5. 10 years 

C. Type of District 

1. Urban 

2. Suburban 

3. Rural 

D. Length of implementation time 

E. Principal gender 

1. Male 

2. Female 

A. Teacher's Educational Degree 

1. Bachelor's 

2. Master's 

3. Doctorate 



The dependent variables associated with the study are as follows: 

A. Stages of concern with the new innovation 

1. Awareness 

2. Informational 

3. Personal 

4. Management 

5. Consequence 

6. Collaboration 

7. Refocusing 

Definition of Terms 

Change: a process, not an event, by which a specific program or process is 

adopted. This process requires time. There are phases and steps in the process that can 

be used to monitor and modify the change. 

Adoption: "a developmental process of introduction, trial usage, widespread 

installation, and ultimate assimilation of an innovation into the normal operating 

structure of an institution" (Hall, Wallace & Dossett, 1973, p. 30). 

Innovation: the program or process being implemented. The focus of concern. 

Change facilitator: In this study, it is the principal. Facilitator is distinguished 

from change agent because agent implies a top-down, coercive, authoritarian approach to 

leadership. Facilitators assist others, especially with their concerns, in dealing with 

innovations. 



Change facilitator style (CFS): "the gestalt of all behavior a facilitator uses over 

time to influence a change effort coupled with the motivation for and tone of those 

behaviors" (Rutherford, Hord, Huling & Hall, 1983, p. 17). 

Initiator style: this style has clear, long range vision for the school. It has strong 

beliefs about effective schools. Expectations for teachers and students are high. Frequent 

contact is made with people in the school. Changes are made when necessary and when 

deemed in the best interest of students. Human relations are important, but not at the 

expense of what is seen as best for the school. 

Manager style: this style is most interested in rapport with both administration 

and staff. It emphasizes diligent administration, sensitive to teachers and informing 

central office. It is protective of teachers. It is not initially responsive to change, but will 

change if convinced of central administration's desire to do so. It does not delegate. 

Responder style: this style is relationship oriented and concerned with 

perceptions. It is slow to make decisions while careful to consult teachers. Teachers are 

respected and not closely supervised. Others may make decisions. It emphasizes a 

smooth-running school, but focuses on immediate concerns instead of long-term goals. 

Once decisions are made, change is difficult. 

Concerns: "the composite representation of the feelings, thought and 

consideration given to a particular issue or task." (Hall & George, 1979, p. 8). 

Stages of Concern: a developmental sequence of concerns common to all 

individuals who are confronted with innovation implementation. There are seven stages 

in four major categories: unrelated, self, task, and impact. 



10 

Concerns-Based Adoption Model (CBAM): a model for change that recognizes 

change as a process involving complex human interaction, including concerns about 

adoption and intervention by change facilitators. It is concerned with innovation 

adoption rather than organizational development. It includes specifying and describing 

the configuration of the innovation and the levels of use of adopters. 

Outcome-Based Education (OBE): a belief system based on the premise that all 

students can learn, that success breeds success and that schools control the conditions of 

success. OBE encompasses the mastery learning principles that achievement is not based 

on a normal curve and that all students can learn, given time and optimal conditions. The 

curriculum is derived from exit outcomes that students are expected to master upon 

graduation, which will enable them to continue successfully in the workplace (Spady, 

1994). 

Texas Network for Outcome-Based Education: a group of districts in Texas that 

endorsed and implemented the principles of OBE, and that cooperated with and assisted 

each other in that implementation and in sharing knowledge of OBE. 

Significance of the Study 

In the United States, there has been increased interest in excellence, focusing on 

standards of quality and the dynamic role that the manager-employee relationship plays 

in that role. That relationship has not been well understood. It has been characterized by 

top-down decision making and subsequent frustration when innovations have been 

resisted and change has not been successful. 
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As business is rapidly transforming itself to meet the demands of competition, in 

education there is pressure to keep up. State mandated efforts to restructure schools 

includes involving teachers in decision making with the belief that this will improve 

performance. Commissioner Meno also began an emphasis on the need to create lifetime 

learners. Meno endorsed OBE as a means of achieving desired change. He made formal 

contacts with the Texas Network for Outcome-Based Schools (Griffith, 1991). However, 

outcome-based education has fallen from favor as an innovation in a short period. The 

exit of Commissioner Meno after one term is synchronous with the demise of outcome-

based education. Therefore, a study of reasons for that failure is even more interesting. 

In light of these events and changes, this study focuses on an innovation that is 

currently given great attention by TEA, and it contributes additional understanding to 

how principals affect implementation and how campus-based decision making works. 

Organization of the Study 

The study is organized into five chapters. Chapter 1 provides an introduction to 

and background of the study. Chapter 2 presents a review of the related literature, which 

is organized into three general areas: (a) leadership and leadership styles; (b) Stages of 

Concern; (c) Outcome-based education. Chapter 3 consists of the design of the study 

and outlines procedures used in the collection and analysis of data. The population tested 

and sample are identified and research instruments are reviewed. Chapter 4 presents the 

results of the data analysis. Chapter 5 presents findings, conclusions, and 

recommendations of the study and includes suggestions for further research. 
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CHAPTER n 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Leadership 

Until the early 20th century, the study of leadership was the study of great men. 

Thomas Carlyle wrote a multivolume study of European history, including a major work 

on the French Revolution, which focused on the role of the chief player. Other works 

were titled after great men such as Cromwell and Frederick the Great. In "The Hero As 

King," a chapter in his Heroes and Their Worship. Carlyle wrote: 

The finding of your Ablemen and getting him invested with symbols of ability... 

so that he may have room to guide according to his faculty of doing it, - is the 

business . . . of all social procedure in the world.. .. What he tells us to do must 

be precisely the wisest, fittest, that we could anywhere or anyhow learn; - the 

thing which it will in all ways behoove us . . . to do" (Carlyle, 1903, p. 196,197). 

Woods (1913) studied 14 European nations over a 500-year period ending near 

the time of the French Revolution. He concluded that kings were the most significant 

factor in the influence of those countries' histories. He noted that, second to kings, 

powerful ministers exerted the most influence. Woods dismissed earlier historians as not 

having the benefit of Darwinian theory and for not applying scientific principles as 

reason for error in understanding the role of great men. 

14 
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Galton (1925) studied many men to assess the validity of heredity on leadership. 

He called upon Darwin as a supporter. Dowd (1936) traced the evolution of social 

organization from the family to complex structures comprising society. He called for 

efficient organizational structure controlled by leaders as a natural function. According 

to him, people must discipline themselves, live morally and be loyal to the value of the 

organization. 

Tead (1935) saw larger organizations faced with the problem of workers who are 

not able to see the whole, but only their own small part. He wrote, "Only the leaders 

could keep the group committed" (p. 9). Tead dismissed reliance on the born leader as 

not being enough in a complex environment. According to him, leaders could be taught 

if they understood components necessary to leadership. He identified 10 traits. Barnard 

(1948) settled on 20 traits with some similarities to Tead. Bird (1940) analyzed 20 

studies and compiled a list of 79 traits from them. Of those, 51 were mentioned only 

once. He concluded the following: 

Too much stress is laid upon listing of traits . . . . Many traits have been imputed 

to leaders, but only a few traits are found to be common to most of the lists . . 

.That none of the lists include negative or anti-social traits makes us suspicious of 

their applicability to actual personalities. (Bird, 1940, p. 370) 

Bird suggested that it would help to categorize areas where traits may be more specific 

and not necessarily overlap. Both Bird and Barnard acknowledged to some degree that 

the traits of leaders are also held by others. 
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Other social scientists, dissatisfied with trait theory, and employing new methods 

of research, began to focus on the relationship of the leader to the group and of the group 

to the leader. Such a focus caused an interest in leadership styles and behavior. Two 

studies that paralleled each other in time were the Michigan studies and the Ohio State 

studies. Following them came the managerial grid of Blake and Mouton (1964). All 

these theories have in common the attempt to define the styles of behavior of leaders on a 

scale and then to determine the effectiveness of the style. Influencing this research was 

the work of Lewin and Lippitt (1938), who classified leadership in relation to group 

dynamics as autocratic or democratic. They found more effective groups and less tension 

under democratic leadership. 

Tannenbaum and Schmidt (1958) extended the Lewin and Lippitt thesis. Instead 

of polar styles, they structured a continuum between the extremes of authority and 

democracy, with seven behavior points. They said that managers could choose their 

style by understanding the forces of self, subordinate, and situation. 

In 1947 the University of Michigan began to study leadership and organization. 

Leadership was differentiated on the basis of job-centered and employee-centered 

supervision. Organizations were divided on four points of a continuum, ranging from 

authoritative to participative. Rensis Likert found that job-centered supervisors had low 

productivity and employee-centered supervisors had high productivity (Likert, 1961). 

In 1948 the Ohio State studies began and in 1950 a total of 1800 descriptions of 

leader behavior were listed (Bass, 1981). Placed in subscales limited to 150 items, they 

became the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ). A factor analysis of the 
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LBDQ led to two behavioral factors: initiation of structure and consideration (Stogdill 

& Coons, 1957). 

The Ohio State studies studied leader behavior as it related to follower behavior 

and group performance. Continuous testing turned up inconsistent results in behavior 

factors, with new ones being proposed (Stogdill, 1974). However, initiation of structure 

and consideration remained the dominant leader behavior (Bass, 1981). A leader could 

be high or low on both initiation of structure and consideration, or high on one and low 

on the other. Conclusive data could not be found confirming the effects of initiation of 

structure and consideration on performance and satisfaction (Yukl, 1981). 

In The Managerial Grid. Blake and Mouton (1964) provided a handbook on how 

to provide effective leadership. This practical approach stood in contrast to the Michigan 

and Ohio State studies in that it offered prescriptions to practitioners. Production and 

people were identified as universals of organizations. Concern for production and 

concern for people became axes on a grid with a 9 point scale, with 1 being minimum 

concern and 9 high concern. Linking these concerns was hierarchy. In establishing their 

grid, Blake and Mouton focused on leader styles at the four extremes and the center. In 

their system, there is one best style — 9,9 — on their grid. The 9,9 style is high for 

concerns for people and production. Blake and Mouton (1964) believed that managerial 

styles, rather than being fixed, were subject to conditions. They also believed that 

managers could be trained to change their style. 

Situation and contingency theories continued much of the thinking of the 

Michigan/Ohio State studies, but from a different perspective. These theories stated that 
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the situation determined the most effective leadership style. Among these theories are 

Fiedler's contingency theory, the path-goal theory and the Vroom-Yetton model. 

Fiedler's theory includes elements of trait theory. The theory was based on a 

semantic scale that determines what Fiedler termed the least preferred co-worker (LPC). 

The LPC was purported to measure leadership style based on perceptions of an individual 

with whom the leader least preferred to work. Fiedler postulated two leadership styles, 

which are actually traits: relations motivated and task motivated. High LPC scores 

indicated the former, and low LPC scores indicated the latter (Fiedler, 1967). 

Fiedler (1967) believed that the situation determined the effectiveness of the 

style. Three variables determined the situation: position power, task structure, and 

leader-member relations. He devised a classification system of octants to determine 

situation favorableness. He correlated the LPC with situational characteristics to 

determine the most effective style for each situation. These correlations established the 

curvilinear relationship that established the contingency model. This curvilinear 

relationship was an upside down U-shape. High LPC leaders were more effective when 

the situation was neither favorable nor unfavorable. Low LPC leaders were more 

effective when the situation was either highly favorable or highly unfavorable. This is 

what Fiedler calls his contingency model. 

Fiedler did not think that training was productive in showing leaders how to 

change their style to meet different situations, nor did he believe that personalities could 

be changed through training (Fiedler, 1965). Rather, he suggested that people be trained 
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to recognize a situation and how to make the situation more favorable to their style 

(Fiedler, 1972). 

The path-goal theory is based on the expectancy theory (House, 1971). People are 

motivated by the expectation that a behavior will produce a desired outcome and 

valences, or satisfaction units, derived from outcomes. If they see that valences are 

associated with a certain behavior and that there is a probability of obtaining outcomes, 

they will act (House, 1971; House & Mitchell, 1974). 

A leader can influence subordinates by increasing extrinsic rewards or by clearing 

the path to achieving them through clarification of the path and removal of pitfalls. 

Motivation comes from reduced role ambiguity and the desirability of rewards controlled 

by the leader with the contingency of reward realized the by subordinate. The leader, by 

understanding the variables in the tasks can choose how best to motivate the employee, 

raising or lowering the valence or reducing ambiguity (House, 1971). 

In Leadership and Decisionmaking. Victor Vroom and Phillip Yelton (1973), 

attempted to provide a practical model like Blake and Moutoris Managerial Grid, by 

which managers could make decisions about how to choose styles in order to be effective 

leaders. They constructed a normative model that would select the best behaviors, 

instead of styles, for specific problems. Vroom and Yelton did not believe that any 

method would apply to all situations. Rules were given for choosing among 

decisionmaking alternatives. The leader must analyze the situation for specific problems, 

and assess seven problem attributes that affect a decision and inform the leader 

concerning whether a decision should or could be made unilaterally or should involve 
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participation by followers. A continuum from autocratic to participative in essence was 

developed. Although the authors claim no bias, arguing that the model is neutral, they 

seem to prefer a participative approach (Rutherford, Hord, Huling & Hall, 1983; Vroom 

& Yetton, 1973). 

Robert Calder (1977) criticized Vroom and Yetton (1973) for developing a 

prescription model based on rules derived from everyday experience. He said it was not 

scientific, but dodged the confusion of the first- and second-degree constructs by dealing 

only with experience. He called for studying leadership through the perception of 

followers. He said that perception of leadership varies according to groups and within 

groups. Different kinds of evidential behavior are seen as indicative of leadership by 

group members, such as verbal and situational (Calder, 1977). 

Calder observed that the study of leadership has had a long and continuous 

history, but little has been achieved in the way of new or profound knowledge. He called 

for a new orientation in the study of leadership. He called his theory attribution theory. 

Calder said ideas of leadership are from two constructs: first and second degree. First 

degree constructs come from the world of everyday language, which he said researchers 

on leadership have unfortunately adopted. Second degree constructs are derived from 

theory and are highly abstract. Attribution is a second degree construct. It is defined as: " 

. . . the cognitive processes through which individuals infer causation from observed 

behavior" (Calder, 1977, p. 191). The individual, from the perspective of his/her 

situation, observes behavior and its effects. Behavior may not be observable, but it is 

attributable due to effects. Observation must be distinguishable from others in the group. 
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The evidence of qualities indicate the qualities: A=B therefore B=A. "Leadership exists 

only as a perception" (Calder, 1977, p. 202). According to Calder, it exists onJy as 

recognized by groups and it cannot be taught through training. Transforming to other 

groups is problematic. 

In a 1973 article, Hall, Wallace and Dossett introduced the concern's based 

adoption model (CBAM) and described how a school leader might be instrumental in 

affecting teacher concerns. They emphasized the importance of leadership in school 

change and used the term change agent (Hall, Rutherford & Griffin, 1982). 

Succeeding research elaborated and validated the components of CBAM: stages 

of concern, levels of use, innovation configuration. Two studies produced evidence of 

three facilitator styles. 

The theory behind CBAM change facilitator styles is borrowed from many of the 

earlier theories on leadership. Fiedler's (1967) contingency theory seems especially 

preeminent. There is agreement with Fiedler that styles are not likely to change, although 

behaviors might. Style is more an element of personality and relates to motivation 

behind the behaviors and the distinction between behavior and style is important. "Clear 

distinctions have not been drawn, either conceptually or methodologically, between 

leader's behaviors and leadership style" (Hall & Hord, 1987, p. 217). 

Expectancy and path goal theories play a part in understanding the change 

facilitator's role. Clarification of goals is important in the degree of implementation 

success (Hall, Rutherford & Hord, 1984). Principals are required to sanction an 

innovation in order to be prepared to provide the necessary incentive for teacher 
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acceptance (Hall et al., 1982). Attribution theory is instrumental. "Another element in 

the definition of style is the emphasis on the target's reception of an intervention. 

Teachers and others who are targets of interventions make their own interpretation" (Hall 

& Hord, 1987, p. 220). 

Although CBAM research does not state that there is one best style, it implies that 

initiator style is more effective in successful implementation of a program, although it is 

acknowledged that an innovation can be successfully implemented with any style (Hall & 

Hord, 1987). 

Hall and Hord (1987) criticized earlier studies for defining leader styles a priori 

then determining if this style was exhibited in different situations. The data on change 

facilitators in CBAM research and the studies corroborating CBAM finding was done by 

observing principals in their role and determining style from that. 

The CBAM theory deviated from earlier research in that it focused on "describing 

and conceptualizing style in relation to the particular leadership role of facilitating 

change" (Hall & Hord, 1987). Rutherford et. al. (1983) summarized their findings from 

two earlier studies. Three change facilitator styles were named and profiles for each 

developed. They were Initiator, Responder, and Manager. The initiator style is results 

oriented, focusing on what is best for students. Though sensitive to relationships, they are 

not allowed to interfere with what is perceived as best for the school. Responders are 

cautious; careful to consult others before making decisions. They will allow others to 

make decisions. They trust teachers and believe teachers require little supervision. They 

value smooth-running buildings. Relationships are most important. Managers strive for a 
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balance in consideration of teachers and central office. They do not prefer change, but 

will do so if they believe central office is committed to it. They are protective of 

teachers, but do not delegate decisions. 

Similarities can be seen from earlier descriptions of leaders in the Michigan, Ohio 

State, and other studies. The Principal-Teacher Interaction Study followed, corroborating 

the earlier studies. Satisfactory comparisons were made in a study by Thomas (1978), 

who found three styles among principals. A concurrent review by Leithwood and 

Montgomery (1982) listed two styles: effective and typical. The effective style is similar 

to the initiator style. The typical includes characteristics of both Manager and Responder 

styles. 

Change 

Since the experiments with Western Union found that organizations were not 

wholly rational and did not always function as management wished, researchers have 

probed organizations to understand how they really operate (Hanson, 1991). The view of 

organizations began to change from a closed system to open systems that were dynamic 

both internally and externally. Open systems exposed to the environment may also be 

dependent in many ways on the environment. In a natural, open system, change would be 

an inevitable process. Later views that organizations are not really systems, but elements 

of chaos, meant that the definition of organizations would change. 
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It is hard for many to accept that, if change is inevitable, it cannot be controlled 

and utilized. Hence, theories and models of change are developed. Hall and Hord (1987) 

identified several models of change relevant to the development of their own change 

model, CBAM, including Havelock's three categories: the problem-solver model; 

research, development and diffusion (RD&D); and the social-interaction model. 

Havelock combined these three into the linkage model. The problem-solver perspective 

encompasses organizational development (OD). Finally, they cited the Rand Change 

Agent Studies (Hall & Hord, 1987). 

Havelock's (1976) categories were developed in a review of the literature on 

change. His three change models were social-interaction, research, development and 

diffusion (RD&D), and the problem-solver model. 

The social-interaction model focuses on diffusion and communication. Change is 

not a specific, targeted innovation. It occurs slowly, carried between systems, social 

groups and individuals. Often the change itself is not even recognized. It may take more 

than half a century for change to occur. This process can be effective in weeding out 

unneeded change. The speed and success of change can be influenced by the quality of 

people, type of community, and means of communication. It is important that the 

process and slowness of change are understood by organizations so that good change will 

not be abandoned (Mort, 1964). 

The research, development and diffusion model begins with pure research 

targeting a specific innovation. The design eventually moves from research to the 

consumer. The belief is that knowledge will find a user. Consumer needs do not drive 
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RD&D. It begins from abstract theories, becoming more specific and continuing through 

a testing process and extensive development. Prototypes are developed and are tested 

and retested until becoming useful. Change is slow. 

In RD&D it is assumed that organizations cannot come up with the necessary 

ideas by themselves because this requires too many resources. Although basic research 

has no purpose but pure knowledge, the process of development of pure ideas leads to 

specific uses. The process of implementation is controlled, with incremental 

involvement of those receiving the change (Baldridge & Deal, 1975; Brickell, 1967; 

Clark & Guba, 1977). 

The problem-solver model states that change occurs from a felt need. This need 

begins a cycle. There is a problem statement, a search for a solution, choice, application, 

and need reduction. With no need reduction, there is a repetition of the cycle. 

A change agent is always involved and may be internal or external. The change 

agent responds to the need of the client, assisting throughout the cycle until need 

reduction occurs. The solution is a tailored one for the client. Part of the process may be 

the development of problem-solving abilities for the client through the assistance of the 

change agent. 

