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In a world of increasing interconnectedness and rapid
change, there is a growing need to improve the way
people work together. Understanding the true drivers of
human social behavior is becoming ever more urgent in
this environment.

Tiie study of the brain, particularly within the field of social,
cogritive and affective neuroscience is starting to provide
some underlying brain insights that can be 2pplied in the
real world (Lieberman, 2007). Socisl neuroscience explores
the biological foundations of the way humans relate to each
other and fo themselves and covers diverse topics that have
a different degree to which they can be operationalized and
unambiguously tested. Topics inctude: theory of mind, the seli,
mindfulness, emotional regulation, attitudes, stereotyping,
empathy, social pain, status, fairness, collabaration, connect-
edness, persuasion, marality, campassion, deception, frust
and goal pursuit.

From this diversity, two themes are emerging from social
neuroscience. Firstly, that much of our mgtivation driving
social behavior is governed by an overarching organizing
principle of minimizing threat and maximizing reward
(Gordcn, 2000). Secondly, that several dornains of social
experience draw upon the same brain networks to maximize
reward and minimize threat as the brain netwerks used for
primary survival needs (Lieberman and Eisenberger, 2008, in
other words, social needs are treated in much the same way
in the brain as the need for food and water,

The SCARF model summarizes these two themes within a
framework that captures the commen factors that can activate
2 reward or threat response in social situations. This model can

in groups, including all types of workplaces, educational
environments, family settings and generel social events.

The SCARF model involves five domains of human
social experience: Staius, Certainty, Autonomy, Relatedness
and Fairness.

Status is about relative importance to others. Certainty
concerns being able to predict the future. Autonomy provides
a sense of control over evenis. Relatedness is a sense of
safety with others, of friend rather than foe. And fairness is &
perception of fair exchanges between people.

These five domains activate either the ‘primary reward’
or ‘primary threat’ circuitry land associated networks] of
the brain. For example, a perceived threat to one’s status
activaies similar brain networks to a threat to one’s life. In the
same way, a perceived increase in fairness activates the same
reward circuitry as receiving a monetary rewarc.

The model enables people to more easily remernber, recagnize,
and potentially modify the core social domains that drive hurnan
behavior. Labelling and understanding these drivers draws
conscious awareness to otherwise non conscious processes,
which can help in two ways. Firstly, knowing the drivers that can
cause a threat response enables people to design interactions o
minimize threats. For exampie, knowing that 2 lack of autonomy
activates a gentine threat response, 2 ieader or educator may
consciously avoid micromanaging their employees or students.
Secondly, knowing about the drivers that can activate a reward
response enables people to motivate others more effectively by
tapping into internat rewards, thereby reducing the reliance on
external rewards such as monay. For example, a line manager
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Before explaring the domains of SCARF individually & brief
context ofthe underlying science of the SCARF model, Namely,
the approach (reward)-avoid [threat] response and the impact
of this response on mental performance, is pravided.

Foundations of the SCARF model

The approach [reward]-avoid (threat]
response; a survival instinct

According to Integrative Neuroscientist Evian Gordon, the
‘minimize danger and maximize reward principle is an
overarching, organizing principle of the brain [Gordon, 2000).
This central organizing principle of the brain is analogous to
a concept that has appeared in the literature for a long time:
the approach-avoid response. This principie represents the
likelihood that when a person encounters a stimulus their
brain will either tag the stimulus as ‘good’ and engage in
the stimulus [approachl, or their brain will tag the stimulus
as ‘bad’ and they will disengage from the stimulus (avoid). If
a stimulus is associated with positive emotions or rewards,
it will likely lead to an approach response; if it is associated
with negative emotions or punishments, it will likely lead to
an avoid response. The respanse is particutarly strong when
the stimulus is associated with survival. Other concepts from
the scientific literature are similar to approach and aveidance
and are summarized in the chart below.

Theapproach-avoid respenseisa survival mechanism designed
to help people stay alive by quickly and easily remembering
what is good and bad in the envircnment. The brain encodes
one type of memory for food that tasted disgusting in the past,
and a different type of memory for food that was good to eat.
The amygdala, a small almend-shaped object that is part
of the limbic system, plays a central role in remembering
whether something should be approached or avoided. The
amygdala (and its associated retworks] are believed to activate
proportionally to the strength of an emotional response.