Although change in the problem-solver model is stimulated by a need, unlike the 

RD&D perspective, it too sees change occurring as a specific innovation. The adopter is 

consistently involved in this process rather than in the passive role of the RD&D or the 

discovery/awareness role of the social interaction model (Lippitt, Watson & Westley, 

1958; Miles & Lake, 1967; Thelan, 1967). 
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Organizational development is a programmatic version of the problem-solver 

model. It takes a systems view of organizations and bases its approach on the theory that 

organizations "are not clusters of individuals working at separate tasks, bu t . . . systems of 

people working interdependently at particular tasks and moving in coordination with 

other sets of people as they move from task to task" (Schmuck, et. al., 1977, p.8). 

Organizational development takes the system as a whole in effecting change, but 

all subsystems and individuals must take part. It heavily emphasizes human relations and 

subgroup interaction. There is continuous collaboration through the entire process, from 

problem identification, development of solutions and alternatives, negotiation of roles 

and acceptance of change, and solutions and implementation. The consultant is involved 

throughout, but OD emphasizes the importance of the organization is developing the 

ability to re-form itself through an understanding of itself (Schmuck, et. al., 1977). 

From 1973 to 1977 the Rand Change Agent Study focused on implementation of 

federal programs. Yearly reports were published, and the results were summarized in a 

report in 1978, which concluded that there must be mutual adaptation for change to take 

place. The difference between success and failure was due to local conditions. Federal 

guidelines were not important to successful implementation. Staff working relationships, 

continual support, local adaptation to meet specific, practical needs, and quality of 

project direction were important to success. Also important were principal involvement 

and needs and the quality of project direction. Principal involvement and support were 

the most crucial elements because the principal was the "gatekeeper of change" (Berman 

& McLaughlin, 1978). 
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The linkage model combines theory and practice. It links programs to schools 

and assists in their implementation. The National Diffusion Network (NDN) is the best-

known example (Hall & Hord, 1987). The model relies on linking agents to span 

between programs and the schools that need assistance. This model assumes that the 

development of innovations and where they are implemented are separate environments 

that require a boundary-spanning agent to bring them together. 

The NDN, supported by the U. S. Department of Education, catalogues 

innovations. State facilitators are linking agents to assist local districts in funding 

assistance and in solving problems to meet their needs. Developer demonstrators are 

knowledgeable about specific programs and provide training across the nation for 

districts wanting help in that specific program (Hall & Hord, 1987). 

In their 1973 article in which CBAM was introduced, Hall et. al. compared 

CBAM to other change models. It actually was a consolidation of previous models but 

with a different perspective. It comprised Havelock's three models - problem solver, 

RD&D, and social interaction — but was more eclectic, like the linkage model. Unlike 

linkage, it deals with the implementation of a specific innovation. In that sense, it is 

similar to the RD&D model. According to Hall and Hord (Hall & Hord, 1987), "While 

assisting an institution to develop its capacities to change, CBAM is not directly 

concerned with organization development, per se, but rather with innovation adoption" 

(p. 4). The adoption process resembles Clark and Guba's "trial, installation, 

institutionalization" (Hall & Hord, 1987, p. 5). 
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Yet CBAM is also a reaction to the problems of RD&D change. Pure RD&D 

aimed to produce teacher-proof innovations that were ready to use. During the 1960s a 

great deal of money was spent on innovations that did not work. CBAM was intended to 

be a way to aid specific adoption. 

The authors saw CBAM as a practical model of change. It had several underlying 

assumptions: 

1) Understanding the point of view of the participants is critical, 2) change is a 

process, not an event, 3) it is possible to anticipate much that will occur during a 

change process, 4) innovations come in all sizes and shapes, 5) innovation and 

implementation are two sides of the same coin, 5) to change something, someone 

has to change first, and 6) everyone can be a change facilitator. (Hall & Hord, 

1987, pp. 8-10) 

Perhaps most crucial are the assumptions that "change is a process, not an event" 

and "innovation and implementation are two sides of the same coin." The first 

assumption rebuts RD&D's perspective that a ready-to-use innovation can be installed, 

and change will be effected. "Until recently, change facilitators, policy makers and 

researchers tended to view change as an event... it has become clear... there is a 

process involved in implementing educational innovations and this requires time" (Hall 

& Hord, 1987, p. 8-9). Therefore, it cannot be said that change has occurred until a 

process of implementation takes place involving interaction between the change 

facilitators and the users. Hall et. al. (1973) described this as a growth process. 
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The initial premises of CBAM were supported by other research that was 

combined to support CBAM's broader scope: the conclusions of the Rand study on 

successful implementations, research on concerns about change, and research on 

principals as change facilitators. 

Numerous studies have examined change in schools and found that the principal's 

role was important in successful implementation. Chesler, Schmuck, and Lippett (1975) 

studied nine schools, concluding that the principal's involvement with staff and obvious 

support for the innovation were necessary. The Rand study (Berman & McLaughlin, 

1978) concluded that, without the principal's support, an innovation probably could not 

succeed. In another Rand report, Margaret Thomas wrote, "The leadership of the 

principal appeared to be one of the most important factors in the success or demise of a 

program" (Thomas, 1978, p. xiii). Reinhard, Arends, Kutz, Lovell, and Wyant (1980) 

observed, "The principal's in the cases we observed were a critical force whether a . .. 

program was to succeed or fail" (Reinhard et al., 1980, p. 14). Leithwood and 

Montgomery (1982) noted that the principal was "a potentially critical determinant in the 

success of efforts to improve" (p. 309). In a review of the literature, Leiberman and 

Miller (1981) found principals essential in motivating the necessary conditions for 

improvement. Ron Edmonds (1979), the founder of the Effective Schools Movement, in 

summarizing his group's research, found "strong administrative leadership" essential. 

Hall, Hord and Griffin (1980) found variance in implementation of an elementary science 

program. With other variables the same, they concluded that principals were the 
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difference. Huling, Hall, Hord and Rutherford (1983) found that principal's affected the 

degree and quality of implementation. 

Hall et. al. (1980) found differences in the success of implementation of a science 

innovation that could only be explained by differences in the principals. In 1982 they 

named three facilitator styles: Initiator, Responder, and Manager. These were similar to 

the three behavior styles Thomas described: Director, Administrator, and Responder 

(Hall et al., 1984; Thomas & Bennis, 1972). 

Initiators, while aware of the daily tasks in the building, have clear long-range 

vision for their school. They have strong beliefs about effective schools and what kind of 

teaching behavior will accomplish school goals. Their expectations for teachers and 

students are high, and they make frequent contact with people in the school to convey 

expectations and to monitor progress. They will make changes, as necessary, for what 

they feel is in the best interest of the school. They are primarily student oriented. 

Although they are interested in their followers, they are forceful; they allow suggestions, 

but make the decisions (Hall et al., 1984; Thomas & Bennis, 1972). 

Managers are responsive to the change process, but are influenced by rapport with 

both teachers and the central office. They are efficient, diligent administrators who are 

sensitive to teacher needs and keep them informed. They are protective of their teachers. 

Managers are not initially responsive to change, but will move firmly if convinced of 

central administration's desire for action. They are not delegators, and they monitor 

assignments closely (Hall & Hord, 1987). 
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Responders are relationship oriented and are concerned with perceptions. They 

delay making decisions and are careful to receive input. Responders have confidence in 

teachers, feeling that they do not require close supervision. Others are allowed to make 

decisions. They emphasize a smooth-running school, but their focus is on immediate 

concerns. They do not usually have long-term goals. Once decisions are made, they are 

not easily changed (Hall & Hord, 1987). 

Leithwood and Montgomery's (1982) literature review lent credence to the change 

facilitator styles. Looking at effective principals, they categorized them as either 

Effective or Typical. Descriptions of Effective principals resembled Initiators, while 

Typical principals had traits of Managers and Responders. Thomas's (Thomas, 1978) 

three behavior styles favorably compared. Directors were similar to Initiators. They were 

involved in all aspects of the school and retained decisionmaking authority. These two 

styles were closest in comparison, although Manager and Administrator resembled each 

other, as did Responder and Facilitator (Hall et al., 1982). In a 1983 report, Huling et. al. 

found that successful implementation occurred with all styles, but that degree and quality 

of implementation was greater with the Initiator style . 

Because most of the research on CFS was from qualitative instruments, a rich 

source of descriptions was obtained. These were compiled under the three styles and 

were called indicators. Such detail allowed for blends among the styles. It also led to 

placing the styles on a continuum of 0-100, with Responder at 30, Manager at 60, and 

Initiator at 90 (Hall & Hord, 1987). 
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When developing a questionnaire to measure CFS, it was felt that the long history 

of research in industry, the use of task/structure and relationship/consideration, and the 

use of a two-dimensional scale in earlier studies of leadership had to be considered. The 

two-dimensional scale measured little or a great deal of emphasis on the trait, but this 

was inadequate for CFS, where all styles may exhibit a behavior, but in a different way 

or quality (Hall & George, 1988). 

A three-dimensional scale was constructed. The dimensions are (a) Concern for 

People, (b) Organizational Efficiency, and (c) Strategic Sense. Concern for People's poles 

are Social Informal to Formal/Meaningful. Organizational Efficiency ranges from Trust 

In Others to Administrative Efficiency and Strategic Sense from Day to Day to Vision 

and Planning. 

This organizing framework accommodates the different emphases and 

perspectives that have been observed and increases the variations in CF style that 

can be described. The framework also preserves the three original CF style 

archetypes. In theory the prototype (sic) Responder style would be represented 

across the three dimensions by being scaled toward the Social Informal, Trust in 

Others and Day to Day poles. The Manager Style principal would score toward 

the Administrative Efficiency pole with more medial ratings on the Concern for 

People and Strategic Sense dimensions. The Initiator would score high on Formal 

Meaningful, Administrative Efficiency and Vision and Planning. (Hall & George, 

1988, p. 9) 



33 

Change and Stages of Concern 

With the Hawthorne studies, managers and social scientists developed an uneasy 

feeling that the clean, rational factory model could not be relied upon as an infallible 

system to accomplish the will of management. Life in the organization was more 

complex and unpredictable. Management must make decisions knowing that power is not 

vested alone in management or in formal positions. There is not much knowledge base 

on implementation in any field (Pelligren, 1975). Social scientists have continued to try 

to explain what happens in organizations when management wishes to change, 

implement, or restructure. Much of their work has been an effort to develop a systems 

approach that can serve as a model for successful adoption. The way in which resistance 

is described has a great deal to do with the development of strategies for dealing with 

resistance. The body of literature has examined resistance to change from a variety of 

perspectives. Research has brought about change in attitudes about the nature of 

resistance and how to react to it. 

Some ideas and theories have been suggested to explain resistance to change from 

a psychological standpoint. In Trial and Error and the Idea of Progress. Madsen Pirie 

(1978) eloquently presented several explanations for resistance to change. His view of 

human nature was that humans are indolent and self satisfied on the whole, perhaps 

occasionally bothered by discontented individuals who would disturb their comfortable, 

pleasant life. His basic premise was that change is difficult and dangerous and that many 

factors cause humans to refrain from embracing it. The elements of resistance were 
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contentment, alienation, tangibility (the tried and true), quantifying enjoyment and risk, 

rationality and indolence. 

Pirie (1978) argued that contented people have no incentive to change. 

"Contented people do not make progress, for they have no need to." Contented people 

"have no concept of a superior ideal, no hypothesized level of attainment.... Envy and 

discontent are the driving forces which lead men to such purposes" (Pirie, 1978, p. 173). 

People avoid alienation, preferring the familiar, because the unfamiliar threatens identity. 

The response to the threat is to retain as much as possible of what is familiar. This 

accounts for the "customizing" of innovations. People proceed slowly with change to 

"anchor themselves in the new before they lose sight of the old" (Pirie, 1978, p. 161). 

Besides self-identity, equally strong is the love of the familiar for its value and use. 

The advantage of a tested way is that its worth is tangible; we know that it works. 

While deduction or inductive calculations might purport to show us the way to 

superior attainment of our objective, the tested alternative has already shown us 

its ability. (Pirie, 1978, p. 162) 

We know how much we enjoy what we have long experienced. But trying something new 

means risk: 

The merit of an untested proposal may be computed theoretically, but there are 

hundreds, perhaps thousands, of factors which could make our estimates wildly 

wrong.... We may be depriving ourselves of a known value in order to replace it 

with nothing at all. (Pirie, 1978, p. 163) 
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There is a rationality in prudence. People are suspicious of man's ability to analyze. 

If men have done things in a particular way for a long time, we are inclined to 

suppose there is probably merit in it. The analyst might try in vain to discover 

what it is that gives the traditional way its superiority. To many people, it is 

enough that it works.... Aware of the risk of acting (as opposed to mere 

thinking), man puts the onus of proof on the shoulders of those who propose 

innovation.... He does not have to justify his adherence to tradition. . . . It has 

been tested and has not yet been rejected in favor of an alternative shown to be 

superior He asks of innovations that they, too, be tested, so he will have a 

basis for decision. (Pirie, 1978, p. 164-165) 

And finally, established ways are easier: "It is the way that can be followed without 

thought" (Pirie, 1978, p. 166). 

George Odiorne (1981) focused on the unique cultural characteristics of 

Americans toward change. Americans, he wrote, do not like and resist planned change. 

They prefer a free-lance style of implicit planning, a ^-century way of thinking. They 

like to resist and outwit the planners they see as rulers. He said that people do not like 

change they did not create and he said change creates a population of "misfits" lethal to 

change. Change cannot afford much criticism. 

A school of thought suggested acquisition and the use of power as an explanation 

of the response to change. Jeffrey Pfeffer (1981) was a major proponent of this view. In 

Power in Organizations. Pfeffer agreed with Pirie that a strong tendency occurs in 

organizations not to change, but the reason is a more assertive one: power. In most 
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organizations, power is usually stable. It is promoted by a commitment to courses of 

action, even long after they are effective, and to the institutionalization of beliefs and 

practices. Institutionalization tends to perpetuate the power of those in control for a 

longer period of time if they can successfully isolate themselves from the outside 

environment. Commitment, the institutionalization of organizational cultures, and self-

perpetuation of power restrain change. 

To the extent that it does not require any fundamental shift in the power 

distribution of the organization, change is more readily accomplished.... 

Changes which do entail shifts in the distribution of influence are rare events, 

brought about chiefly by major changes in the organizations environment. 

(Pfeffer, 1981, p. 329) 

If change occurs, it is usually due to a change in administration brought about by 

increasingly severe organizational problems. For those in power, change may pose a 

threat to their position. Institutionalization is a means of maintaining stability and 

preserving power for those who have it. It exists to a greater or lesser extent in all 

organizations and, to the extent that it exists, change is more difficult to accomplish. 

According to Pfeffer (1981), commitment to institutionalized beliefs causes individuals 

"to persist even when evidence suggest that action and decisions should change. It makes 

organizations and their administrators resistant to changes.... Commitment to courses of 

action makes it difficult to implement trial or pilot programs." (p. 290) 

In 1971, Gross, Giacquinta, and Bernstein published their landmark study, 

Implementing Organizational Innovations: A Sociological Analysis of Planned 
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Educational Change. In studying reasons for the failure of implementation, they 

distinguished between initiation of an innovation and implementation. Most studies of 

innovations dealt with initiation, but these works were weak "because they treat[ed] the 

implementation of organizational innovations as an event rather than as a process" 

(Gross, Giacquinta & Bernstein, 1971, p. 30). The authors hypothesized that initial 

resistance was not always the problem. The adoption of an innovation by administration 

does not mean it will be implemented. Those initially favorable may encounter barriers, 

making it impossible to carry out implementation; individuals are dependent on their 

leaders to overcome barriers. Members who at first favor an innovation may later oppose 

it. The authors selected a district about to initiate a significant implementation and used 

it as a case study (Gross et al., 1971). 

In their study, Gross et. al. (1971) found that teachers were willing to implement 

the innovation. They believed that their school needed change and would help to improve 

the school. Their findings refuted Pirie's theory that people were indolent and did not 

prefer change to the "tried and true." However, in this case, the teachers knew that the 

tried and true was not working and, that for survival, change was needed. Pfeffer (1981) 

may have agreed that, in this case, the organization was under stress, explaining teachers' 

willingness to accept change. Institutionalization may not have been a significant factor 

in preserving the teachers' status. Despite initial support for the innovation, it failed. The 

authors found five reasons for failure: (a) lack of clarity about the innovation, (b) lack of 

skills and knowledge to adapt, (c) lack of required instructional materials, (d) 

"incompatibility of organizational arrangements with the innovation," (e) "lack of staff 
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motivation" (Gross et al., 1971, p. 122). They found no effort to inform teachers 

adequately about the innovation and no recognition about the importance of retraining. 

Adequate instructional materials were needed but apparently did not exist. 

Administration was not favorable to the innovation; there was not an awareness of the 

need to change existing practices. Teachers were at first willing, but became 

disillusioned because of the problems with implementation. They were not assured that 

they would return to the school and became concerned that they were being used (Gross 

et al., 1971). 

The study supported the authors' theory that initial resistance to change was not 

the problem. "Failure to implement the innovation was attributable essentially to a 

number of obstacles that the teachers encountered when they attempted to carry it out 

that were never removed" (Gross et al., 1971, p. 196). According to the authors, 

"Teachers were unable to implement the innovation largely because the administration 

failed to recognize, cope effectively with the problems, difficulties, and uncertainties to 

which it exposed teachers when it asked them to carry it out" (p. 201). Subordinates have 

a right to feel that management is committed to an innovation. If there is initial 

resistance, it is management's job to overcome it. The extent of the prevalence of the five 

conditions is a function of management. Gross et. al. wrote, "It follows that the degree of 

implementation of an organization innovation will be a function of the extent to which 

management creates and/or maintains these conditions" (p. 203). 

From their study Gross et. al. developed their theory regarding implementation 

and the resistance to it. There must be clarity about the innovation. Members must have 
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the capabilities to carry out the innovation and should have the available materials. 

Organizational management must be compatible, and staff must be willing to do it. 

Literature in the 1970s increasingly emphasized the politics of implementation. 

Researchers warned administration to be aware of the interrelationships between them 

and those who asked to change in order to increase the likelihood of adoption. Chris 

Argyris (1972) said that forcing change top-down increase chances of resistance. He said 

that leaders should involve those who will be involved or impacted by change to obtain 

ownership. 

Ernest House (1974) wrote that the school is a nonrational institution. A proposed 

innovation leads to a competition of resources; some see it as an opportunity, whereas 

others see it as a threat. Teachers are isolated and powerless in general so it is extremely 

difficult for an idea to spread from administration down to teachers, who are unlikely to 

adopt anything as a whole. They worry about the social group. Personal contact and 

entrepreneurialism are the only means to successful implementation. There are few 

rewards for teachers and even with little risk, the lack of tangible rewards means that 

they will not want to innovate. House recommended that fewer innovations might lead to 

more successful implementation. 

Joseph Giacquinta (1973) reviewed studies of innovation to develop a theoretical 

framework for studying innovation. He found that in earlier studies, innovations were not 

successful even though administrators reported that they had been implemented. By 1975 

Giacquinta had developed what he called a status risk-taking framework. In two studies 

on the reasons for implementation failure, he focused on the motivation of people when 
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confronted with innovation. His argument reminds one of Pfeffer's (1981) theory 

regarding power and self-interest. Giacquinta wrote that self-interest is the most 

important issue in performance and complained that educators treat materials as the 

innovation and use them as the problem. "They do not focus first on the shifts in status or 

role expectations accompanying the materials or machines" (Giacquinta, 1975a, p. 104). 