The limbic system can processes stimuli before it reaches
conscious awareness. One study showed that subliminally
presented nonsensa words that were similar to threatening

words, were still categorized as possible threais by the
amygdaia (Naccache et al, 2005). Brainstem - Limbic
networks process threat and reward cues within & fifth of a
second, providing yeu with ongoing nonconscious intuition
of what is meaningful to you in every situation of your gaily
life (Gordan et al. Jeurnal of Integrative Neuroscience, Sept
2008). Such studies show that the approach-avoid response
drives attention at a fundamental level - nonconsciously,
autamaticatly and quickly. It is a reflexive activity.

It is easy to see that the ability to recognizing primary
rewards and threats, such as good versus poiscnous food,
would be important to survival and thus & part of the brain.
Social neuroscience shows us that the brain uses similar
circuitry for interacting with the social world. Lieberman
and Fisenberger explore this finding in detail in a paper in
this journal entitled "The Pains and Pleasures of Sacial Life’
(Lieberman & Eisenberger, 2008).

The effects of approaching versus avoiding

The significance of the approach-avaid response becomes
clearer when one discovers the dramatic effect that these
states can have on perception and problem solving, and
the implications of this effect on decision-making, stress-
managernent, collaboration and motivation.

in one study, two groups of people completed a paper maze
thatfeatured a mouse in the middle trying ta reach a picture on
the outside. One group had a picture of cheese on the outside,
the cther a predator — an owl. After completing the maze both
groups were given creativity tests. The group heading towards
the cheese solved significantly more creative problems than
those heading to the owl iFriedman and Foster, 2001). This
study, supported by several other similar studies, shows that
even subtle effects of this approach-avoid response can have
a big impact on cognitive perfarmance.

Translating this effect to the social world, someone feeling
threatened by a boss who is undermining their credibility is
less likely to be able to solve complex problems and more
likely to make mistakes. This reduced cognitive performance is

Which traditional primary
 factors activate the response

| What social factors/situations

activate the response

- Rewards in form of money,
food, water, sex, shelter,
| physical assets for survival.

- Response Synonyms in Literature
Approach Advance, attack, reward,
- resource, expand, solution,
| strength, construct, engage.
Avoid ithdraw, retreat, danger,

. threat, contract, problem,
| weakness, deconstruct.
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. Punishment in the form of
' ramoval of money or other
" resources or threats like

a large hungry predator
or a gun.

! Happy, atiractive faces.

| Rewards in the form of

! increasing status, certainty,
, autonomy, retatedness,

. fairness. ‘

Fearful, unattractive,

" unfamitiar faces. Threats

- in the form of decreasing

: status, certainty, autonomy,

' relatedness, fairness.
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driven by several factors. Firstly, when a humnan baing senses
a threat, resources availzble for overall executive functicns
in the prefrontal cortex decrease. There is a strong negative
correlation between the amount of threat activation, and the
resources available for the prefrontal cortex [Arnsten, 1998].
The result is literally less oxygen and glucose avaitable for the
brain functions involved in working memory, which impacts
tinear, conscious processing. When feeling threatened by
one's boss, it is harder to find smart answers because of
diminished cognitive rescurces. Secondly, when threatened,
the increased overzll activation in the brain inhibits people
from perceiving the more subtle signals required for solving
non-linear problems, involved in the insight or ‘zhal”
experience [Subramaniam et al, 2007). Thirdly, with the
armygdala activated, the tendencyis to generelize more, which
increases the likelihood of accidental connections. There is a
tendency to err on the safe side, shrinking from opportunities,
as they are perceived to be more dangerous. People bacome
more likely to react defensively to stimuli. Small stressors
become more Likely io be perceived as large siressors (Phelps,
2006). When the boss appears threatening, perhaps they just
do not smile that day, suddenly 2 whole meeting can appear
threatening and the tendency can be to aveid taking risks.