Giacquinta believed that status and roles should be considered first when contemplating 

the implementation of innovations. He agreed with Pirie (1978) that people worried 

about the risk of innovation. Employees question that an innovation would be more 

beneficial than accepting the status quo: "When there is high risk, people openly refuse 

or subtly undermine the implementation by various means, including reversion to the old 

ways after the innovative spotlight has passed" (Giacquinta, 1975a, p. 106). Teachers 

tend to reject change out of hand. They give lip service to its innovations while 

maintaining their old behaviors, and they revert when they can without jeopardizing their 

status perquisites. Management can reduce perceived risk by being clear about the 

innovation, but this is not often done. Communication with subordinates about an 

innovation can be used to reduce risk, although doing so may mean weakening the 

innovation. Giacquinta wrote that receptivity to change is related to the degree of risk if 

the innovation becomes a reality. People are not naturally unreceptive to change; 

receptivity and risk taking are tied to positions and status, not to demographics and 

personalities (Giacquinta, 1975a; 1975b). He observed that the interrelationship between 

principals and teachers when change occurred was not "clearly articulated in the 

literature" (Giacquinta, 1975a, p. 104). 
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Robert Chin and Kenneth Benne (1976) identified three strategies for change. The 

empirical-rational strategy was one based on the belief that people are rational Given 

knowledge and shown how change would be in their self-interest, they will change. This 

strategy is similar to the diffusion model and theory of Clark and Guba (1977). The 

normative-reductive strategy said that action and practice are based on social/cultural 

norms. People change if their orientation can be changed. Pirie' (1978), Pelligren's 

(1975) and, to some extent Giacquinta's (Giacquinta, 1975a; 1975b) theories of status-

risk taking might be encompassed in this strategy. The third strategy is power-coercive 

where the less powerful comply with the wishes of the more powerful. Certainly Pfeffer's 

(1981) theory would be included here. The conclusion of Chin and Benne was that a 

combination of normative-reductive and power-coercive would be most likely to lead to 

successful change. On the use of sheer power they noted the following: 

Some of the difficulty with the use of political institutions to effect changes arises 

from an overestimation by change agents of the capability of political action to 

effect changes in practice. Change agent's frequently assume the desired change 

has been made. (Chin & Benne, 1976, p. 42) 

It is interesting that in the recommendations for effecting change, they combined the two 

most dominant theories of implementation in the recent literature: a social/cultural 

strategy and power strategy. In doing so, they noted how leaders often deceive 

themselves in assuming that they can mandate change and it then occurs (Chin & Benne, 

1976). 
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In the 1980s social scientists continued to develop theories of change that viewed 

schools as nonrational environments. The theories encompassed Chin and Benne's 

(1976) normative-reductive and power-coercive strategies. They expanded on 

Giacquinta's call for clarity and support from administration. They found that 

administration must continue to exert pressure while understanding the limits of its 

power. Increasingly, the importance of organizational culture on change was studied. 

Researchers such as Huberman and Miles (1984) and Baldridge and Deal (Baldridge & 

Deal, 1975; Baldridge & Deal, 1983) modified theories they had previously offered that 

had assumed a more rational approach to change. 

As change agents, Huberman and Miles (1984) saw principals in a secondary role 

between central office and users. As the Rand change-agent studies found, watering 

down of innovations resulted in smoother initial implementation. The authors agreed 

with Gross et al. (1971) that there was a difference between initiation and long-term 

implementation: 

[Large-scale innovations] lived or died by the amount and quality of assistance 

that their users received.... although strong assistance did not usually succeed in 

smoothing the way in early implementation,... it paid substantially handsome 

dividends later by substantially increasing the levels of commitment and practice 

mastery. (Huberman & Miles, 1984, p. 273) 

When there was low change at sites, there were few negative feelings about the practice; 

however, indifference by teachers led to complete failure. Change in attitudes came 

about by providing assistance and gaining local acceptance. The path to 
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institutionalization was strong administration pressure, lack of serious local resistance, 

and teacher-administrative harmony. Power should be "accompanied by tutoring and 

tenderness . . . The underlying issue . . . is perhaps commitment. Administrative pressure 

without support and commitment... leads to teacher resistance and failure; user 

influence over implementation without commitment to the spirit of the innovation leads 

to blunting or downsizing" (Huberman & Miles, 1984, p. 279). 

In the "Basics of Change in Educational Organizations," Baldridge and Deal 

(1983) stated that change is an ever-present part of education, but that mainly it is 

unplanned. They wrote that organizational change is not a rational process and that 

institutions are complex and difficult to control. They concluded that there is no special 

theory of change and no need for one. 

Walter Nord and Sharon Tucker (1987) took a unique perspective on the sense of 

ownership by participants. They agreed that involvement may provide a sense of 

ownership, but added that it derived from modifying the innovation to suit people's 

needs. To do so meant that the innovation may not turn out to be what was intended. 

Politics affect implementation, and groups may not have agreed upon goals. They 

identify more closely with their department or group and are concerned with protection 

of resources. 

Rossman, Corbett, and Firestone (1988) took a cultural perspective. The success 

of change depended on a school culture - its set of norms, beliefs, and values. These are 

heavily dependent on the environment. They believed that the problem with change was 

that it depended on changing behavior rather than focusing on the "normative core of the 
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school's culture" (Rossman et al., 1988, p. 18). Concerning the reason for resistance, the 

authors differed with earlier researchers, who believed that planned change would be 

effective and teachers would be neutral and accept change if nothing was added to their 

work burden. Rossman et. al. argued that teachers will accept change if it is congruent 

with school culture, but will resist it if it is not. They said that behavioral change was 

possible and even important because it may be preliminary to cultural change. But 

behavioral change could only come through frequent, usually informal, communication 

of what ought to be. The researchers wrote that "the extent to which cultural change 

occurs and is in the intended direction will depend on both the interpretive activities of 

the leaders of the change and available elements in the culture to be modified" (p. 129). 

Michael Fullan (1991) borrowed from many of the previous studies especially 

Gross et. al. (1971), Huberman and Miles (1984), and Ernest House (1974) in his teacher-

centered theory of resistance and implementation success. He explained that teachers 

have very few rewards and receive little credit when change works. Innovation can make 

things worse for teachers. Rewards must be present for teachers to accept change. 

Teachers are suspicious of innovations, which usually are unreliable and poorly 

conceived. Such circumstances can be costly for teachers, who are skeptical because of 

poor experiences with change efforts. 

Strategies used by promoters of change frequently do not work because they are 

derived from a world or from premises differing from that of the teachers. 

Innovations are 'rationally' advocated from the point of view of what is rational 

to the promoter, not the teachers. (Fullan, 1991, p. 130) 
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Fullan said that relationships among users, not rational goals of the organization, are 

what are important: "In the final analysis it is the actions of the individual that counts. 

Since interaction with others influences what one does, relationships with other teachers 

is a critical variable" (p. 77). His conclusions are a combined summary of the thoughts of 

the writers of the 1970s and 1980s on change and are found as underlying dimensions in 

the concerns based adoption model. There are multiple reasons for change to succeed or 

fail. There must be customizing, working out meaning, involvement of users, pressure, 

time, various readiness levels, plans, and changing culture as a goal, not single 

innovations. 

Concerns Based Adoption Model 

In 1967, Frances Fuller and associates at The University of Texas at Austin 

Research and Development Center for Teacher Education announced the Texas Project 

on preservice teachers (Fuller, Bown & Beck, 1967). It was to learn about the concerns 

individuals had in order to help them anticipate problems. Fuller et. al. maintained that 

personal problems must be resolved before a teacher can become concerned about what 

most would consider the real task of teaching: concern for pupils. Evidence indicated that 

concerns about adequacy and power structure occurred first and must be solved. 

Teachers also needed to learn about and understand their biases. Those who did so were 

more confident. Fuller et. al. found evidence that concerns are sequential. They 

concluded that "until the teacher feels secure, . . . she is not likely to help children feel 

secure" (Fuller et al, 1967, p. 30). 
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In 1969 Fuller described two studies of preservice teachers. Both found students 

concerned about class control, content adequacy, teaching situations, and evaluations. 

Concerns broke into two divisions: concern with self and concern with pupils. Concern 

with pupils did not occur until at least the end of the semester. Fuller criticized teaching 

education programs that did not address concerns of students (Fuller, 1969). 

Fuller (1969) found other studies to confirm her findings. A study by Gabriel in 

England found new teachers concerned with class control and evaluation and finding 

satisfaction in holidays. Mature teachers did not share these concerns. They were 

concerned with slow students' progress and derived satisfaction from later student 

success. 

Fuller's (1974) initial bipolar concerns of self and pupil evolved into three major 

clusters of concerns: self, task and impact. The self category contained the element, 

unrelated, which later became an independent concern. Fuller wrote that these concerns 

ranged along a sequence and changed predictably with experience (Fuller, 1974; Hall & 

Hord, 1987). 

According to Fuller (1974), unrelated concerns for a new teacher are about issues 

that have nothing to do with teaching or the role of teaching. Self concerns are egocentric 

and focus on a sense of adequacy in performing the job role. Task concerns occur when 

the teacher is feeling more confident. These concerns are directed at the logistics of 

teaching: materials, schedules, and available time to perform tasks. When teachers focus 

on how what they are doing affects students, they have impact concerns. Teachers are 

concerned about what students are learning and if they need to change to help their 
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students. Impact concerns are rare even among experienced teachers. Introducing CBAM 

in 1973, Hall et. al. acknowledged drawing heavily on Fuller's work. They hypothesized 

that "Fuller's developmental concept of concerns and their sequence can be generalized to 

the innovation process" (p. 6). They expanded on her unrelated, self, task and impact 

clusters and identified and defined concerns in greater detail. In their 1973 paper, they 

proposed a developmental progression of concerns they called stages of concern. They 

first defined concerns in general as "categories of expressions stated by the user related to 

his use of the innovation" (Hall et al., 1973, p. 14). According to Hall et. al, change is 

dependent on the human element. It is a process that moves sequentially along the stages 

of concern. The readiness of the user is determined by the stages of concern expressed. 

Knowledgeable change agents can predict problems and customize interventions if they 

understand the stages (Hall et al., 1973). 

In a draft by Hall and George (1979) and a paper by Hall et. al. (1979), stages of 

concern were further elaborated and a questionnaire, the Stages of Concern 

Questionnaire, was developed. They had identified seven stages in the four major 

categories of concern taken from Fuller's work: non-concern, self, task, and impact. The 

stages were a natural development sequence. The stages are (0) Awareness, (1) 

Informational, (2) Personal, (3) Management, (4) Consequence, (5) Collaboration, (6) 

Refocusing. Although sequential, factors affecting concerns are complex and varying. 

They include experience, complexity of the innovation, interventions, length of 

innovation cycles, associates, and closeness and immediacy of the issue (Hall & George, 

1979; Hall et al., 1979). 
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Hall and others continued their work on concerns in the 1970s. In 1979, Hall et. 

al. described concerns in more detail: 

The composite representation of the feelings, preoccupation, thought and 

consideration given to a particular issue or task is called concern. Depending on 

our personal make-up, knowledge, and experience, each person perceives and 

mentally contends with a given issue differently; thus there are different kinds of 

concerns. The issue may be interpreted as an outside threat to one's well-being, or 

it may be seen as rewarding. There may be an overwhelming feeling of confusion 

and lack of information about what "it" is. There may be ruminations about the 

effects. The demand to consider the issue may be self-imposed in the form of a 

goal or objective that we wish to reach, or the pressure that results in increased 

attention to the issue may be external. In response to the demand, our minds 

explore ways, means, potential barriers, possible actions, risks, and rewards in 

relation to the demand. All in all, the mental activity composed of questioning, 

analyzing, and re-analyzing, considering alternative actions and reactions, and 

anticipating consequences is concern. An aroused state of personal feelings and 

thought about a demand as it is perceived is concern. 

To be concerned means to be in a mentally aroused state about something. 

The intensity of the arousal will depend on the person's past experiences and 

associations with the subject of the arousal, as well as how close to the person and 

how immediate the issue is perceived as being. Close personal involvement is 
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likely to mean more intense (i.e., more highly aroused) concern which will be 

reflected in greatly increased mental activity, thought, worry, analysis, and 

anticipation. Through all of this, it is the person's perceptions that stimulate 

concerns, not necessarily the reality of the situation, (p. 5) 

At the University of Texas, Hall and associates worked to further define the 

stages in order to distinguish them. A major premise of the theory was that change was a 

process, not an event, occurring over time — a sequence, as suggested by Fuller (1967). 

But they cautioned, as follows: 

We do not mean . . . to imply a lock step, one-way progression. Ideally, there is a 

quasi-developmental pattern to changes in concerns when the change process 

unfolds although concerns might not follow the theoretical progression for any 

number of reasons, including the attempted adoption of an inappropriate 

innovation.... Typically, teachers will not have concerns at only one of these 

stages, but a combination of concerns reflected in two or more stages that are 

relatively more intense than their other concerns. Our theory and research have 

shown that there is a general pattern to the intensity of the different stages of 

concern, and that changes in this pattern can be linked to the change process as it 

unfolds. (Hall & George, 1979, pp. 59,61) 

Hall and Hord (1987) advised that it is too superficial to consider concerns as self, 

task, or impact. Concerns have a subtle, complex interaction, combine as more or less 

intense, and create a dynamic resulting from the arousal and resolution of concern 

intensity. Concerns theory, however, shows that concerns change predictably and 
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developmentally over time. The authors believe that it is possible to plan for change and 

thereby manage concerns by an inservice that takes concerns arousal and intensities into 

consideration. 

The concerns model uses profiles showing the intensity of concern. Research 

identified typical profiles for levels of use. This research can be used to predict typical 

concerns, such as the initial phase of an implementation. Hall and Hord (1987) suggested 

that this information allows change agents to make strategic decisions about how to 

implement change. Change agents can make decisions that address the needs of teachers 

specific to their current state of concerns intensity, the method they said Fuller 

recommended in observing preservice teachers. 

Based on past research and theory, it is possible to predict the most likely 

concerns profile for a faculty about to embark on a change effort. If no unusual 

information is known about the innovation or the faculty, then the prospective 

users of the innovation can be assumed to have the typical "nonusers" concerns 

profile. That is, their concerns will be more intense on Stage 0, Awareness, Stage 

1, Informational, and Stage 2, Personal. (Hall & Hord, 1987, p. 71) 

Hall and Hord (1987) discussed initial concerns and recommended strategies that 

should be employed to address them. To address informational concerns, facilitators 

should avoid information overload. Teachers need general, brief information, provided 

by a variety of media, including face-to face. Personal concerns are high for nonusers. 

Teachers will not be sure as to their ability to use the innovation or the consequences it 

may have on them personally. It is important that principals show support and enthusiasm 
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for the change. They should reassure teachers that they understand their feelings and 

expect some initial reluctance and that there is no problem with their reluctance. When 

there are high personal concerns, it is impossible to deal with tasks or consequences of 

the innovation and failure to resolve those personal concerns about the innovation doom 

it. Management concerns are also high for those at the early stage of use. Workshops 

should be short and interventions or individual assistance are effective at this stage (Hall 

& Hord, 1987). 

Social scientists in the 20th-century have consistently sought a way to manage 

change. Research revealed a complexity in organizations involving politics and the 

human dimension. In the early 1970s, management abandoned a naive belief about 

change, but clung to their assumption that if there was a problem with effecting change, 

the answer was better planning. Researchers became discouraged later in that decade. 

They gave up on planned change and recommended that management could affect their 

organizations as sources of political power or by understanding and working within a 

cultural context. Some argued that change could be successful only if it was modified at 

the local level. Others felt that there was no purpose or hope for any planned change, that 

change was always occurring, but that it was informal and unmanageable. 

Hall and the other researchers of the concerns based adopt ion model incorporated 

the literature regarding the complexities of organization and especially, the human 

dimension. They criticized earlier attempts at planning for thinking that change is an 

event. They knew that uncertainties are prevalent in change, mainly because of concerns 

of the users. By viewing change as a process and by carefully studying the concerns of 
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users and, from those studies, developing user profiles, they came to believe that, not 

only can change be planned, but it can be implemented as intended with minimal 

modification. 

Outcome Based Education 

The origins of what became mastery learning, then outcome-based education, 

occurred in 1922 with the Winnetka Plan of Carleton Washburn and the work of Henry 

Morrison at the University of Chicago in 1926. Their ideas emphasized the mastery of 

particular objectives built into units that were sequential prerequisites (prior learning). 

No new objective would be taught until mastery of the prior one. There would be 

postdiagnostic tests and correctives, if necessary. Time was a variable based on need 

(Block, 1971a). 

The beginning of modern mastery learning was in 1963 when John Carroll 

published Model of School Learning. His idea was that the degree of learning was 

contingent on the time spent learning and the time needed to learn (Block, 1971a). 

Carroll said that teaching involves learning tasks. To learn requires a particular period of 

time, assuming optimum instruction, which Carroll called the aptitude time line. The 

problem is that opportunity may not be adequate (Carroll, 1971). 

The quality of instruction and a student's ability to understand and profit from the 

instruction are the variables in mastery. Carroll (1971) stated, as follows: 

Mastery learning can be attained through control of the various factors in the 

learning process so that all students . . . will achieve the desired objectives of 
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instruction. The goal is for every student to get to the end of his aptitude line, and 

to do so as quickly as possible, (p. 34) 

In 1968 Benjamin Bloom took Carroll's ideas on aptitude and learning time and 

manipulated the variables. He wanted to test whether aptitude and achievement were 

indeed both distributed normally. He hypothesized that if aptitude and achievement were 

normally distributed at uniform instruction, then optimal quality of learning and time to 

learn would cause a majority of students to master. Therefore, there would be no 

relationship between aptitude and achievement (Block, 1971a). 

Bloom (1971) warned against the self-fulfilling prophecy of student success and 

failure: Many were unnecessarily condemned. Airasian (1971) noted that teachers' 

attitudes about students may lead to prejudging their ability to learn, thus affecting the 

reliability of observation. Bloom wrote that learning throughout life is essential; 

therefore, successful learning in school is essential. Education must be purposeful. 

Educational efforts are unsuccessful if they approximate the normal curve. Bloom 

claimed that over 90 percent could master what is taught. One to 5 percent of students 

on each end of the scale have special aptitude or disabilities in a subject. Ninety percent 

should be able to learn equally well, with aptitudes based on rate of learning, as Carrol 

found. Ninety percent, plus the top 5 percent, equaled 95 percent of all students able to 

learn mastery (Airaisian, 1971; Bloom, 1971). 

Bloom (1971) identified five variables in mastery learning, that affect the rate of 

learning: (a) aptitude for particular subjects; (b) quality of instruction; (c) ability to 

understand instruction, which he broke into subcategories: verbal ability and varying 
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strategies (small group, tutoring, alternative materials); (d) perseverance (motivation); 

and (e) time allowed for learning. 

A course must set out the specifications for mastery and evaluation. Assessment 

is based on student mastery of standards, not on competition with others. There should 

be cooperative, not competitive learning. Criterion reference tests are more accurate and 

important than norm referenced, because they measure what is taught and are not based 

on a normal curve of achievement that does not allow for different rates of learning 

(Bloom, 1971). 

Mastery learning theory recommended basing the curriculum on short units of 1 

to 2 weeks, which are broken into smaller elements. This process created a hierarchy of 

learning tasks. Short diagnostic tests were recommended to inform the teacher on how 

well students were learning, what they needed to do and how to pace them. Because 

these formative tests were diagnostic, they should not be graded. Corrective feedback is 

given to the students and, if necessary, alternative methods to aid in understanding of the 

instructional material. Sufficient time should be allowed for mastery. Bloom stated that 

there should not be mechanical application of single mastery learning strategies. The 

teacher should find what works for individual students. Block suggested 80 to 85 percent 

mastery of skills would give sufficient learning without being discouraging (Airaisian, 

1971; Block, 1971b; Bloom, 1971). 

The reward for mastery learning is motivation for further learning. 

According to Bloom (Bloom, 1971) information about learning adequacy builds self-

esteem and confidence. This, he said, is good for society. 
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Outcome-based education (OBE) is an extension of mastery learning. It embraces 

the philosophies and concepts of mastery learning, but goes beyond it by taking a holistic 

organizational approach. Mastery learning views instruction as being divided into 

discrete units of a few weeks' duration at the most. According to Spady (1992) this 

forces a microcosmic approach that prevents focusing on important final outcomes-exit 

outcomes-that districts want their students to master. Outcome-based education is a 

broader systems approach focusing on districts and communities (Spady, 1992). 

According to Spady (1988) OBE represents a paradigm shift from the current 

educational system, which is custodial in nature. The prevalent paradigm organizes 

around the calendar. Courses are not bodies of knowledge, but time blocks and 

certification is based on a set amount of time spent in courses. Curriculum coverage is 

emphasized over mastery. 

Spady (1988) observed, "OBE means organizing the results: basing what we do 

instructionally on the outcomes we want to achieve... Start by determining the 

knowledge, competencies and qualities they want students to be able to demonstrate 

when they finish school" (Spady, 1988, p. 4). 

With these exit outcomes in mind, they deliberately design curriculums and 

instructional systems with the intent that all students will ultimately be able to 

demonstrate them successfully.... It is not a program, but a way of designing, 

developing, delivering, and documenting instruction in terms of its intended goals 

and outcomes" (p. 4). 
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Outcomes should be broadly based. Spady (1992) currently insists that 

development of outcomes should be futures based and driven by values of the 

communities that districts are in, which he calls Transformational QBE (Spady, 1992). 

Curriculum is developed from the outcomes. Curriculum development and 

instructional delivery are unified by a bi-directional dynamic of design down/deliver up. 

In design down, thematic units are developed that bring meaning and significance to 

learning by emphasizing problem solving, higher level thinking, cooperative learning, 

and using content information as support for projects and demonstrations, not as the end 

in itself. Such an approach de-emphasizes what will be an obsolete knowledge base and 

teach students how to continually learn, think, acquire resources, develop responsibility, 

solve problems, and work with others (Spady, 1992). 

Outcome-based education has three principles: (a) clarity of focus-students know 

outcomes; all tests and materials align with outcomes; students know goals of learning 

experiences, how they will be assessed and how they are doing in achieving those goals; 

(b) expanded opportunity; (c) high expectations-formative assessments; work not 

accepted until it meets the standards set (Spady, 1992). 

Outcome-based education gained a great deal of acceptance during the late 1980s 

and early 1990s. It had enough momentum that two distinct groups splintered, arguing 

about the purity of OBE. In Texas, the Network for Outcome-Based Education reached 

its height in the winter of 1991-1992 at a conference in Baytown in November 1991 and 

San Antonio in February 1992. Both were well attended by districts throughout the state. 
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The Baytown conference was almost a celebration, with a letter from then-Commissioner 

Meno saluting the future as represented by the movement. 

By early 1994 the situation was different. Outcome-based education was reeling 

from criticism, especially from the Christian right. Ron Brandt wrote in the March 1994 

issue of Educational Leadership: 

Recent disputes over plans to launch outcome-based education (OBE) have left 

reformers baffled, discouraged, and defensive. Some think the movement is dead; 

in some places they avoid the word outcome and deny that their school's program 

has anything to do with OBE. (p. 5) 

Outcome-based education seemed to be different depending on whom one talked to. This 

proved confusing and dangerous to schools when they quickly tried to implement OBE, 

which became a difficult and complex reform to implement. Parents of high-achieving 

students were concerned that "outcomes" meant a soft approach to standards and that 

curriculum would be watered down. Performance-based assessments presented another 

problem. Proponents of OBE claimed that they do a much better job of demonstrating the 

depth of student knowledge. But such assessments required a higher degree of technical 

expertise to accomplish effectively, and schools did not generally possess it (McGhan, 

1994; ONeil, 1994). 

Traditional Christians put up furious resistance to OBE. Arnold Burron (1994) 

wrote that there is a basic misunderstanding between supporters of OBE and traditional 

Christians. He said that educators must understand the fundamentalists' aversion to 

practices that appear to be ambiguous or to teach something that may undermine the 



58 

absolutes they want their children to learn. "Traditional Christians have . . . asserted that 

indoctrination has been occurring within traditional education, but OBE exacerbates their 

concern. OBE, they say, makes covert indoctrination overt" (Burron, 1994, p. 74). 

Educators must understand the fundamentalists belief in supersessionism, the belief in 

the exclusivity of Christianity. They will not accept anything that suggests other beliefs 

are just as valid. They also linked OBE to whole language, multicultural education, social 

services on campus, values teaching. These practices for the traditionalist are not 

structured enough or open the door, they fear, for their children to question their beliefs. 

Yet, "although Traditionalist Christians agree that OBE contradicts their values, there is 

no consensus on the specific elements of OBE to which they object" (Burron, 1994, p. 

74). Burron contended that educators arrogance pushed Christians into confrontation to 

defend their beliefs. Legislators certainly listened to the worries of the religious right. 

In 1994 William Spady published his response to the critics of OBE. He 

objectively addressed misunderstandings and acknowledged the validity of critics 

concerns, especially those of fundamentalist Christians. His book is almost a manual, a 

clearly organized, plainly presented explanation of OBE. Spady blamed ideology and 

values, poor implementation practices, fear of change, and fear of government control for 

the problems of OBE, but he primarily blamed the religious right. He listed the aims of 

these groups and their objections to OBE: 

1) reducing the influence of state an federal government over local educational 

policies and programs. 2) Reversing the growing influence of internationalist and 

global thinking in both curriculum and politics. 3) Eliminating all "New Age" 
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philosophical influences and practices from the public school curriculum and in 

society at large. 4) Restoring in our social, political, and educational institutions 

the pro-Christian philosophy they believe the Founding Fathers intended the 

nation to embody. 5) Taking over the local school boards—some to achieve 

desired representation, others as a first step to controlling the political and 

philosophical 

agenda of the country. 6) Establishing a powerful grass-roots political 

organization to shape local, state, and national electoral results and policy 

agendas." (Spady, 1994, p. 143) 

Spady (1994) wrote this about the objections to OBE: 

On the one hand, their list of objections includes numerous things that 

have nothing directly to do with OBE, but which run counter to their philosophy -

sex education, global studies, and ungraded classrooms among them. OBE 

frequently gets used as the catch-all for all "progressive" educational practices 

and reforms. During 1994, the breadth of this "OBE umbrella" extended to the 

halls of the U.S. Congress where the critics fought to block the reauthorization of 

the Elementary and Secondary Act and the passage of the administration's Goals 

2000 initiative - both of which they labeled outcome based. 

Of the issues that are directly related to OBE, concerns and criticisms 

seem to revolve around nine distinct, but interrelated, themes: 
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1. What outcomes are 

2. Substance versus symbolism 

3. What OBE is 

4. Governmental control and accountability 

5. Philosophy and world view 

6. Cost versus effectiveness 

7. Proven versus experimental 

8. Standards versus success 

9. Instructional opportunities (p. 144) 

Spady (1994) wrote that what outcomes are by far the biggest problem. In 

suggesting what could be done, he recommended that educators evaluate anything that 

could be an outcome and "if it is not a clearly defined demonstration of learning, or if the 

demonstration presumes that the learner is to advocate some explicit personal value, then 

the item in question is a prime candidate for modification or abandonment" (Spady, 

1994, p. 146). Educators must also explain clearly, "again and again," to everyone 

interested, what outcomes of significance are (Spady, 1994). 

Spady has begun the effort to bridge the gulf between OBE and its critics by 

talking to leaders of the religious right. He is optimistic that it can be done. It remains to 

be seen the outcome of OBE. 
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CHAPTER III 

This chapter identifies the population and the selection of the sample. It explains 

the procedure for conducting the study and the instruments used to collect the data. 

Finally, the statistical treatment of the data is discussed. 

Population 

The Texas Network for Outcome-Based Education was established to support the 

implementation of OBE as a vehicle for planning, staff development, and information 

sharing as well as a liaison with state government. The network succeeded an earlier 

association of schools interested in practicing OBE. The Texas Network for Outcome 

Based Education is composed of 39 districts. These districts are clustered primarily in 

central Texas and along the Gulf Coast. Several are in the North Texas region. They are 

rural, suburban, and metropolitan. 

The population of this study are all of the teachers of 339 elementary schools in 

the 39 districts of the Texas Network for Outcome Based Education. Forty-three 

campuses were selected randomly from the three hundred and thirty-nine elementary 

schools of the Texas Network for Outcome Based Education. A letter to the principals 

and teachers, copies of the Stages of Concern Questionnaire, copies of the Change 

Facilitator Style Questionnaire, a Change Facilitator Style Description Checklist, a 

demographic survey of each school, and self-addressed stamped envelopes were sent to 
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the 43 campuses selected. Follow-up letters and phone calls were made to principals of 

schools that did not respond. 

Eighteen schools returned questionnaires, with a total of 288 teachers filling out 

responses. Forty-one teachers reported that they worked in an urban school, 173 said that 

their school was suburban, and 48 identified their community as rural. 

Collection of Data 

Copies of the two questionnaires were sent to the campuses, accompanied by a 

letter to each teacher requesting participation and explaining the project and how to fill 

out the questionnaire. A letter was sent to the principal suggesting that he/she schedule a 

short meeting for teachers to fill out the two questionnaires. It was recommended that a 

member of the faculty be designated to serve as proctor. Teachers filled out the 

demographic sheet and questionnaires individually; they were cautioned not to discuss 

responses while marking the instrument. Answers were marked on the question sheet. 

Completed responses were placed in a stamped, addressed envelope, sealed, and returned 

by mail. Answers were transferred from the sheets to a computer program, where the 

responses were tallied and analyzed. 

Instruments 

Instruments used for this study were the Stages of Concern Questionnaire to 

assess teachers' concerns about adoption of outcome-based education and the Change 

Facilitator Style Questionnaire, to determine which of three principal styles the teachers 

perceived their principal to be. Prior to collection of data, permission was obtained from 
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Gene Hall to use the Stages of Concern Questionnaire and the Change Facilitator Style 

Questionnaire (Appendix E). 

Stages of Concern Questionnaire. 

The Stages of Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ) is a 35-item questionnaire 

filled out by teachers. It has proven to have high reliability and vailidity through extensive 

testing and use. It determines a profile for teachers over seven stages of concern. Profiles 

of stages of concern for the three change facilitator groups were determined by 

converting scale scores to percentiles. These profiles indicate stages of concern that are 

more or less intense for each style. 1 

Reliability. Items for the questionnaire were developed by members of the project 

team at The University of Texas at Austin, Research and Development Center for 

Teacher Education and also from the Open-Ended Concerns Statement data from pilot 

studies. Five hundred and forty-four items were sorted in a Q-Sort into eight groups by a 

team of 10 people. These were reduced to 195. In May, 1974, a pilot instrument was sent 

to teachers and professors. "Item correlation and factor analyses indicated that seven 

factors explain over 60% of the common variance among the 105 items and that the 

1 In an editorial error, four questions were left out of the questionnaires filled out by the 

teachers. No category had more than one question missing. Alphas on the shortened 

version were found to be consistent with results for the normed version. These alphas are 

found in Appendix G. 
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Table 1 

Coefficients of Internal Reliability for the Stages of Concern Questionnaire fn = 830) 

Stage 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Alpha 0.64 0.78 0.83 0.75 0.76 0.82 0.71 

Note. From Hall et. al. (1979). 

Table 2 

Test-Retest Correlation on the Stages of Concern Questionnaire (n = 132) 

Stage 0 1 2 3 4 5 6™ 

Pearson-r 0.64 0.78 0.83 0.75 0.76 0.82 0.71 

Note. From(Hall et al, 1979) 

hypothesized scales correspond to the factor scales" (Hall, George & Rutherford, 1979, p. 

10). From this a 35-item questionnaire was developed and administered to 171 faculty. A 

week later, it was readministered (Hall et al., 1979). 

Over the next 2 years, longitudinal and cross-sectional studies were performed. 

Interviews were held and compared to data from the instruments. Predictions were made 

and compared to actual data. 

Using Kuder-Richardson Formula 20, internal reliability was determined. It 

measured overlapping correlation for the seven stages from the first administration and 

then intercorrelations from the administration 2 weeks after the first test (Hall et al., 

1979). 
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Table 3 

Intercorrelation of 195-Item Stages of Concern Questionnaire Scales 

Stages 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 1.00 0.68 0.47 0.21 0.21 0.19 

2 1.00 0.78 0.43 0.37 0.43 

3 — 1.00 0.60 0.51 0.59 

4 — — 1.00 0.82 0.80 

5 — — 1.00 0.77 

6 . . MM Ml* •mm 1.00 

Note. From Hall et. al. (1979). 

Validity. In the administration of the 195-item pilot in 1974, it was found that 

83% of the items, sorted in six scales on a Q-Sort, correlated more highly with their scale 

than any other scale. A correlation matrix was developed from this data (Hall et al., 

1979). 

In doing factor analysis, a seventh variable was added. In varimax factor rotation, it 

showed to represent the 0 Stage of Concern. Experts had advised not adding this stage. 

Staff members were asked to identify each of the original 195 items as representing the 0 

Stage. Scale scores from the staff members' responses were correlated to the varimax 

scores. Factor 7 correlated with the 0 Stage of Concern. It was concluded that the seven 

scales represented the seven stages of concern (Hall et al, 1979). A study done in 1976 

compared predictions from interviews prior to administration of SoCQ. Six of seven 
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stages correlated significantly (Hall et al., 1979). 

Two elementary schools were going to begin a new reading program. 

Approximately half attended a summer workshop. Before school began, the rest attended 

a 1-day training program. The Stages of Concern Questionnaire was given to all. Those 

attending summer training scored higher on Stages 3, 5, and 6. The others scored higher 

on Stages 0,1, and 2 (Hall et al., 1979). 

Another school was studied longitudinally in implementing team teaching. Their 

concerns over a 2-year period changed from high on lower stages (0,1,2) to high on 

Stage 3, to a "fairly low intensity on all concerns stages" (Hall et al., 1979, p. 18). 

Table 4 

Correlation of Peak Stages Estimates and Rank Order of SoC Percentile Score 

Peak SoC 

Ratings 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 

0 0.27 0.34 -0.11 0.02 -0.22 -0.22 -0.13 

1 0.15 0.47 0.47 -0.09 -0.11 -0.50 -0.45 

2 0.03 0.38 0.42 -0.21 -0.10 -0.24 0.34 

3 -0.25 -0.08 0.00 0.30 -0.04 0.02 0.09 

4 -0.05 -0.22 -0.26 -0.01 0.13 0.08 0.33 

5 -0.20 -0.48 -0.20 -0.03 0.31 0.54 0.15 

6 -0.20 -0.20 0.16 -0.15 0.24 0.17 0.31 

Note. From Hall et al. (1979). 
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Change Facilitator Style Questionnaire 

The Change Facilitator Style Questionnaire (CFSQ) was filled out by teachers to 

determine whether their principal is one of three Change Facilitator Styles. The style is 

determined by averaging teachers' responses in a building and selecting the style with the 

highest score. 

Reliability. Initial determination of change facilitator styles was based on expert 

judgment arriving at consensus that the styles ranged along a continuum of 0 -100. The 

responder was at 30 on the continuum, the manager at 60 and the initiator at 90. In 

developing a questionnaire to measure style, the intent was to find a way to keep the 

dynamics of the styles while allowing greater individuality and to eliminate expert 

judgment (Hall & George, 1988). 

In earlier projects that defined styles, two-dimensional models were used. The 

scale was 0-10, indicating little emphasis to great emphasis. Hall et. al. (1988) believed 

their scale should be a bipolar one, not measuring quantity, but "the different orientations 

that had been observed in Responder, Manager and Initiator Change Facilitator style 

principals" (Hall & George, 1988, p. 8). They recommended that a third dimension 

should be added to indicate the emphasis on reflection by principals. A three-dimensional 

framework was created. The dimensions are concern for people, organizational 

efficiency, strategic sense (Hall & George, 1988). Bipolar labels were selected and 

defined for each of the three dimensions (see Table 5). 
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Table 5 

Bi-Polar scale of Change Facilitator Styles 

Concern for people 

Social/informal Formal/meaningful 

Organizational efficiency 

Trust-in-others 

Strategic sense 

Day-to-day 

Administrative/meaningful 

Vision and planning 

Note. From Hall and George (1988). 

It was decided that teachers were the best respondents for identification of change 

facilitator styles. Item pools were jointly developed by Gene Hall and R. Vandenberghe. 

They came from research from the Principal Teacher Interaction Study and replication 

studies. The pool was compared for duplication and rated as to the dimensions that items 

indicated. A prototype questionnaire was completed to determine clarity and suitability. 

Twelve to 14 items were selected for each pole and a pilot instrument was developed 

with 77 items (Hall & George, 1988). 

In 1987 a field test was completed. It included 7 schools in a Midwestern district, 

a 7-school New England district, a 21-school private district, and a 17-school 

southeastern district. The results were assessed assuming six scales for the two poles of 

three dimensions. SPSSX Reliability was used to determine internal reliability. Retained 
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Table 6 

Inter-correlations of the Six Bi-Polar Scales on the Change Facilitator Style (CFS) 

Questionnaire 

Bi-polar scales F/M T-0 A-E D-P V-P 

Social/Informal 0.51 -0.32 0.47 -0.37 0.52 

Formal/Meaningful — -0.73 0.86 -0.75 0.92 

Trust In Others — — -0.80 0.83 -0.75 

Administrative Efficiency — — — -0.75 0.91 

Day to Day Planning — ~ — -0.77 

items had item-correlation totals of at least .42. Means ranged from 2.60 - 4.83, and 

standard deviations were from .87-1.10 (Hall & George, 1988). 

In intercorrelation analysis, the pairs correlated .51, -.80 and -.77. Scores on the 

right side of the scale were very highly intercorrelated. On the left, Social/Informal was 

negatively correlated with Trust in Others and Day-to-Day Planning. Day-to-Day 

Planning and Trust In Others were highly correlated. 

Research shows a great deal of reliability and validity in the instrument and 

warrants additional study to verify the instrument and the measurement of the six 

underlying dimensions or the presence of additional constructs. It is a promising 

instrument for the identification of the three change facilitator styles. Its use in this study 

is limited to identification of the three general styles and not for the more complex task 

of verifying the underlying dimensions. 
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Analysis of Data 

The data were analyzed using analysis of variance (ANOVA) and t tests to 

determine significant differences between change facilitator styles and teacher's stages of 

concerns. Sidak t test was used to determine the source of significant differences if a 

significant difference was found in the analysis of variance. Analysis of variance was 

conducted on each of the demographic variables for the seven stages of concern. Chi-

square determined whether any significance occurred between the change facilitator 

styles and the demographic data about teachers. 

Design of the Study 

Data were gathered from the Stages of Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ) and the 

Change Facilitator Style Questionnaire (CFSQ) as well as a demographic survey that 

included a descriptive checklist for change facilitator styles. Both questionnaires were 

completed by teachers in elementary schools chosen at random from the Texas Network 

for Outcome-Based Education. 

With each school selected as the unit of analysis, data from the Change Facilitator 

Style Questionnaire determined a composite change facilitator style for each building 

principal by averaging individual teacher responses. That style served as an independent 

variable to each teacher's stage of concern, as indicated by their responses on the Stages 

of Concern Questionnaire. Groups made of the three styles were compared by an analysis 

of variance, finding an F-ratio to test the null hypothesis that there are no differences 

among styles for each of the seven stages of concern. Raw scores from the SoCQ were 
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used as data in the analysis of variance. When a difference was found, a multiple range 

test, the Sidak t test, was performed to determine the difference among the three pairs. 

Profiles of stages of concern for the change facilitator styles were obtained by 

converting scale scores to percentiles. These profiles demonstrate the stages of concern 

that are more or less intense for each style. This clinical analysis provides a generalized 

graphic of the of the effect of styles over the entire population (see Appendix F). 

Demographic data were collected and analyzed by analysis of variance and 

through frequency distributions. Analysis of variance for each stage of concern was 

determined for each demographic variable. Descriptions of relationships that occurred 

between demographic categories and change facilitator styles were analyzed using chi-

square matrices. Interaction between change facilitator styles and demographic variables 

was determined by analysis of variance for significant results that occurred in both the 

analysis of variance and chi-square. 

Because of the experimental state of the CFSQ, a descriptive checklist was 

included on the demographic response page. Teachers checked a description of each 

change facilitator style taken from Hall and Hord (1987). This data will provide 

validation data for the CFSQ. 
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CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF DATA 

This chapter presents the results of the study of the relationship of change 

facilitator styles to the teachers' stages of concern about the adoption of outcome-based 

education in the Texas Network for Outcome-Based Education. 

Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to analyze the data from 266 teachers in 

12 elementary schools. Duncan multiple range test and Sidak pairwise t test were used 

for multiple comparison of the means. A t test was used to affirm the findings of 

significance in the ANOVA using the two dominant styles of this study. Chi-square tests 

were used to determine any relationships between the change facilitator styles and 

demographic groups. 

According to Kachigan (1986) the analysis of variance is used to determine the 

effects of predictor variables on criterion variables. It is used to identify relationships 

between the variables. "We can think of the analysis of variance techniques testing 

hypotheses about the presence of relationships between predictor and criterion variables" 

(Kachigan, 1986, p. 273). In analysis of variance, a ratio of two independent estimates of 

variance of a normally distributed population is determined: the F ratio. The F ratio can 

be used to determine a significant difference due to the effect of the independent 

variables. 
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An .05 level of significance was set for acceptance of the hypotheses (Kachigan, 1986). 