Clearly the threat or avoid response is not an ideal state for
coilaborating with and influencing others. However, this
response is the default situation that often occurs in teams.
Due tothe overlyvigilant amygdala, more tuned tothreats than
rewards, the threat response is often just below the surface
and easily triggered. Just speaking to ong's supervisor, or
somecne of higher status is likely to activate this response.
Thus it is much easier to cause aggravation (activate an
avoid response) than it is to help others think rationatly and
creatively (the approach response]. Many psychologicat and
brain studies now suppoert this idea, showing that the avoid
response generates far more arousal in the limbic system,
rore quickly and with longer lasting effects than anapproach
raspanse [Beaumeister, 2001 ]. This discovery that our brainis
inherently attuned to threatening stimuli helps explain many
disquieting parts of life, from why the media focuses on: bad
news to why people are self-critical. It also points to the need
to understand the social nature of the brain and proactively
rninimize common social threats.

On the cther hand, an approach response is synanymous
with the idea of engagement. Engagement is a state of
being willing to do difficult things, fo take risks, to think
deeply abaut issues and develop new solutions. An approach
state is also closely linked to positive emotions. Interest,
happiness, joy and desire are approach emofions. This state
is one of increased dopamine levels, important for interest
and learning. There is a large and growing body of research

which indicates that people experiencing pesitive emotiens =~

perceive more options when trying to solve problems
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require insight (Jung-Beeman, 2007], collaborate betterand
generally perform better overzll.

In summary, the SCARF model is an easy way to remember
and act upon the social triggers that can generate both the
approach and aveid responses. The goal of this model is to
help minimize the easily activated threat responses, and
maximize positive engaged states of mind during attempts
to collaborate with and influence others.

The SCARF medel

While the five domains of the SCARF model appear to be
interlinked in many ways, there is also value in separating out
and understanding each dormain individually. Let’s look now
at some of the supporting research for each domain then
explore how threats and rewards might be managed in each.

Status

In researcher Michael Marmat's book The Status Syndrome:
How Sociat Standing Affects Our Health and Longavity,
Marmot makes the case that status is the most significant
determinant of human longevity and heslth, even when
controlling for education and income. This finding is
supported by Sapolski's wark with primates (Sapolski, 2002).
Sapolski found that in primate communities, status equals
survival: higher status monkeys have lower baseline cortisol

levels, live longer and are healihier.

Status is about relative importance, “pecking order” and
seniority. Humans hold a representation of status in reiation
to others when in conversations, and this affects mental
processes in many ways (Zink, 2008]. The brain thinks
shout status using similar circuits for processing numbers
(Chaio, 2003). One's sense of status goes up when one feels
‘hettar than’ another person. In this instance the primary
reward circuitry is activated, in particular the striatum,
which increases dopamine leveis. One study showed that
an increase in status was similar in strength to a financiat
windfail {lzurmna et al, 2008]. Winning a swimming race, a
card game or an argument probably feels good because of
the perception: of increased status and the resuiting reward
circuitry being activated.

The perception of a potential or real reduction in status
can generate a strong threat response. Eisenberger and
¢olleagues showad that a reductien in status resulting from
being left out of an activity lit up the same regions of the
brain as physical pain [Fisenberger et al., 2003]. While this
study explores social rejection, it is closely connected to the
experience of a drop in status.

Reducing status threat

ltcan he surprisinglyeasyto accidentally threaten s0meong’s
sense of status. A status threat can occur through giving
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slightly inaffactive at a tagk. Many everyday conversations
devolve inte arguments drivan by a status threat, a desire
to not be perceived as less than another. When threatened,
people may defend a position that doesn't make sense, to
avoid the perceived pain of a drop in status.

In most peopie, the question ‘can | offer you some feedhack’
generates a similar respense 1o hearing fast footsteps behind
you at night. Perfermance reviews often generate status
threats, explaining why they are often ineffective at stimulating
behavioral change. If leaders want to change others’ behavior,
more attention must be paid to reducing status threats when
giving feedback. One way to do this is by allowing people to
give themselves feedback on their own performance.

Increasing status reward

Organizations know zll about using status as a reward
and many managers fesl compelied to reward employees
primarily via a promotion. This may have the unfortunate side
effact of promoting peopie to the point of their incompetence.
The research suggests that status can be increased in maore
sustainable ways. For example, people feel a status increase
when they feel they are tearning and improving and when
attention is paid to this improvement. This probably occurs
because individuals think about themselves using the same
brain networks they use for thinking about others (Mitchell,
2008). For example, when beating one's own best time at a
task or sporting activity, the reward circuitry from a sense of
being 'better than’ is activated, but in this case, the person
one is 'better than’ is onaself in the past.