A multiple comparison of the means must be made if the analysis of variance has 

determined that there is a significant difference. It is this comparison that determines 

which group significantly differs from the other groups in each case in which the null 

hypothesis was rejected. There are many types of multiple comparisons. This study uses 

Table 7 

Responder Schools as the Unit of Analysis With Frequency of Distribution 

School ID Respondents Percent Cumulative frequency Cumulative percent 

1 22 8.7 22 8.7 

2 29 11.5 51 20.2 

3 15 5.9 66 26.1 

4 36 14.2 102 40.3 

5 16 6.3 116 46.6 

6 8 3.2 126 49.8 

7 9 3.6 135 53.4 

8 35 13.8 170 67.2 

9 5 1.9 175 69.1 

10 10 3.9 185 73.1 

11 36 14.2 221 87.4 

12 32 12.6 253 100.0 
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Table 8 

School Change Facilitator Style Profiles: Raw Scale Scores 

School Responses Scale 1 Scale 2 Scale 3 Scale 4 Scale 5 Scale 6 

1 22 19.9 25.1 8.4 28.6 8.9 26.5 

2 29 23.8 25.1 13.9 25.8 13.1 25.4 

3 15 17.3 24.4 11.9 25.1 11.3 26.4 

4 36 24.3 24.9 12.2 24.9 10.6 24.9 

5 16 24.5 26.4 10.1 26.7 10.1 27 

6 8 24.7 25 14 25.1 12.1 27.2 

7 9 22.6 20.9 15.6 22.2 14.4 22.3 

8 35 20.8 23.9 8.3 27.7 9.6 25.3 

9 5 24.6 27.4 7.2 28.2 7.8 29 

10 10 15.7 17 17.7 21.5 15.5 21.9 

11 36 22.2 23.2 12.8 25.6 12.1 25.6 

12 32 19.8 21.8 17.1 21.3 14.3 22.6 

Note. S = Scale. Scales are numbered for each stage of concern: Scale 1 = Informal, 

Scale 2 = Formal, Scale 3 = Concern for Others, Scale 4 = Efficiency, Scale 5 = Day to 

Day, Scale 6 = Vision. 

the Duncan multiple range test and the Sidak pairwise t to determine significant 

differences between groups. Eighteen schools responded to the questionnaire, forty-three 

percent of those surveyed. Six of the schools sent returns of such small numbers that it 
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was decided not to use them in the analysis of variance. Twelve schools were analyzed, 

with 266 responses on the Stages of Concern Questionnaire. Two hundred fifty-three 

teachers responded to the Change Facilitator Style Questionnaire. There was a good 

spread of responses, with high and low scores indicating an acceptable sample. Table 1 

shows the schools sampled and their frequency of response. 

The Change Facilitator Style Questionnaire determines a principal's style by 

measuring teacher responses over six scales: Social Informal - Formal Meaningful; Trust 

in Others - Administrative Efficiency; Day-to-Day - Vision and Planning (Hall & George, 

1988). Initiator principals should have scores that are lower than average on Scales 1, 3, 

and 5 and higher than average on 2,4, and 6. Managers have average scores on all six 

scales. Responders have higher than average scores on Scales 1,3, and 5 and lower than 

average scores on Scales 2,4, and 6. 

To determine a principal style for each school, an algorithm fit individual 

teachers' raw scale scores to the theoretical pattern based on one standard deviation 

above or below the mean. Tables 8 and 9 show the raw scale scores and percentiles for 

each school. 

A majority rule decided the style for the school. For example, School 1 had 15 

teachers rate their principal as Initiator and 7 as Manager. That school was classified as 

Initiator. Six of the schools' principals were rated as managers. Five schools had Initiator 

principals. Only one school had a principal rated as Responder. Table 10 shows the 

frequencies of distribution of responses and averaged majority style for each school and 



86 

the percentage of the distribution of responses and averaged majority style for each 

school. 

Table 9 

School Change Facilitator Style Profiles: Percentiles 

School P I P 2 P 3 P 4 P 5 P 6 

1 33 73 10 89 15 69 

2 74 72 38 75 41 51 

3 13 64 25 71 28 67 

4 78 70 27 69 24 43 

5 80 85 16 81 21 75 

6 81 71 38 71 34 78 

7 62 19 50 47 52 12 

8 42 56 10 85 19 50 

9 80 91 8 87 11 92 

10 7 2 65 41 60 9 

11 58 46 31 74 34 55 

12 32 28 61 40 51 13 

Note. P = percentile. Numerals represent each Change Facilitator Style: Scale 1 = 

Informal, Scale 2 = Formal, Scale 3 = Concern for Others, Scale 4 = Efficiency, 

Scale 5 = Day to Day, Scale 6 = Vision. 
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Table 10 

Change Facilitator Style Classifications Based on the Teacher's Ratings Using the School 

as the Unit of Analysis 

School Staff Initiator Manager Responder Percent Percent Percent CFSa 

00 Ratings Ratings ratings Initiator Manager Responder 

1 22 15 7 0 68 32 0 Init. 

2 29 6 20 3 21 69 10 Mang. 

3 15 7 6 2 47 40 13 Init. 

4 36 11 22 3 31 61 8 Mang. 

5 16 9 6 1 56 38 6 Init. 

6 8 2 4 2 25 50 25 Mang. 

7 9 2 3 4 22 33 44 Resp. 

8 35 22 12 1 63 34 3 Init. 

9 5 4 1 0 80 20 0 Init. 

10 10 1 5 4 10 50 40 Mang. 

11 36 12 21 3 33 58 8 Mang. 

12 32 2 16 14 6 50 44 Mang. 

Note.a CFS = Change Facilitator Style 

The Stages of Concerns Questionnaire determines the level of intensity for each 

individual teacher. A profile of the results can be determined from teachers' responses. A 

mean of teacher responses on each stage of concern for the 3 change facilitator styles is 
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found through an analysis of the means such as the Sidak t test. The means is compared 

to the Stages of Concern Raw Score-Percentile Conversion Chart for Stages of Concern 

Questionnaire (See Appendix H). The corresponding number for the rounded mean is 

found in the column for raw score totals. In columns under each of the 7 stages of 

concern are percentile scores. The percentiles, or intensity level, are found by finding the 

percentile for the stage of concern that corresponds to the mean score. These scores are 

described in this discussion as stages of concern percentiles or intensity levels. They are 

reported in the discussion for each analysis of variance (Hall, et. al., 1979). 

The sample analyzed in the analysis of variance was composed of 266 teachers 

from 12 elementary schools randomly selected. Table 11 presents demographic 

information from teachers' responses to these items on the concerns questionnaire. 

Teachers were classified by highest academic degree, length of public school teaching, 

gender, length of experience with outcome-based education, principal gender, and district 

size. They were also asked to check a response to one of three narrative descriptions of 

the three change facilitator styles. There were 181 teachers (68%) whose highest 

educational level was a bachelor's degree; 82 (30.8%) had a master's. No teacher reported 

receiving a doctorate. 

There was variety in the years of teaching experience from 1st year teachers to 

teachers with more than 10 years' teaching in the public schools. Fourteen teachers 

(5.3%) were teaching their 1st year. Eighteen (6.8%) were in their 2nd or 3rd year. 

Twenty-eight teachers (10.5%) reported they were teaching between their 3rd to 5th year, 

50 (28.8%) were in their 5th to 10th year. One hundred forty-five (54.5%) teachers had 



Table 11 

Summary of Participants bv Variables 

89 

Educational Level Participants (n) Percent 

Bachelor's 181 68 

Master's 82 30.8 

Years of Teaching Experience 

1 year 14 5.3 

2 - 3 Years 18 6.8 

3 - 5 Years 28 10.5 

5 - 1 0 Years 50 18.8 

More than 10 Years 145 54.5 

Gender 

Female 243 91.4 

Male 9 3.4 

Years involved with OBE 

Never 86 32.3 

1 year 57 21.4 

2 - 3 Years 79 29.7 

4 or more years 27 10.2 

Educational Level Participants (n) Percent 

(table continues) 
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Principal gender 

Female 159 59.8 

Male 102 38.3 

District size 

Urban 41 15.4 

Suburban 173 65 

Rural 48 18 

taught more than 10 years. A total of 243 teachers (91.4%) said they were female. 

Because of this overwhelming number, teacher gender was not used in the analysis. 

Experience with OBE ranged from no experience or awareness of the innovation 

to a great deal of exposure. Eighty-six teachers (32.3%) said that they had never been 

involved in OBE. Fifty-seven (21.4%) said they had been involved for 1 year. Seventy-

nine teachers (29.7%) reported being involved in OBE 2 to 3 years and 27 (10.2%), 4 or 

more years. One hundred fifty-nine teachers had female principals (59.8); 102 had males 

(38.3%). 

The teachers taught in schools from a broad spectrum of communities. A total 

173 teachers (65%) said they taught in suburban communities; 41 teachers (15.4%) 

taught in urban schools, and 48 teachers (18%) worked in rural areas. 

The first hypothesis addresses the relationship between change facilitator styles 

and the seven stages of concerns. Seven analyses of variance were performed, one for 

each stage, to determine if there may be differences between the styles for that stage. If 
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differences were found, the Duncan multiple range test and the Sidak pairwise t test were 

used to determine which groups significantly differed from the others. Means were 

converted to percentiles based on a table in the Handbook for Use of the Stages of 

Concern and those percentiles were plotted to obtain stages of concern profile for each 

change facilitator style (CFS) category (Hall et al., 1979; Kachigan, 1986). 

It was possible to match the Stages of Concern Questionnaire and the Change 

Facilitator Style Questionnaire for 184 teachers. These responses were analyzed, as was 

the larger sample through analysis of variance, the Duncan multiple range test, and the 

Sidak t test. 

Because there was only one Responder school, a t test was performed, dropping 

the Responder school to see if the large difference in sample sizes might make a 

difference in the test results. 

Results for the analysis of variance testing Stage 0 Awareness, for all respondents 

are shown in Table 12. Stage 0 had a calculated F-value of 7.75 (df 2,261). This was 

found significant at the .01 level. Teachers in schools with manager principals had a 

mean of 13.90, Responders 11.63, and for the Initiator schools 10.23. The Stage 0 profile 

for these means is 91st percentile for Managers, 81st percentile for the Initiator schools 

and 86th for Responders. These percentiles represent very high concerns for this 

innovation. For new teachers, it probably indicates a lack of awareness about the 

innovation. For more experienced teachers the scores indicate they would rather not be 

doing the innovation. The t test found a significant difference on Stage of Concern 0 

between Manager and Initiator, with a difference between the means of 3.67. There were 
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Table 12 

Analysis of Variance. Stage 0: Awareness Concerns bv Principal Style 

Group N Mean SD df F p 

Total sample 264 12.36 7.56 : 2,261 7.75 <.0005 

Initiator 106 10.23 6.78 

Manager 150 13.90 7.30 

Responder 8 11.63 8.67 

Table 13 

Sidak t test for Stage of Concern 0, Awareness 

Confidence Levels 

School type comparison Lower Upper Ma 

Manager - Responder -4.1524 8.7024 2.2750 

Manager - Initiator 1.4260 5.9212 3.6736 * 

Responder - Manager -8.7024 4.1524 -2.2750 

Responder - Initiator -5.0960 7.8932 1.3986 

Initiator - Manager -5.9212 -1.4260 -3.6736 * 

Initiator - Responder -7.8932 5.0960 -1.3986 

Note. aM = Difference between the means. 

*p < .05. 
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no significant differences between the Manager and Responder styles and Initiator and 

Responder styles (Hall & Hord, 1987; Hall, Hord & Griffin, 1980). 

Stage 1, Informational, ANOVA was significant at the .05 level with a p < .0108 

(F_= 4.61, df 2,261) (see Table 14). In the t test Manager and Initiator styles were found 

significantly different. The difference between the means was 3.05. There was no 

difference between the Manager-Responder or Initiator-Responder schools. Concerns at 

this stage were also very high. The Manager style, with a mean of 21.78, was at the 79th 

percentile on the SoC Profile. Initiators had a mean of 18.73 and were at the 68th 

percentile. 

A significant difference was also found in Stage 2, Personal Concerns (see table 

16). The calculated F was 4.23 (df 2,261, p<.01). The Duncan multiple range reported a 

mean for Manager schools of 24.95. Responders had a mean of 23.75, and Initiator 

schools a mean of 21.77. There was a significant difference between Manager and 

Table 14 

Analysis of Variance. Stage 1: Informational Concerns by Principal Style 

Group N Mean SD df E E 

Total sample 264 20.55 8.10 2,261 4.61 >.01 

Initiator 106 18.73 8.87 

Manager 150 21.78 7.30 

Responder 8 21.63 8.11 
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Table 15 

Sidak t test for Stage of Concern 1. Informational 

Confidence levels 

School Type Comparison Lower Upper Ma 

Manager - Responder -6.8137 7.1237 0.1550 

Manager - Initiator 0.6167 5.4905 3.0536 * 

Responder - Manager -7.1237 6.8137 -0.1550 

Responder - Initiator -4.1429 9.9401 2.8986 

Initiator - Manager -5.4905 -0.6167 -3.0536 * 

Initiator - Responder -9.9401 4.1429 -2.8986 

Note. aM = Difference between the means. 

*2 < .05. 

Initiator schools; the difference in means was 3.18. No significant differences occurred 

between Manager and Responder or Initiator and Responder schools. SoC Profile 

percentiles were still high. Managers were at the 85th percentile and Initiators at the 78th 

percentile. 

At Stage 3, Management, the stage of concern moves from the self to the task 

level of the profile. Table 18 summarizes results of the analysis of variance. (Tables for 

Stage 3 - 6 do not show Sidak comparisons as there were no significant differences for 

these stages). This stage is the first in which principal style makes no significant 

difference in concerns of teachers. The calculated F was 1.53 (df 2,261, p<.05). The 
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Table 16 

Analysis of Variance. Stage 2: Personal Concerns by Principal Style 

Group N Mean SD df F p 

Total Sample 264 23.64 8.72 2,261 4.23 <.01 

Initiator 106 21.77 9.68 

Manager 150 24.95 7.73 

Responder 8 23.75 9.35 

Table 17 

Sidak t test for Stage of Concern 2. Personal 

Confidence levels 

School type comparison Lower Upper Ma 

Manager - Responder -6.3074 8.7141 1.2033 

Manager - Initiator 0.5533 5.8062 6.1797 * 

Responder - Manager -8.7141 6.3074 -1.2033 

Responder - Initiator -5.6129 9.5657 1.9764 

Initiator - Manager -538062 -0.5533 -3.1797 * 

Initiator - Responder -9.5657 5.6129 -1.9764 

Note. aM = Difference between the means. 

*p < .05. 
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mean for the Manager schools was 21.15. The Initiator schools had a mean of 19.69. The 

Responder schools' mean was 17.63. Concerns percentiles for the Manager and Initiator 

remain high. The raw scores converted to a percentile of 80 for Manager and 76 for 

Initiator schools. 

The final three stages comprise the impact levels of the SoC profile. There were 

no significant differences in the effect of different principal styles. The profiles show a 

significant drop in the concerns of teachers. Teachers were not concerned about the 

effects that this innovation would have on students and were not committed to the extent 

that they were interested in refocusing on how this innovation could be adopted for more 

effectiveness. Such low concerns indicate an ambivalence toward the innovation (Hall & 

Hord, 1987; Hall et al„ 1980). 

At Stage 4, Consequence, participants focus on the impact the innovation has on 

students. There was no significance found at this level (F=0.26, df 2,261, p>.05). 

Table 18 

Analysis of Variance. Stage 3: Management Concerns by Principal Style 

Group N Mean SD df I E 

Total sample 264 20.45 8.06 2,261 1.53 <.22 

Initiator 106 19.69 7.68 

Manager 150 21.15 8.37 

Responder 8 17.63 5.95 
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Table 19 

Analysis of Variance. Stage 4; Consequence Concerns by Principal Style 

Group H Mean SD df I E 

Total sample 264 20.70 7.98 2,261 0.26 <0.77 

Initiator 106 20.95 8.28 

Manager 150 20.44 7.76 

Responder 8 22.13 8.63 

Concerns plummeted. Even though these raw scores are as high as the previous scales, 

the percentile scores are much lower. Responders had a mean of 22.12, which 

corresponds to a 38th percentile. Initiators' mean was 20.95 with a profile percentile of 

33. Manager's mean was 20.44 and a 31st percentile. 

Stage 5, Collaboration, concerns were not significantly different among these 

groups (F=1.54, df 2, 261, p>.05). The group means were 18.86 for the Responder 

schools, 17.29 for Managers and 15.49 for the Initiator schools. Managers' raw scores 

converted to a 37th percentile and Initiators had a 30th percentile. 

The final stage, Stage 6, Refocusing, had no significant differences between 

principal styles. The calculated F value was 0.28 (df 2,261, p>.05). The group means 

ranged from the 52nd to the 57th percentile, representing a tail-up on the concerns 

profile, a characteristic of every concerns profile in this study (See Appendix F) (Hall & 

Hord, 1987; Hall et al, 1980). 
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Table 20 

Analysis of Variance Stage 5: Collaboration Concerns bv Principal Style 

Group N Mean SD df F E 

Total sample 264 16.62 8.92 2,261 1.54 <0.22 

Initiator 106 15.49 10.00 

Manager 150 17.29 8.07 

Responder 8 18.88 8.17 

Table 21 

Analysis of Variance. Stage 6: Collaboration Concerns bv Principal Stvle 

Group N Mean SD df F E 

Total sample 264 17.73 7.64 2,261 0.28 <.76 

Initiator 106 18.13 7.57 

Manager 150 17.50 7.78 

Responder 8 16.75 6.54 

Hypothesis 1 was tested again by dropping the one Responder school and 

conducting a t test between Initiator and Manager schools to determine whether the large 

difference in sample sizes might make a difference in the test results. N for Initiator 

schools was 106 and 150 for Manager schools, while there were only eight teachers in the 

Responder school. Results were the same as in the overall analysis of variance: 
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significant results in Stages 0,1, and 2. Means and standard deviations were the same for 

the t test as the ANOVA. 

Table 22 shows the results of the t test comparing Initiator and Manger styles. 

Change Facilitator Style accounted for the difference for Stage 0 Awareness concerns 

more than would be expected by chance. The null hypothesis was rejected at SoC 1 with 

a p of .0001. The difference between the two principal styles was significant at SoC 1 

(p < .004). At Stage 2 p < .0055, and the null hypothesis was rejected. 

It was possible to match the Stages of Concern Questionnaire and the Change 

Facilitator Style Questionnaire for 184 teachers through a corresponding code. Additional 

analyses of variance were conducted using teachers as the unit of analysis instead of their 

school membership. The purpose was twofold: to see if there would be a larger 

representation for the Responder style, and if so, to determine whether results would be 

different when averaging for a building style. The Responder style was more 

proportionally representative. Forty-six identified their principal as Responder, 41 as a 

Manager and 97 believed their principal to be an Initiator. 

As in the previous analyses, significant differences at the .05 level were found and 

the null hypothesis rejected for Stages 0,1 and 2 . Stage 3 Management also had a 

significant difference with this sample. 

At Stage 0 the F value was 5.26 (df 2,181, p<.006). The Responder style differed 

significantly from the Initiator and Manager styles. The Responder mean was 15.33 and 

standard deviation was 6.86. The Manager mean was 10.53, the standard deviation was 

7.18. The Initiator mean was 12.02, the standard deviation 7.39. 
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Table 22 

t test. Dropping the Responder School 

Stage of Concern 0 

School type N Mean SD SE Variance t df p > T 

Initiator 106 10.23 6.78 0.658 Unequal -4.035 241.9 .0001 

Manager 150 13.9 7.69 0.628 

Equal -3.949 254.0 .0001 

Stage of Concern 1 

School type N Mean SD SE Variance t df P > T 

Initiator 106 18.73 8.87 0.861 Unequal -2.914 197.7 .004 

Manager 150 21.78 7.30 0.596 

Equal -3.013 254.0 .0001 

Stage of Concern 2 

School type N Mean SD SE Variance t df P>T 

Initiator 106 21.77 9.68 0.940 Unequal -2.807 193.3 .005 

Manager 150 24.95 7.73 0.631 

Equal -2.917 254.0 .003 

Stage of Concern 3 

School type N Mean SD SE Variance t df P> T 

Initiator 106 19.69 7.68 0.745 Unequal -1.441 237.4 .150 

(Table continues) 
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Manager 150 21.15 8.37 0.683 

Equal -1.419 254.0 .156 

Stage of Concern 4 

School type N Mean SD SE Variance t df P>T 

Initiator 106 20.95 8.28 0.804 Unequal 0.500 217.0 .616 

Manager 150 20.44 7.76 0.634 

Equal 0.507 254.0 .613 

Stage of Concern 5 

School type N Mean SD SE Variance t df P > T 

Initiator 106 15.49 10.00 0.971 Unequal -1.536 194.8 .126 

Manager 150 17.29 8.07 0.659 

Equal -1.593 254.0 .112 

Stage of Concern 6 

School type N Mean SD SE Variance t df P > T 

Initiator 106 18.13 7.57 0.735 Unequal 0.651 229.9 .515 

Manager 150 17.50 7.77 0.635 

Equal 0.648 254.0 .517 

There was a significant difference at the .01 level (F=5.92, df2.181, pc.Ol) at 

Stage 1 Informational. The Sidak found that the significant difference in concerns at the 

stage occurred between Responder and Initiator. Means for all groups was 20.14. 
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Responder had a mean of 23.04 and a standard deviation of 6.06. Teachers identifying 

their principal as Initiator had lower Stage 1 concerns, with a mean of 18.47 and a 

standard deviation of 8.37. 

At Stage 2, significant difference occurred, with an F value of 5.14 and a g of 

.0068 (df 1,181). Significant differences occurred again between teachers with 

Responder principals and the other two styles at Stage 2, Personal. Initiator and Manager 

were not significantly different at this stage. The mean for all groups was 23.68, with a 

standard deviation of 8.46. The mean for Responders was 27.01 with a standard deviation 

of 6.32. Teachers who perceived their principals as Managers mean was 22.78. The 

standard deviation was 7.93. The Initiator teacher's mean was 22.46 with a standard 

deviation of 9.18. There was a difference of ten percentiles on the Stage of Concern 

profile between Responders and Initiators at this stage. 

Stage 3, Management, was significantly different at the .05 level (F=4.52, df 1, 

181). Significant difference existed between Responder and Initiator. The mean for all 

teachers was 21.06 and the standard deviation was 7.73. Responders' mean was 23.4. 

The mean for Initiator principals was 19.52. 

There was no significant difference found in the latter three stages, the impact 

levels. At SoC 4 (F=0.53, df 1,181, p>.05), the mean for Responder was 21.9, the 

Manager style was 20.3, and the Initiator style mean was 20.8. The concerns of all of the 

teachers dropped nearly 40 percentile points at this stage, becoming quite low and 

ranging from 30th percentile for those with a Manager principal to 38 for those with 

Responders. At SoC 5 (F=2.76, df 1.181, p>.05), the mean for Responder was 19.2, 16.5 
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for Manager, and 15.6 for Initiator. For the last stage, Refocusing (F=1.27, df 1/181, 

p.>05), Responders' mean was 18.37, Managers' 17.4 and Initiators' 18.1. All three 

groups showed the tail-up at the end of the stages, with Responders rising on SoC5, the 

other two staying flat at that stage, then rising quickly on SoC 6. 

Summary of Results of Hypothesis 1 

Three different analyses were performed to test the hypothesis that principal 

styles made no difference in teachers' concerns about adoption of outcome-based 

education. There was a great deal of similarity in the results of the tests, even though the 

groups were slightly changed for each test and the independent variable changed from 

schools with averaged CFS profiles and teachers' individual CFS ratings as the 

independent variable. All three approaches, the two analyses of variance and the t test, 

rejected the hypothesis for Stages of Concern 0,1, and 2. The analysis of variance using 

the teachers' individual CFS ratings rejected the null hypothesis for SoC 3 as well. 

In reviewing the data for Hypothesis 1, the concerns of teachers were similar 

when looking at their profile. Teachers were either not aware of the innovation or were 

not interested in it. High scores at Stage 0, Awareness, 1, Informational and 2, Personal, 

were described by Hall, et. al. (1980) as typical of nonusers. The conclusion seems to be 

that, regardless of principal styles, teachers were not interested in practicing OBE and 

were thinking of something else. The higher scores at Stage 6, Refocusing, indicated that 

teachers felt the innovation should be done differently or not at all. (Hall et al., 1980) 

Despite the fact that teacher concerns at all schools were negative toward OBE, 

there were significant differences between Managers and Initiators at Stages 0,1, and 2. 
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According to Hall and Hord (1987), "At the beginning of a change process, the typical 

'nonuser' has concerns that are relatively high in Stage 0 Awareness, Stage 1 

Informational, and Stage 2 Personal" (Hall & Hord, 1987, p. 61 ). These concerns must 

decrease, with intensity rising first at the management stage and then as users in Stages 4, 

5 and 6. These findings support the theory that Manager principals do not resolve the 

concerns of teachers when adopting a new innovation. Initiators may be more adept in 

moving teachers along the concerns stages toward successful implementation. Although 

teachers with Initiator principals also shared high awareness concerns, their concerns 

were consistently lower than the others, and those concerns were significantly different at 

the first three stages of concerns, which must be resolved first for implementation to 

succeed. The results show that principal styles made a difference where concerns were 

most intense. 

Analysis of Variance: Demographic Variables and Stages of Concern 

Analysis of variance determined whether or not there were significant differences 

at each stage of concern, using responses to demographic items as independent variables: 

teachers' degrees, the time they had taught, number of years in which OBE had been 

practiced at the school, the principal's gender, and the size of the school. Sidak's pairwise 

tested which styles were significantly different from others. 

Degree and Stages of Concern 

The first variable was degree. One hundred eighty-one teachers reported earning 

bachelor's and 82 master's degrees. There were no doctorates. No significant difference 

was found at Stage 1 (F=20, df 1,261, p>.05). For holders of both degrees, Stage 0 was 
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high on the concerns profile at the 86th percentile. Bachelor's degree teachers' mean was 

12.47, and master's mean was 12.02. A significant difference was found at Stage 1, 

Informational (F=9.35, df 1,261, p<.0025). The mean for bachelor's degree was 21.57, 

with an SoC profile percentile of 77. Master's degree teachers had a lower concern, with 

a mean of 18.32, which converted to a 67th percentile. 

There was a significant difference at the .05 level between teachers with 

bachelor's degrees and those with master's degrees on Stage 2, Personal. The F-value was 

4.68 (df 1,261). The mean for bachelor's degree was 24.40, converting to a percentile on 

the SoC profile of 83. Master's degree teachers mean was 21.90, the percentile was 76. 

Teachers with different degrees also differed significantly at Stage 3, 

Management (F=4.21, df 1,261, p<.04). Those with master's degrees continued to have 

lower concerns about adoption of OBE than those with bachelor's degrees. The total 

means was 20.43. The bachelor's degree group's mean was 21.12, with 18.93 for the 

master's category. The profile score conversion was 80th percentile and 73rd, 

respectively. 

No significant differences were found between teachers with different degrees in 

Stages 4, 5, and 6. Stage 4 F-value was 2.19. The mean for bachelor's was 21.17, and 

master's was 19.6. Stage 5 F-value was .00. The means barely differed, at 16.598 and 

16.564. At Stage 6 the F-value was .18. The separate group means were 17.84 for 

bachelor's degree and 17.402 for master's. Stage 6 F equaled .67. The bachelor's mean 

was 17.84, and the master's mean was 17.40. The SoC profile is nearly identical between 

the two categories for the last three stages and is similar to the profile for all groups. 
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Table 23 

Teachers bv Years of Teaching Experience 

Stages of concern raw score conversion chart 

Stages of concern 1 year 2-3 years 3-5 years 5-10 years 10+years 

Score Score Score Score Score 

0 15 14 13 11 9 

1 24 23 22 20 20 

2 27 27 25 23 23 

3 23 21 20 20 17 

4 24 22 22 21 20 

5 20 19 18 17 15 

6 20 19 18 17 14 

Concerns are low and flat at Stages 4 and 5. Percentiles were at 33 and 36 at these two 

stages for teachers with bachelor's degrees, and 30 and 36 for teachers with master's 

degrees. As in the profile for all categories, both groups of teachers tailed up at Stage 6. 

Teachers with bachelor's Stage 6 concerns rose to the 57th percentile and teachers with 

master's degrees to the 52nd percentile. 

Years of Teaching Experience and Stages of Concern 

Years of teaching experience (time) was analyzed to determine if this variable 

accounted for concerns teachers had regarding adoption of OBE. There were five groups 

of teachers in the analysis of variance. The groups were 1 year (Level 1), 2 to 3 years 
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(Level 2), 3 to 5 years (Level 3), 5 to 10 years (Level 4) and more than 10 years (Level 5). 

The vast majority of teachers had more than 10 years experience, but all 5 levels had 

sizable representation, with the range being from 14 to 153. Despite the number of levels 

and variety of experience, no significant differences were found between these groups at 

any of the stages of concern. 

Concerns for all groups of teaching experience were high for the first four stages 

regardless of experience (see Table 23). These scores indicate a lack of involvement, and 

high personal concerns that the innovation might have an effect on people's roles and 

concerns about managing the innovation. Although patterns for all experience levels are 

Table 24 

Teachers bv Years of Teaching Experience 

Stages of concern percentile conversion chart 

Stages of Concern 1 year 2-3 years 3-5 years 5-10 years 10+ years 

P P P £ P 

0 93 91 89 84 77 

1 88 84 80 72 72 

2 89 89 85 80 80 

3 85 80 77 77 65 

4 48 38 38 33 30 

5 48 44 40 36 28 

6 65 60 57 52 38 
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similar, there is a slight difference with the most experienced. Their concerns rise at the 

personal level. This might be because they are more concerned about their status in the 

schools and the effects that OBE could have. The Stage 6 scores rose sharply for all 

groups, except for Level 5 teachers, where there was a slight rise. 

Experience with OBE and Stages of Concern 

Years of experience with outcome-based education was analyzed through analysis 

of variance. The four levels were (1) no known experience. (2) 1 year. (3) 2 to 3 years. 

and (4) 4 or more years. Eighty-seven teachers claimed to have no experience with OBE; 

163 reported some degree of experience. A significant difference was found at Stage 0. 

The F-value was 8.48 (df 3,245, pc.Ol). The means for Levels 1 - 5 were 15.11,11.29, 

10.14, and 9.74, respectively. Level 1, those who indicated they had no experience with 

the innovation, differed significantly from those at each of the other four levels. No other 

level had a significant difference from another. The means again were high on the SoC 

profile with percentiles that ranged from 81 for those with the most exposure 93 for those 

with none. 

At Stage 1, Informational, there was a significant difference (F=3.33, df 3,245, p 

<05). Those with no experience had the highest mean, at 22.67, but they were followed 

by teachers with 4 or more years and a mean of 21.48, then by teachers with 1 year 

experience with OBE and a mean of 19.56. Teachers with 2 to 3 years' experience had 

the lowest mean, 19.19. The t test was 19.56. The t test found a significant variation 

between Level 1 teachers with no experience and Level 3 teachers, who had 2 to 3 years 
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Table 25 

Years of Experience with Outcome Based Education 

Stages of concern raw score conversion chart 

Stages of concern None I year 2-3 years 4+ years 

0 15 11 10 10 

1 23 20 19 22 

2 24 22 24 26 

3 19 21 22 22 

4 21 22 23 24 

5 15 28 31 40 

6 15 19 20 29 

experience. Profiles were high here, but Level 3 teachers had a 69th percentile and Level 

1 an 84th percentile. 

No significant differences related to years of experience with OBE were found at 

Stages 2 and 3. Stage 2 (F=. 99, d£3,245, g_> 05) means ranged from 22.4 to 25.6. These 

scores indicate a slight rise of personal concerns over Stage 1. Stage 3, Management 

(F=2.50, df3,245, g >.05) had the lowest mean, at 18.76 and the highest, 21.76. Both of 

these stages found that teachers with greater experience with the innovation had the 

highest concerns. Level 4 teachers had the highest mean for Stage 2 followed by Level 3 

teachers. At Stage 3 they reversed places. The SoC profile shows that all levels' concerns 

remained high. 
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Table 26 

Years of Experience With Outcome-Based Education 

Stages of concern percentile conversion chart 

Stages of Concern None 1 year 2-3 years 4+ years 

0 93 84 81 81 

1 84 72 69 80 

2 83 78 83 87 

3 73 80 83 83 

4 21 38 43 48 

5 28 31 40 48 

6 42 60 65 65 

There was a significant difference at Stage 4, Consequence, among those 

reporting the least amount of experience with the innovation and each of the other three 

levels (F= 10.89, df 3,245, jg <.01). Levels of concern were in opposite order of 

experience: Level 4 had a mean of24.03; Level 3, a mean of 22.8; and Level 2, a mean of 

22.14. The mean for teachers with no experience with OBE was 17.27. Concerns for 

Level 1 dropped to the 21st percentile. Level 2, the next highest score, was at the 38th 

percentile and the highest percentile, for teachers who acknowledged the most familiarity 

with OBE, was 48. 

No significant variation was found at Stage 5. Concern profiles were higher with 

greater experience, and were flat for each level in relation to Stage 4. There was a 
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significant difference at Stage 6, Refocusing. The F-value was 9.89 (df3,245,j> < 01). 

The means were arranged from low to high in reverse order of experience. Level 1 

differed significantly from each of the others. No other significant differences occurred. 

There was an upward tail on the concerns profile; Stage 6 percentiles were higher than 

Stage 5. The mean for Level 1 was 15.6, which converted to an SoC percentile 42. Level 

2 had a mean of 19.3 and a percentile of 60. Level 3 mean and percentile were 19.66 and 

60, respectively. The mean for teachers' with 4 or more years of experience with 

outcome-based education was 20.4, with an SoC percentile conversion of sixty-five. 

Principal Gender and Stages of Concern 

An analysis of variance was performed related to principal gender and stages of 

concern. One hundred fifty-nine reported a female principal and 102 reported a male 

principal. Significant differences were found at Stages 3,4, and 6. 

The F-value for Stage 0 was 3.78. The concerns at this stage again were high. 

Stage 1 F was .39; Stage 2 F-value was .01. 

There was a significant variation at Stage 3, Management. The F-value was 5.31 

(df, 1,259, p <.05). The mean for schools with female principals was 21.843 and for 

male principals, 19.5. Both groups were still high on the concerns profile. At Stage 4, 

Consequence, variation was again due to more than chance. The F-value was 6.66 (df 1, 

259, j> <.05). The mean for schools with female principals was 22.24, and with male 

principals, the mean was 19.65. 
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There was no significant difference at Stage 5. The F-value was .00. There was a 

significant difference at Stage 6 (F = 6.06, df 1,259, g <.05). This time the male 

principals had the higher mean: 19.14. The mean for female principals' was 16.78. 

District Size and Stages of Concern 

The final demographic variable analyzed was size. Teachers rated their districts 

urban, suburban, or rural. There was no significant difference at the Stage 0 Awareness 

level. 

There was a significant difference for Stage 1 Informational concerns (F = 3.23, 

df2,259,2 <.05). The significant difference was between teachers from suburban 

schools (19.72) and those from rural schools (23.0). 

No other significant differences were found related to district size. SoC profile 

shows high concern over the first four stages. Concern percentiles ranged primarily in the 

70s and 80s for each of the three school size categories. 

There is a dramatic drop in the concerns profile at Stage 4, Consequence. 

Teachers of each school size seemed little concerned about the impact on students and 

student performance. At SoC 5 the concerns profile began to rise. The means were 

nearly identical for urban and suburban schools at 16.4 and 16.3, both at the 31st 

percentile. Rural teachers' mean was 17.8, the 40th percentile. The last stage, 

Refocusing, revealed slightly higher concerns, with percentiles of 57 for suburban 

teachers. Urban and rural teachers had nearly identical means and a 51st percentile. 

In reviewing concerns for teachers by district size, the profiles were similar, with 

concerns remaining high across the first four stages. Rural teachers consistently had 



113 

higher concerns than their peers from larger districts. It might be noted that with an N 

nearly the same for rural and urban schools and a much larger N for suburban schools, 

the two larger district categories were more like each other than they were to the rural 

teachers. 

Change Facilitator Styles and Demographic Variables 

The relationship between change facilitator styles and the intervening variables of 

teacher experience; length of implementation time; principal gender; urban, suburban, 

rural districts was tested. 

Chi-square was used to determine if any significant relationships existed between 

change facilitator styles and intervening demographic variables. The matched 

questionnaires were used for these results. 

Kachigan (1986) stated that chi-square is a "very useful statistic . . . to determine 

whether the observed frequencies differ significantly from the expected frequencies of 

occurrence" in nominally scaled quantitative data considered in categories (Kachigan, 

1986, p. 343). Chi-square deals with frequencies, comparing observed frequencies with 

expected frequencies cell by cell. The chi-square follows "very closely a continuous 

distribution also known as the chi-squared distributionH(Kachigan, 1986, p. 344). This 

test is a test of independence between two variables and assumes in the hypothesis that 

there is no relationship. The variables used in these teste are not randomly assigned; 

therefore, causal relationships may not be assumed. 

Chi-square is a good statistic for small frequencies. Cell sizes are recommended 

to be a minimum of five, but can be good with smal ler sizes. Length of teaching 
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experience (time) and years of experience with OBE (years) were each condensed into 

fewer levels to increase cell sizes to at least five and increase the power. 

Hypothesis 2 was first tested using the independent variable degree. The results 

are summarized in Table 27. No significant difference was found. The frequency 

Table 27 

Chi Square. Change Facilitator Style and Type by Degree 

Teacher's degree 

Frequency expected 

Cell chi-square Bachelor's Master's Total 

Initiator 70 27 97 

70.64 26.34 

0.005 0.015 

Manager 33 8 41 

29.86 11.41 

0.3305 0.8857 

Responder 31 15 46 

33.5 12.5 

0.1866 0.5 

Total 134 50 184 

Statistic df Value E 

Chi-square 2 1.924 0.382 
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distribution for teachers with bachelor's and master's degrees for the three change 

facilitator styles were within the expected range for each category. 

Similarly, no relationship was found between the three change facilitator styles 

and the length of time teachers had taught. The response categories were combined to 

Table 28 

Chi Square. Change Facilitator Style and Years of Teaching Experience 

Teaching experience 

Frequency expected 1-2 3-10 Years 10+ Years Total 

Cell chi-square Years 

Initiator 13 26 58 97 

12.65 30.05 54.30 

0.0226 0.5456 0.2523 

Manager 5 15 21 41 

5.35 12.70 22.95 

0.0226 0.4161 0.1659 

Responder 6 16 24 46 

6 14.25 25.75 

0 0.2149 0.1189 

Total 24 557 103 184 

Statistic df Value E 

Chi-square 4 1.746 0.782 
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increase cell size and power. Those teaching 1 to 3 years were in column 1; 3 to 10 years 

in column 2 and more than 10 years in column 3. The results are found in Table 28. The 

Table 29 

Chi Square. Change Facilitator Styles and Years of Experience With Outcome Based 

Education 

Years of experience 

Frequency expected 

Cell chi-square 

0-1 Year 2-3 Years 4+ Years Total 

Initiator 26 25 42 93 

26.27 26.80 39.93 

0.0028 0.1205 0.1071 52.54 

Manager 14 11 15 40 

11.30 11.53 17.18 

0.6454 0.024 0.275 

Responder 10 15 19 44 

12.43 12.68 18.90 

0.4748 0.4253 0.0006 

Total 50 51 76 177 

Statistic df Value E 

Chi-square 4 2.076 0.722 

Note. Frequency missing = 7 
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cell chi-square values are small, with expected frequencies almost the same as observed, 

and, in the case of Responder and least experienced teachers, the expected and observed 

frequencies were identical. Teacher experience was unrelated to principal styles. 

Years of experience with outcome-based education was unrelated to the style of 

principal. There were no differences in the three styles for the levels of exposure to OBE 

different than what would be expected by chance. The results appear in Table 29. 

There was a significant difference in the case of principal gender and change 

facilitator styles (x2 = 7.04, df = 2, p < .05) (see Table 30). In this 3x2 table, Initiator 

and Responder ratings were split almost proportionately along gender lines. Cell chi-

squares were small for Initiator style (.83 for female and .68 for male principals) and very 

small for Responder (.09 for females and .08 for males). The Manager ratings were not 

distributed proportionately. The expected frequency for females who were rated 

Managers was 18, but only 11 teachers rated their principals as Managers. Conversely, it 

was expected that 23 males would be rated as Managers, but 30 were. The chi-squares 

were large, 2.96 and 2.40. These high chi-squares are chiefly responsible for the overall 

chi-square of 7.04, nearly reaching by themselves the critical chi-square of 5.99. For the 

purpose of this study, managers tend to be males. It might be interesting to determine 

whether the high percentage of female respondents might have a greater effect on this 

result. 
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Table 30 

Chi Square. Change Facilitator Style and Principal Gender 

Principal gender 

Frequency expected 

Cell chi-square 

Female Male Total 

Initiator 49 47 96 

43.02 52.98 

0.8323 0.6757 

Manager 11 30 41 

18.37 22.628 

2.9578 2.4014 

Responder 22 24 46 

20.61 25.39 

0.0935 0.0759 

Total 82 101 183 

Statistic df Value E 

Chi-square 2 7.037 0.030 

Note. Frequency missing = 1. 

District size did not relate significantly to the three principal styles. Although 

there was not a significant f o r this table, the values for the rural cells were high (3.14, 

1.80 and 1.70). The disproportionate frequencies were offset by the suburban 
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frequencies. Urban ratings were nearly identical to the expected frequencies. Cell sizes 

were low for urban districts in the Manager and Responder categories, although they 

were very close to expected frequencies. The results appear in Table 31. 