Many everyday
conversations
devolve into
arguments driven
by a status threat,
a desire to not be
perceived as less
than another.

Status can go up when people are given positive feedback,
especially public acknowledgment. One study showed
activation of the reward circuitry in children being as
strong as money as when told ‘that's correct’ by a repetitive
cemputer voice. [Scott, Dapretto, et al,, 2008, under review!.
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request for promation. However, given the deeply rewarding
nature of status, giving pesitive feedback may reduce the
need for constant promotions, not increase it.

Finally, status is about one’s relative position in 3 comraunity
of importance such as a professional group of social club
based on what is valued. While society, especially advertising
and the media, woutd have people spend maney in order to
be ‘batter than others’, it doesn't have to be a zero-sum
game. Status can be increased without cost to others or an
effect on relatedness. As well as playing against oneself, one
can also change the community one focuses on, as when
3 low lavel mailreom clerk becomes the coach of a junior
baseball team. Or, one can change what is important, for
exarnple deciding that the quatity of ena’s work is more
important than the quantity of one’s work.

Certainty

The brzin is a pattern-recognition machine that is constantly
trying to predict the near future. For example, the motor
network is useless without the sensory system. To pick up
a cup of coffee, the sensory system, sensing the position of
the fingers at each momeny, interacts dynamically with the
motor cortex to determine where to move your fingers next.
Your fingers don't drew on fresh data each time; the brain
draws on the memory of what a cup is supposed to feel like
in the hand, based on expectations drawn from previous
experiences. If it feels different, perhaps slippery, you
immediately pay attention (Hawkins, 2004]). The brain likes
to know the pattern occurring moment to moment, it craves
certainty, so that prediction is possible. Without prediction,
the brain must use dramatically more resources, involving
the more energy-intensive prefrontal cortex, fo process
moment-to-mement experience.

Even a smail amount of uncertainty generates an ‘error’
response in the orbital frontal cortex (OFC]. This takes
attention away from one's goals, forcing attention to the
error (Hedden, Garbrielli, 2008). If samecne is nat telling
you the whole truth, or acting incangruously, the resulting
uncertainiy can fire up errors in the OFC. This is like having a
flashing printer icon on your deskiop when paper is jammed
_ the flashing cannot be ignored, and until it is resolved it is
difficult to focus on ather things. Larger uncertainties, like
not knowing your boss’ expectations or if your job is secure,
can be highly debilitating.

The act of creating a sense of certainty is rewarding.
Examples are everywhere in daily life: music that has simple
repeating patterns is rewarding because of the ability
to predict the flow of information. Meeting expectations
generates an increase in dopamine levels in the brain, a
reward response (Schultz, 1999). Geing back to & well-
known place feels gdod because the mental maps of the
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Reducing the threat from uncertainty

Any kind of significant change generates uncertainty.
Yet uncertainty can be decreased in many simple ways.
This is a big part of the job of managers, consuitants and
leaders. As people build business ptans, strategies, or map
out an organization’s structure, they feel increasing levels
of clarity about how an grganization might better function
in the future. Even though it is unlikely things ever go as
planned, peaple feel better because certainty has increased.
Breaking a complex project down inta small steps does
the same. Ancther key tocl involves establishing clear
expectations of what might happen in any situation, as well
as expectations of desirable ouicomes.

Increasing the reward from certainty

Some examples of how increase certainty include making
implicit concepts mare explicit, such as agreaing verbally how
long a meeting will run, or stating clear objectives at the start
of any discussion. In learning situations, the old adage is tell
people what you are going to fell them, tell them, then tell
them what you told them’, all of which increases certainty.

The perception of certainty can be increased even during
deeply uncertain times. For example. when going through
an organizational restructure, providing a specific date when
peaple will know more information sbout a changa may be
enough to increase 2 sense of certainty. Much of the field
of change management is devoted o increasing a sense of
certainty where little certainty exists.

Autonomy

Autoromy is the perception of exerting control over one’s
environment: a sensation of having choices. Mieka (1985
showed that the degree of control organisms can exert over
a stress factor determines whether or not the stressor alters
the organism’s functioning. inescapable or uncontrollable
stress can be highly destructive, whereas the same stress
interpreted as escapable is significantly less destructive.
(Donny et al, 2006]. The difference in some rodent studies
was life and death (Dworkin et al, 1995).