Table 31 

Chi Square. Change Facilitator and District Size 

District Size 

Frequency Expected 

Cell chi-square 

Urban Suburban Rural Total 

Initiator 9 78 10 97 

8.43 71.17 17.40 

0.0379 0.6558 3.1449 

Manager 3 27 11 41 

3.57 30.08 7.35 

0.0896 0.3157 1.8085 

Responder 4 30 12 46 

4 33.75 8.25 

0 0.4167 1.7045 

Total 16 135 33 184 

Statistic df Value E 

chi-square 4 8.174 0.085 
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Hypothesis 2 was accepted in the intervening variables of teacher experience; 

length of implementation time; and urban, suburban, rural districts. There was no 

significant relationship between these variables and the three change facilitator styles of 

Initiator, Manager, or Responder. 

Hypothesis 2 was rejected for the variable of principal gender. More males were 

rated Managers than was predicted or could be explained by chance. 

Interaction Effects Between Change Facilitator Style and Principal Gender 

Significant differences were found in an analysis of variance between principal 

gender and stages of concern. Chi-square found that there were more male managers than 

would be expected by chance alone. Both variables obviously affected the concerns of 

teachers in regards to outcome-based education. An analysis of variance was conducted 

controlling for change facilitator style and principal gender to determine if there was 

interaction between the two variables and to find which might account for differences in 

teachers stages of concern. 

Kachigan (1986) wrote that when there are two or more variables, one must be 

alert for possible interaction effects, "whether or not the effect of one variable on the 

criterion variable is the same regardless of the existing levels of a second variable" (p. 

292). If this is not done, erroneous conclusions may be drawn. In this case, significant 

differences in the stages of concern might be do more to the gender of the principal than 

the change facilitator styles. In this study, only significant F-ratios from analysis of 

demographic variables and stage of concerns and significant chi-squares for the same 

demographic variable warrant a multiple comparison. Kachigan warned against the 
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possibility of committing a Type I error if analyses of all possible comparisons were 

made. 

Table 32 shows the results of the analysis of variance controlling for change 

facilitator style and principal gender. As there was only one responder school, only 

comparisons between initiator and manager schools will be made. Appendix I contains 

the size of groups, standard deviation and means. 

At Stage 0 there was a significant difference for gender (p < .01) and much more 

significant for change facilitator style (p < .0002). There was no significant difference for 

interaction (p < .46). Means for male principals were higher for both initiator and 

manager style. Stage 1 revealed differences for gender (p < .05), GFS (p < .0004) and 

interaction (p < .0003). Concerns of teachers with male principals perceived as initiators 

were higher (20.6) than female initiator principals (14.7). Teachers under female 

managers were higher (22.7) than male managers (21.0). At Stage 2 there was no 

significant difference for gender. There was a strong difference for CFS (p < .006) and 

interaction (p < .0013). Teachers with female initiator principals had lower concerns 

(14.7) than those with male initiators (20.6), but again, teachers under male managers 

had lower concerns (21.0) than those with female managers (22.7). No significant 

differences occurred at Stage 3. 

At Stage 4 only principal gender was significantly different (p < .02). Stage 5 

produced a significant difference for change facilitator style (p < .02) and for interaction 

(p < .0002). The concerns for teachers under female principals were very low (11.5). 

Concerns for teachers with female managers were very high (22.6). The mean for 
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Table 32 

Concerns of Teachers Controlling for Change Facilitator Style and Principal Gender 

Stage of Concern Gender P CFSP Interaction P 

0 .01 .0002 .46 

1 .05 .0004 .0013 

2 .23 .0006 .0013 

3 .07 .35. .68 

4 .02 .61 .16 

5 .27 .02 .0002 

6 .01 .57 .66 

teachers with initiator male principals was 17.2 and for males perceived as managers the 

mean was 18.6. The only significant difference at Stage 6 was for gender (p < .01). 

Concerns for teachers with female principals was higher (19.1) than those with male 

principals (16.8). 

The stages of concern scores are associated with gender and change facilitator 

styles in a variety of ways. In the first two stages differences are seen in both variables, 

but are much stronger for change facilitator style. Change facilitator style is very strong 

at the first three stages, which was seen in the three tests reported earlier in this chapter. 

Though there is not an absolutely clear pattern, concerns seem related more to gender 

than change facilitator style at the higher stages. 
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Significant differences in interaction occurred at three stages: stage 1, stage 2 and 

stage 5. At these stages, teachers perceiving their principals as initiators always had 

lower concerns than those with male principals. When principals were perceived as 

managers and there was a significant difference in interaction, males always produced 

lower concerns among their teachers than female manager principals did. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter presents the summary, findings, and conclusions of this study. 

Recommendations for further research are also enumerated. 

Summary 

This study investigated the relationship between the three change facilitator styles 

identified in the Concerns-Based Adoption Model and the concerns teachers had in 

adopting Outcome Based Education. Teachers were from the 339 elementary schools of 

the Texas Network for Outcome Based Education. The study used the Stages of Concern 

Questionnaire to determine the level of teacher concerns and the Change Facilitator Style 

Questionnaire to identify the style of each school's principal. 

Eighteen of 43 campuses returned questionnaires. Responses from 12 schools 

were used as there were too few responses from 6 to accurately determine change 

facilitator style. Two hundred sixty-six responses were analyzed. Teachers filled out a 

demographic survey, the Stages of Concern Questionnaire and the Change Facilitator 

Style Questionnaire and checked a descriptive checklist for change facilitator style. 

Responses to the Stages of Concern Questionnaire determined the intensity of teachers' 

concern about adoption of OBE for each of seven levels: (0) Awareness, (1) 

Informational, (2) Personal, (3) Management, (4) Consequence, (5) Collaboration, and 
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(6) Refocusing. An examination of the stages of concern for this study revealed high 

concerns about the adoption at the Unrelated and Self categories indicating either 

indifferent attitudes or concerns about how OBE would affect teachers as to time, 

workload, or rewards. In general, the concerns profiles indicated problems with the 

adoption of outcome-based education. 

Teachers responded to the Change Facilitator Style Questionnaire. The scores for 

teachers of each school were averaged to obtain an overall principal style for each 

school. The three change facilitator styles used in this study are those identified in the 

Concerns-Based Adoption Model. The three styles are determined by the position on a 

continuum of the ratings by the teachers. The styles are (1) Responder, (2) Manager, and 

(3) Initiator. Six schools classified their principals as Managers, while five classified 

them as Initiators. Only one school's responses averaged as Responder. 

The teachers also responded to the following demographic variables: (a) highest 

degree earned, (b) length of teaching career in the public schools, (c) teacher gender, (d) 

length of experience with Outcome Based Education, (e) principal gender, and (f) district 

size. A description of the three styles was included with the demographic checklist. 

Teachers were to read the descriptions and check the one that best described their 

principal. 

The hypothesis that principals' styles made no difference in teachers' concerns 

about adoption of OBE was tested by three different analyses: an analysis of variance 

between all three styles, using schools as the unit of analysis; a t test, again with schools 

as unit of analysis comparing the much larger samples of Manager and Initiator schools; 
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and an analysis of variance with teachers as unit of analysis with matched scores on the 

Stage of Concern Questionnaires and Change Facilitator Style Questionnaires. The 

decision to use three separate tests was arrived at because of the preponderance of 

Manager and Initiator styles in the averaged scores for the schools and to test the 

consistency of results. The three tests resulted in a great deal of similarity. 

An analysis of variance across all variables was conducted for each of the seven 

stages of concern. An analysis of variance was conducted using averaged change 

facilitator styles for schools for all three styles. The relationship was significant for Stage 

0 at the .05 level. There was a significance at .05 for Stage 1. There was a significant 

relationship at the .05 level for Stage 2. Testing revealed the relationship was not 

significant at the .05 level for the remaining four stages. 

A t test was conducted comparing only the larger samples of Manager and 

Initiator schools. Results were identical with the analysis of variance: The findings 

showed levels of significance at the .05 level for the first three stages, finding no 

significant difference for the last four stages. Another analysis of variance was performed 

using change facilitator styles from individual teacher ratings rather than averaged school 

ratings, using teachers ratings whose Stages of Concern Questionnaire could be matched 

with their Change Facilitator Style Questionnaire. Larger proportional representation of 

the Responder style was found by this method. As with the first two tests, the ANOVA 

and t test using the school as the unit of analysis, the ANOVA using individual teachers 

as the unit of analysis found significant difference at the .05 level for Stages 0,1, and 2. 

A significant difference was obtained for Stage 3 also. 
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The results indicate that the implementation of outcome-based education at the 

time of the survey was in trouble. The stages of concern profile showed similar concerns 

for teachers about the innovation, regardless of principal style. All had high levels of 

intensity at Stages 0,1,2, and 3. They were low on Stages 4 and 5. The profile tails up on 

Stage 6. This profile is typical of nonusers, who are resistant to the innovation. But 

concerns of the teachers with Initiator principals were consistently lower than those with 

principals having the other two styles. When schools were the unit of analysis those 

concerns were significantly different between the Initiator and Manager schools at the 

first three stages. It can be concluded that, although concerns were high, Initiator style 

principals were more successful in addressing their teachers' concerns and their teachers 

were likely to move more quickly toward adoption. 

Analyses of variance were performed to determine whether a difference could be 

found in teachers' concerns when the demographic attributes varied. There was a 

significant difference in concerns at the .05 level between teachers with bachelor's and 

master's degrees at Stages 1,2, and 3. Teachers with higher degrees had lower concerns 

at these stages. No significant difference occurred when considering the variable of years 

of teaching experience. Analysis of years of experience with OBE revealed that those 

with least experience had a significant difference in concerns with the other three levels 

of experience at the .05 level. The group with least experience differed significantly at 

the .05 level with teachers who had 2 to 3 years experience. The next highest concern 

was those with the most experience. The high score for these teachers at opposite ends of 

the experience spectrum probably meant that they did not want, or feel the need for, more 
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information about OBE. A significant difference at the .05 level occurred at Stage 4 

between teachers with least experience and all others. 

Hypothesis 2 concerned the relationship among the three change facilitator styles 

and the intervening variable of teacher degree, years of teaching experience, length of 

experience with OBE, principal gender, and district size. Chi-square was used to 

statistically analyze the affect of these demographic variables on the change facilitator 

styles. No significance was found for the variables of degree, years of teaching 

experience, length of experience, or district size. A significant difference was found for 

the variable principal gender. Principals' gender was split nearly proportionately between 

male and female. More males were rated managers than would be expected by chance at 

the .05 level 

Findings 

1. A significant relationship was found between the change facilitator styles and 

Stages of Concern 0, Awareness, as measured by analysis of variance (p < .005). 

Hypothesis 1 was rejected for Stage 0. 

2. A significant relationship was found between the change facilitator styles and 

Stage of Concern 1, Informational, as measured by analysis of variance (g < .01). 

Hypothesis 1 was rejected for Stage 1. 

3. A significant relationship was found between the change facilitator styles and 

Stage of Concern 2, Personal, as measured by analysis of variance (g < .01). Hypothesis 1 

was rejected for Stage 2. 
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4. No significant relationship was found between the change facilitator styles and 

Stage of Concern 3, Management, as measured by analysis of variance (g < .02). 

Hypothesis 1 was accepted for Stage 3. 

5. No significant relationship was found between change facilitator styles and 

Stage of Concern 4, Consequence, as measured by analysis of variance (g < .77). 

Hypothesis 1 was accepted for Stage 4. 

6. No significant relationship was found between change facilitator styles and 

Stage of Concern 5, Collaboration, as measured by analysis of variance (g < .22) 

Hypothesis 1 was accepted for Stage 5. 

7. No significant relationship was found between change facilitator styles and 

Stage of Concern 6, Refocusing, as measured by analysis of variance (g < .76). 

Hypothesis 1 was accepted for Stage 6. 

8. No significant relationship was found between the change facilitator styles as 

measured by chi-square and the following demographic variables: (a) degree of teachers 

(g = .38), (b) years of teaching experience (g = .78), (c) years of experience with 

outcome-based education (g =. 72), (d) district size (g = .09). Hypothesis 2 was accepted 

for these variables. 

9. A significant relationship was found between the change facilitator styles as 

measured by chi-square and the demographic variable principal gender (g = .03). 

Hypothesis 2 was rejected. 

Additional Findings 
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1. There was agreement with results of analysis of variance when dropping the 

small sample of Responder schools and conducting a t test between Manager and 

Initiator schools. Significant relationships were found between change facilitator styles 

and Stages of Concern 0,1, and 2. 

2. An analysis of variance using teacher as the unit of analysis found a significant 

relationship between change facilitator styles and Stages 0,1, and 2. It also found a 

significant relationship between change facilitator styles and Stage of Concern 3, 

Management (g < .05). 

3. There was a significant relationship between teachers with bachelor's degrees 

and master's degrees at Stage 1,2, and 3. Teachers with bachelor's degrees had higher 

intensity concerns at these stages. 

4. Analysis of variance showed no relationship between teachers' years of 

experience and their concerns about adoption of teaching experience. 

5. A significant relationship was found between yeans of experience with 

outcome-based education and Stages of Concern 0,1, and 4. Teachers with the least 

experience differed from all others at Stages 0 and 4. Teachers with least experience with 

OBE differed significantly from teachers who had 2 to 3 years of experience at Stage 1. 

6. A significant relationship existed between the demographic variable principal 

gender and stages of concern as measured by analysis of variance. The concerns of 

teachers with female principals were significantly higher for management and 

consequence concerns. Refocusing concerns were more intense for teachers with male 

principals. 
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7. A significant difference was found between the demographic variable, district 

size, and Stage of Concern 1, Informational, as measured by analysis of variance. 

Teachers from rural schools had significantly more intense concern at this stage than 

those from suburban schools. 

8. A significant difference was found in the interaction between change facilitator 

styles and the demographic variable, principal gender on teachers concerns at stages 1,2, 

and 5. Teachers with female initiator principals had lower concerns than teachers with 

male initiator principals, but teaches with male manager principals had lower concerns 

than teachers with female manager principals. 

Major Conclusions 

The following major conclusions were drawn based upon the findings of this 

study. These conclusions apply only to the subjects of this study. They can be generalized 

to the population studied. 

The results of this study indicate a failure in the attempt to implement outcome-

based education in the Texas Network for Outcome-Based Education. Regardless of 

whether teachers were new to teaching or veterans of more than ten year; were new to 

OBE or had been involved with it for several years; and regardless of the change 

facilitator style, OBE was not succeeding at the time of this study . The results here 

replicate the findings of the majority of the literature on implementation. That is, 

implementation is difficult to do and has a low rate of success. The uniformity of high 

stages of concern at the awareness and self levels regardless of change facilitator style 

indicate poor implementation across the Network. Giacquinta et. al. suggested that 
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initiation of an implementation is not the problem in many cases, but poor planning on 

the part of the district. They found that without adequate training, visible support from 

administration, sufficient resources, and a clear definition of the innovation, failure was 

imminent. The high intensity of concerns at the first three stages is an indication of 

uncertainty and confusion among teachers. The fact that teachers with more experience 

with OBE had significantly lower concerns than less experienced ones at stages 0,1, and 

4 suggests that if there had been more information and training about the innovation 

there may have been better results. As it turned out, the history of the implementation of 

OBE in Texas is a classic example of the problems in initiating change in education. 

OBE encountered resistance from the religious right and was swiftly abandoned 

by government and school officials as a political liability. Yet, the results of this study 

indicate that OBE would have failed anyway. The problem of implementation of OBE 

was due more to the typical method of superficial and inadequate support of innovations 

in American education. The political problems OBE encountered provided the coup de 

grace, but was not what doomed it. Indeed, the poor job of implementation might have 

contributed to the misunderstandings about the innovation and augmented resistance. 

The literature indicates the importance of the principal in accomplishing change. 

There were clearly consistent results in this study. Despite the enormous problems in 

implementing OBE, teachers with Initiator principals had significantly lower concerns at 

the first three stages. The results were consistent in all tests. This indicates that the 

Initiator style is effective in lowering teacher concerns even when trying to implement a 

difficult innovation such as OBE. Change is a process and teachers must move through 
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the stages of concern before an implementation is institutionalized. They must begin with 

high concerns in the first three stages before those concerns diminish and concerns at the 

task and impact level intensity. The lower intensity of concerns for teachers with Initiator 

principals indicate that these principals may have been making progress in lowering their 

teachers' concerns about OBE. If given time and not abandoned, the innovation may 

have been successful in these particular schools. 

All teachers showed non-user profiles. But, teachers with Master's degrees and 

those with more experience with OBE had significantly lower concerns than those with 

less education and experience. Teachers who had more information and experience 

seemed to deal better with concerns about the innovation. This suggests that more 

information or the ability to process information assisted in the resolution of concerns. 

This supports the theory that providing information and training about an innovation can 

substantially help in its adoption. Teachers from suburban schools had significantly lower 

concerns in the early stages than those from rural schools. Again, lack of information and 

support may explain this difference. 

Additional Conclusions 

Additional conclusions that were reached from the findings of the study follow. 

As in the preceding section, it is necessary to restate that these conclusions apply only to 

the subjects of this study. They can be generalized only to the population studied. 

Principals from the Texas Network for Outcome-Based Education tend to be 

either the Manager or Initiator Style. Individual responses produced a greater number of 

responder principals. But, when working with staffs, the perception of the larger group 
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will have a greater bearing on the overall behavior of the group. Ninety-two percent of 

the staffs comprised of266 teachers perceived their principals to be either initiator or 

manager principals. These results may call into question the responder style as measured 

by the Change Facilitator Style Questionnaire. 

There was significant interaction between change facilitator styles and principal 

gender on the teachers concerns about adoption of OBE. When teachers perceived their 

principals to be initiators, they had much lower concerns when their principal was female 

rather than male. However, when they perceived their principal to be a manager, their 

concerns were much lower when their principal was a male. This reversal is interesting 

considering the theory that initiator principals should have greater success implementing 

innovations. In this study, more males were managers than would be expected. That may 

not be as great a problem for male principals if they can succeed in lower teachers 

concerns even if perceived as a manager. In this study there were twice as many male 

initiators than females (71 to 32), while the two gender types were similar in number for 

the manager style (80 males and 70 females). These numbers indicate more strongly that 

even though initiators produce lower concerns at the lower concerns than other styles 

overall, male principals perceived as managers are more successful in affecting teachers 

concerns than female managers. Males seem to overcome the difficulties managers 

encounter more successfully than females. 

Change facilitator style seems to have a dominant impact on teacher concerns at 

the lower stages, but the impact of this variable, though still important, tends to diminish 

at the higher stages. Principal gender became a more important factor at the higher stages 
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than change facilitator styles. At these higher levels where gender played a more 

important role, teachers had lower concerns when their principals were male than when 

they were female. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

1. The study should be replicated involving other populations to confirm the 

findings and conclusions. Specific recommendations include (a) replicating the study 

using secondary schools, (b) replicating the study using junior high schools, and (c) 

replicating the study using populations outside the Texas Network for Outcome-Based 

Education. 

2. High-intensity scores at the first three stages and with tail-up characteristic at 

the sixth stage indicate nonuse and resistance to the innovation. The scores for all three 

styles showed this characteristic. Additional research should be conducted using other 

innovations to determine whether the reason was due mainly to the innovation. 

3. A long-term study should be conducted with an innovation to determine 

whether the lower intensity of concerns of the teachers with Initiator principals in this 

study are really predictive that Initiators will have more success in enabling teachers to 

adopt the innovation. 

4. In this study teachers with Initiator principals had lower intensity concerns at 

the first three stages. Most Manager style principals were male Additional research 

should be conducted to determine whether Manager style principals tend to be male. 
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5. Further study should be conducted to illuminate the interaction between gender 

and change facilitator style to determine the extent to which gender rather than style 

lowers teachers' concerns. 

6. The Change Facilitator Style Questionnaire relies on teacher perception of 

principal. Nearly all of the teachers were female. Because of the significant interaction 

principal gender had on teachers' concerns and the unexpected reversal of lower 

concerns for female Initiators and male Managers further study should focus on the 

relationship of teachers' perception of principal style and the gender of their principal. 

7. Since there was such a small representation of Responder principals, additional 

research should be conducted to further confirm the validity of the Responder style. 

Recommendations 

1. Districts should be aware that principal style may affect the concerns teachers 

have about adopting an innovation. The Initiator sets long-term goals, involves others, 

utilizes research, puts the needs of students at his/her school first, and monitors progress 

in getting the task done. This style, combining task orientation with concern for others, 

appears more effective in its impact on teachers' concerns that determine acceptance or 

resistance to change. By observing the impact of certain styles, schools may be more 

successful at avoiding staff resistance and in implementing desired change. Districts 

might benefit by knowing the styles of its principals and using that information in 

selection and assignment. 

2. Teacher resistance has long been a troublesome problem for schools trying to 

implement change. Successful implementation will occur by chance if the concerns of 
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teachers are not considered. Schools should consider using a tool such as the Stages of 

Concern Questionnaire to accurately assess the concerns of their teachers in order to 

make informed conclusions as to how the implementation is proceeding. Making 

research-based decisions is a cliche in schools. Schools should consider making ongoing, 

research-based decisions based on continuous sampling as to the actual progress of 

implementation. They should be mindful that change is a process, not an event and that 

introducing an innovation to a school will not cause its implementation. 

3. A great deal of research on leadership, including the literature supporting the 

Concerns-Based Adoption Model, suggests that principal styles are not permanent. 

Principals should be aware that a style that focuses on the needs of the students of their 

school, that communicates effectively and often with teachers and informs them of 

elements of the change, that sets a vision for the school, and that pushes for 

accomplishment of school goals, including use of pressure if necessary, is more effective 

in moving teachers along the concerns continuum toward implementation. Principals 

may adopt the characteristics of Initiator style leaders to successfully achieve 

implementation. 

5. Districts and principals should understand that teachers who have little 

experience or are uninformed about an innovation are likely to have higher level 

concerns than other teachers. 

4. Schools should determine the styles of principals in the district and inservice 

them about the characteristics of the styles and their impact on achieving successful 

implementation. They should ensure that principals understand that change is a process, 
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that teachers' concerns will vary on a continuum, and that the intensity of their concerns 

reflect the level of acceptance. 

5. Institutions of higher learning should provide instruction to prospective 

principals on change facilitator styles, on what is effective in achieving successful 

implementation, and on the importance of a process model of teacher concerns in 

successful implementation. 
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Concerns Questionnaire 
Name (Optional) 
Date Completed 
It is very important for continuity in processing this data that we have a unique number 
that you can remember. Please use: 
Last 4 digits SS# 
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 innovations to many 
years experience in using them. Therefore, a good part the items may appear to be of 
little relevance or irrelevant to vou at this time. For the completely iiTelevant items, 
please circle "O' on the scale. Other items will, represent those concerns you may have, 
in varying degrees of intensity, and should be marked higher on the scale, according to 
the explanation at the top of each of the following pages. 
For example: 
12 3 4 5 6 7 This statement is very true of me at this time. 
12 3 4 5 6 7 This statement is somewhat true of me now. 
12 3 4 5 6 7 This statement is not at all true of me at this time. 
12 3 4 5 6 7 This statement seems irrelevant to me. 

Please respond to the items in terms of our present concerns, or how you feel about your 
involvement or potential involvement with OUTCOME-BASED EDUCATION. We do 
not hold to any one definition of this innovation, so please think of it in terms of your 
own perception of what it involves. Since this questionnaire is used for a variety of 
innovations, the name OUTCOME—BASED EDUCATION) never appears. However, 
phrases such as "the innovation," "this approach" and "the new system" all refer to 
OUTCOME-BASED EDUCATION. Remember to respond to each item in terms of vow 
present concerns about your involvement or potential involvement with OUTCOME-
BASED EDUCATION. 
Thank you for taking time to complete this. 
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OBE 
PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING 
1. Highest degree earned: Bachelor - Master's - Doctorate 
2. How long have you taught in public schools? 
1 2-3 3-5 _ 5-10 _ More than 10 
3. Female Male 
4. How long have you been involved in Outcome-Based Education? 
never 1 year 2-3 years 4 or more years 
5. Principal gender 
Female Male 
6. District Size 
Urban Suburban Rural 
Please read the following descriptions and check the one that most clearly resembles your 
principal at this time: 

My principal has clear, decisive long range policies and goals. He/She 
tends to have very strong beliefs about what good schools and teaching should 
be like and works intensely to attain this vision. Decisions are made in relation 
to the goals of the school and in terms of what is best for students, not 
necessarily what is easiest or will make teachers the happiest. He/She has strong 
expectations for students, teachers and themselves. He/She conveys expectations and 
monitors expectations through frequent contact with teachers and clear explications of 
how the school is to operate and how teachers are to teach. When they think it is in the 
best interest of the school, particularly students, he/she will change district programs or 
policies or reinterpret them to suit the needs of the school. He/She is adamant; input is 
solicited from staff then decisions are made about school goals. 

My principal likes to see that the school operates smoothly and that basic jobs are 
done. He/She keeps teachers informed about decisions and is sensitive to teacher needs. 
He/She is sure that what central office sees as important gets done, but focuses on the 
basics of new programs and not going beyond what is required. He/She can become very 
involved with teachers in ma king something happen if an innovation is given strong 
priority. 

My principal allows teachers and others the opportunity to take the lead. He/She is 
concerned with what people think about things and spends time talking with people about 
their perceptions and feelings. He/She view teachers as strong professionals who are able 
to carry out instruction with little guidance. He/She cares about the personal side of 
others. Before making decisions, everyone is given an opportunity to have input. Long 
range goals are not emphasized; focus is given to more immediate concerns in the school. 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not true of me now Somewhat true of me now Very true of me now 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I would like to know bow my teaching or administration Is supposed 

to change. 
( 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 would like to familiarize other departments or persons with the 

progress of this new approach* 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 lam concerned about evaluating my impact on students., 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 would like to modify our use of the innovation based on the 
experiences of our students. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Although 1 don't know about this innovation, 1 am concerned about 
things in the area. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I would like to excite my students about their part in this approach. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 lam concerned about time spent working with nonacademic problems 

related to this innovation. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 would like to know what the use of the innovation will require in the 

immediate future. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 would tike to coordinate my effort with others to maximize the 

innovation's effects. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I would like to have more information on time and energy 

commitments required by this innovation. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I would like to know what other faculty are doing in this area. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 At this time, I am not interested in learning about this innovation. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 would like to determine how to supplement, enhance or replace the 

innovation. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I would like to use feedback from students to change the program. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 would like to know how my role will change when I am using the 

innovation. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 lam concerned about student's attitudes toward this innovation. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I now know of some other approaches that might work better. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I don't even know what the innovation is. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 lam concerned about not having enough time to organize myself each 
day. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 would like to help other faculty in their use of the innovation. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 F would tike to know the effect of reorganization on my professional 
status. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I am concerned about conflict between my interests and my 
responsibilities. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 lam concerned about revising my use of the innovation. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 would like to develop working relationships with both our faculty 
and outside faculty using this innovation. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 lam concerned about how the innovation affects students. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I am not concerned about this innovation. 
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0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I would like to know who will make the decisions in the new system. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 would like to discuss the possibility of using the innovation. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I would like to know what resources are available if we decide to 
adopt this innovation. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 lam concerned about my inability to manage all the innovation 
requires. 

Copyright, 1974 
Procedures for Adopting Educational Innovations/CBAM Project 
R&D Center for Teacher Education, The University of Texas at Austin 
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CFS-87 
School: 

Date: / / 

CHANGE FACILITATOR STYLE QUESTIONNAIRE 

On the following pages is a list of short phrases that d describe different activities, goals and 
emphases that principals and other leaders can have. Studies have shown that different people place 
different emphases on each of these behaviors and that there is an overall pattern or style that is unique to 
each. 

This questionnaire is a way to estimate the emphasis that is given to different leadership activities. 
It has been designed to be a way to help leaders analyze what they am doing. There is no right or wrong 
way, however, there do seem to be some patterns. 

In this instance, would you consider the leadership/facilitating activities of your principal. 

Note that some of the items in this questionnaire refer to how this person is working in relation to 
a particular program or innovatioa For those items please think about your principal's role with Outcome 
Based Education. 

Also, some of the items are similar to other items. This is done deliberately in a questionnaire of 
this type. By having similar items, each item can be less complex and it is possible for you to complete the 
questionnaire in a minimum amount of time. 

Having each item rated on a continuum is important too. For most facilitators/leaders most 
items will apply, what makes thediiference is the amount of emphasis or de-emphasis a particular leader 
gives to each type of activity. 

Please read each phrase and use the following scale points to rate the degree of emphasis given to ea ch by your principal. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

never or not true rarely seldom sometimes often always or very true 

This questionnaire is not to be copied or used unless permission has been granted by the authors. 

Copyright 1987. Gene E. Hall & Roland Vandenberghe 
Concerns Based Systems International 
Copyright Based Systems International 
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I 2 3 
never or not true rarely seldom 

Is friendly when we talk to him/her 

4 
sometimes 

5 
often always or very true 

1. Is friendly when we talk to him/her 1 2 3 4 5 6 

2. Knows a lot about teaching and curriculum. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

3. Discusses school problems in a productive way. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

4. Discusses school problems in a productive way. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

5. Seems to be disorganizes at times. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

6. Shares many ideas for improving teaching and learning. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

7. Plans and procedures are introduced at the last moment. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

8. Keeps eveiyone informed about procedures. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

9. S/he is heavily involved in what is happening with teachers and students. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

10. Proposes loosely defined solutions. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

11. Is primarily concerned about how teachers feel. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

12. Asks questions about what teachers are doing in their classrooms. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

13. Has few concrete ideas for improvement 1 2 3 4 5 6 

14. Provides guidelines for efficient operation of the school 1 2 3 4 5 6 

15. Supports his/her teachers when it really counts. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

16. Allocation of resources is disorganized. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

17. Efficient and smooth running of the school is his/her priority 1 2 3 4 5 6 

18. Uses many sources to learn more about the program/mtwvation. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

19. Being accepted by teachers is very important to him/her. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

20. S/he sees the connection between the day to day activities and moving toward a long4erm goal. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

21. Knows veiy little about programs/and innovations. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

21. Knows veiy little about programs/and innovations 1 2 3 4 5 6 

22. Is skilled at organizing resources and schedules. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

23. l ias an incomplete view about the future of his/her school. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

24. Attending to feelings and perceptions is his/her first priority, 1 2 3 4 5 6 

25. Explores issues in a loosely structured way. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

26. Chats socially with teachers. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

27. Delays making decisions to the last possible moment 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 
never or not true rarely seldom sometimes often always or very true 

28. Focuses on issues of limited importance. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

29. Takes the lead when problems must be solved 1 2 3 4 5 6 

30. Has a clear picture of where the school is going. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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February 5, 1993 

Millbrook Elementary School 
630 Millbrook Drive 
Lancaster, Texas 75146 

Dear, 

I am proposing a dissertation at the University of North Texas which will study teachers concerns 
about the implementation of Outcome Based Education and the effect that principal's leadership 
style have on their concerns. I am using the Texas Network for Outcome Based Education to 
which your district belongs. 

Under Commissioner Meno, a great deal of emphasis is being placed on campus level 
accountability based on results. He is also encouraging the use of Outcome Based Education as a 
belief system for reconstructing schools using a product-student oriented philosophy that 
embraces a broad based approach to instruction and assessment of student success. As principals, 
you know the concerns of teachers have a great deal to do with your success at implementing 
innovations. The more we know about their concerns and the effect of principal styles on those 
concerns, the more successful principals will be in achieving the goals of the school. 

Your campus has been randomly chosen from the network's elementary campuses to participate. 
You will find enclosed two questionnaires: the Stages of Concerns Questionnaire and the Change 
Facilitator Style- Questionnaire Each teacher should fill out both questionnaires. They are both 
short and should not take over twenty minutes. I recommend you have a meeting after school to 
let them respond and appoint a proctor to collect them and seal them in the stamped envelope. 
Their responses should be private and please assure them that all responses will be kept strictly 
confidential. When you receive the sealed envelope, please mail it to me. 

If you wish, I will be happy to send you the results of the study. Thank you for your time and 
assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Stephen F. Waddell, 
Principal 
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February 5, 1993 

Dear Teacher: 

Thank you for your willingness to assist me in this research effort. 1 am currently involved in 
studying the process of change in education, what happens to individuals involved in change and 
why, specifically as it pertains to Outcome-Based Education. Because your school is working 
with Outcome-Based Education, I feel you are one of the best sources of information for me as I 
seek to learn more about the process of change. Study of this subject is very important to you 
who are now being asked to implement OBE in their schools and because Commissioner Meno is 
interested in its adoption as a statewide reform. 

I am asking you to fill out the two attached short questionnaires which seek to measure your 
present concerns about Outcome Based Education and the Change Facilitator Style of your 
principal. Please place the completed questionnaires in the envelope which will be sealed by the 
proctor and thai sent to me. As you will notice, I do not ask for your name, but I would like a 
number to use in the data processing. I ask that you use the last four numbers of your Social 
Security number for this. Complete confidentiality will be ensured. 

Thank you for your help. Findings for die study will be reported to schools that participate. 

Sincerely, 

Stephen F. Waddell 

Attachments 
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UNIVERSITY OF NORTHERN COLORADO 

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 
OFFICE OF THE DEAN 
GREELEY, COLORADO 80639 
(303) 351-2817 OFFICE 
FAX (303) 351-2312 

January 29,1991 

Steve Waddeil 
809 Atteberry 

Lancaster, TX 75146 

Dear Mr. Waddeil: 

I am delighted to grant you permission to use the Change Facilitator Stage of Concern Questionnaire and the Stages of 
Concern Questionnaire in your doctoral dissertation. 
I know of no one that has done work with the adoption of Outcome Based Education. I will be interested to see what 
the results of your stud will unveil 

If either Dr. George or I can be of further assistance as you arc developing your study, please let us know. Of course 
we will want to provide assistance with the analyses and the interpretation of the data. As 1 pointed out, the CFSOCQ 
has just been released for study use so we ill want to work with you to make sure that we are responsible as the 
instrument developers in this and provide you with the best support for your use of the measure in your study. 

You may want to contact: Kathy Metcalf Entrekin, Lorane Elementary, Lorane Road, Reading, PA 19606 

She has just completed her doctoral dissertation using the CFSOCQ. As a matter of fact, she will be presenting g a 
pap6t on the results of your study at this years AREA meeting. 

I wish you much success on your study. 1 am delighted to know that you Are going to use some of our concepts and 
procedures in your work. 

Sincerely, 

Gene E. Hall, Dean 
College of Education 

GEH;slp 

cc: Archie George 
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Stage of Concern Profiles 
Percentiles from ANOVA Across All Variables 

40 

Initiator ~ Manager- * Responder 

Concerns Based Systems International 

Figure 1 
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Stage of Concern Profiles 
Percentiles from ANOVA Comparing Individual Teacher Responses 

100 

£ 4 0 

Responded Initiator Manager 

Concerns Based Systems International 

Figure 2 
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Stage of Concern Profiles 
Percentiles from t-test Comparing Initiator and Manager 

100 

£ 40 

initiator Manager 
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Concerns Based Systems International 

Figure 3 
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Table 33 

CFSQ Norm Listing CFSQ Study Listing 

0.7475 0.7892 

0.7344 0.8130 

0.8772 0.8040 

0.8552 0.8504 

0.8104 0.7496 

0.8336 0.7945 

Note. CFSQ = Change Facilitator Style Questionnaire 

Table 34 

CFSQ Norm Listing 

M Variance SD No. of items 

Scale 21.7351 23.8647 4.8852 5 

Scale 23.6463 18.0446 4.2479 5 

Scale 14.7732 38.9993 6.2449 5 

Scale 23.3196 28.2287 5.3131 5 

Scale 13.4124 33.7441 5.8090 5 

Scale 25.3688 16.3790 4.0471 5 

Note. CFSQ = Change Facilitator Style Questionnaire. M - Mean; SD = standard 

deviation. 
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Table 35 

CFSQ Study Listing 

Scale M Variance SD No. of items 

Scale 21.8593 25.1824 5.0182 5 

Scale 23.9658 22.5141 4.7449 5 

Scale 12.2890 29.4811 5.4296 5 

Scale 25.4297 18.0399 4.2473 5 

Scale 11.5703 25.9406 5.0932 5 

Scale 25.2624 18.7668 4.3321 5 

Note. CFSQ = Change Facilitator Style Questionnaire. M = Mean; SD = standard 

deviation. 
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Five I tem 
Raw Sca le 

Score T o t a l 
Stage 

0 
S tage 

1 

P e r c e n t i l e s 
Stage Stage 

2 3 

f o r 
Stage 

4 
S tage 

5 
Stage 

6 
T o t a l 

Raw Score P e r c e n t i l e 

0 10 5 5 2 1 1 1 

1 23 12 12 5 1 2 2 1 - 42 3 

2 29 16 14 7 1 3 3 43- 55 6 

3 37 19 17 9 2 3 5 56- 60 9 

4 46 23 21 11 2 4 6 61- 66 12 

5 53 27 25 15 3 5 9 68- 72 15 

6 60 30 28 18 3 7 11 73- 74 18 

7 66 34 31 23 4 9 14 75- 78 21 

3 72 37 35 27 5 10 17 79- 80 24 

9 77 40 39 30 5 12 20 81- 83 27 

10 81 43 41 34 7 14 22 84- 86 30 

11 84 45 45 39 8 16 26 87- 89 33 

12 86 48 48 43 9 19 30 90- 92 36 

13 89 51 52 47 11 22 34 93- 95 39 

14 91 54 55 52 13 25 38 96- 98 42 

15 93 57 57 56 16 28 42 99- 101 45 

16 94 60 59 60 19 31 47 102- 104 48 

17 95 63 63 65 21 36 52 105- 107 51 

18 96 66 67 69 24 40 57 108- 110 54 

19 97 69 70 73 27 44 60 111- 112 57 

20 98 72 72 77 30 48 65 113- 114 60 

21 98 75 76 80 33 52 69 115- 118 63 

22 99 80 78 83 38 55 73 119- 122 66 

23 99 84 80 85 43 59 77 123- 125 69 

24 99 88 83 88 48 64 81 126-•127 71 

25 99 90 85 90 54 68 84 128- 132 74 

26 99 91 87 92 59 72 87 133-•136 77 

27 99 93 89 94 63 76 90 137-•141 80 

28 99 95 91 95 66 80 92 142-•144 83 

29 99 96 92 97 71 84 94 145-•150 86 

30 99 97 94 97 76 88 96 151-•156 89 

31 99 98 95 98 82 91 97 157-•161 92 

32 99 99 96 98 86 93 98 162-•173 95 

33 99 99 96 99 90 95 99 174-•189 98 

34 99 99 97 99 92 97 99 191-•245 99 

35 99 99 99 99 96 98 99 

Note. From Hall et. al., 1979, p. 27. 

Figure 4 
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Table 36 

Mean Scores of Teachers' Stages of Concerns Controlling for Change Facilitator Style 

and Principal Gender. 

Variables Stages of Concern 

CFS/Prin. Gender 0 

Initiator 

Male (N = 71) 10.6 20.6 23.1 19.1 20.6 17.2 17.1 

Female (N = 32) 8.9 14.7 18.0 20.6 21.5 11.5 20.2 

Manager 

Male (N= 80) 15.4 21.0 23.9 20.0 18.6 15.8 16.5 

Female (N = 70) 12.2 22.7 26.2 22.4 22.6 19.0 18.7 

Change Facilitator 

Initiator (N = 103) 10.0 18.7 21.5 19.6 20.9 15.4 18.1 

Manager (N-150) 13.9 21.8 25.0 21.1 20.4 17.3 17.5 

Prin. Gender 

Male (N = 159) 13.0 20.8 23.5 19.5 19.6 16.6 16.8 

Female (N = 102) 11.2 20.2 23.6 21.8 22.2 16.6 17.7 
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Table 37 

Standard Deviations of Teachers' Stages of Concerns Controlling for Change Facilitator 
Style and Principal Gender. 

Variables Stages of Cnnrftrn 

CFS/Prin. Gender 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Initiator 

Male (N= 71) 6.8 9.0 9.7 7.9 9.3 9.7 7.9 

Female (N = 32) 6.4 7.5 8.9 7.3 5.7 9.8 6.2 

Manager 

Male (N = 80) 8.1 8.3 8.3 8.6 8.2 8.6 8.5 

Female (N = 70) 6.8 5.9 6.9 8.0 6.6 7.1 6.7 

Change Facilitator 

Initiator (N = 103) 6.7 8.9 9.7 7.7 8.3 10.1 7.5 

Manager (N= 150) 7.7 7.3 7.7 8.4 7.8 8.1 7.8 

Prin. Gender 

Male (N= 159) 7.9 8.5 9.0 8.2 8.8 9.1 8.1 

Female (N = 102) 6.9 7.4 8.4 7.8 6.3 8.7 6.5 
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