An increase in the perception of autonomy feels rewarding.
Several studies in the retirement industry find strong
correlations batween a sense of control and health outcomes
(Rodin, 1986). Peaple leave corporate life, often for far less
income, hecause they desire greater autonomy.

A reduction in autonomy, for example when being micre
managed, can generate a strong threat response. When
one senses a lack of control, the experience is of a lack of
agency, or an inability to influence outcomes.

Reducing autonomy threat

Working in & team necessitates a reduction in autonomy. In
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with an increase in staius, certainty and relztedness. With an
autonomy threat just below the surface, it can be helpful to
pay attention to this driver. The statement ‘Here's twa options
that could wark, which would you prefer? will tend o elicit a
better respense than ‘Here’s what you have to do now'.

Increasing rewards from autonomy

Providing significant autonomy in an organization can be
difficult. Yet even a subtie perception of autonomy can help,
for example by having self-directed learning portals, where
employees get to design their learning curriculum, and self-
driven human resource systems.

Allowing people to set up their own desks, organize their
workflow, even manage their working hours, can all be
beneficial if done within agreed parameters. Sound policy
astablishes the boundaries within which individuals can
exercise their creativity and autonomy. Sound palicy should
enable individual point-of-need decision-making without
consultation with, or intervention by, leaders. tn this regard,
sound policy hard-wires autonomy into the processes
of an organization.

Relatedness

Relatedness involves deciding whether others are ‘in" or
‘out’ of a social group. Whether someone is friend, or foe.
Relatedness is a driver of behavior in many fypes of teams,
from sports teams to organizational silos: pecy.s naturally
iike to form ‘tribes where they experience a sense of
belonging. The concept of being inside or outside the group
is probably a by-product of living in small communities for
millions of years, where strangers were likely to be trouble
and should be avoided.

In the absence

of safe social
interactions the
body generates a
threat response...

The decision that someone is friend or foe happens quickly
and impacts brain functioning (Carter & Pelphrey, 2008:.
For example, information from pecple perceived as like us
is processed using similar circuits for thinking one’s own
thoughts. When someone is perceivec as a foe, different
circuits are used [Mitchell, 2006). Also, when treating someone
as a competitor, the capacity to empathise drops significantly
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Neuroscientist John Cacioppo tatks about the need for safe
human contact baing s primary driver, like the need for foad
(Cacioppo, 2008). In the absence of safe social interactions
the body generates a threat response, aiso known ss feeling
lonely. However, meeting somecne unknown tends to
generate an automatic threat response. This explains why
one feels better at a party knowing three peopie rather than
ore. Alcohal helps to reduce this autornatic social threat
response, enabling strangers to communicate more easily,
hence its use as a social lubricant the world over. In the
absence of aleshol, getting frem foe to friend can be helped
by an oxytocin response, an experience of connecting with the
other person. Oxylocin is a hormone producad naturally in
the brain, and higher levels of this substance are associated
with greater affiliative behavior [Domes et ai, 2007). Studies
have shown far greater collaboration when people are given
= shot of oxytocin, through a nasal spray. [Kosfield, 2005].
A handshake, swapping names and discussing something
in common, be it just the weather, may incresse feeling
of closeness by causing the release of oxytocin [Zak et al,
2005). The concept of relatedness is closely linked to trust.
One trusts those who appear to be in your group, who cne
has connected with, generating approach emotions. And
when someone does something untrusiworthy, the usual
response is to withdraw. The greater that people trust
one another, the stronger the collaberation and the more
infarmation that is shared.

Reducing threats from lack of relatedness

Increasing globalization highlights the importance of
managing relatedness threats. Collabaration between people
from different cultures, whe are unlikely to meet in person,
can be especially hard work. The automnatic foe response
does not get diminished by social time together. This response
can be mitigated by dedicating social time in other forms.
For example, using video fo have an informal meeting, or
ensuring that people forming teams share personal aspacts
of themselves via stories, photos or even social-networking
sites. In any workplace i appears to pay off well to encourage
social connections. A Gallup report showed that organizations
that encourage ‘water cooler’ conversations increased
productivity [Gallup, November 2008.

Increasing the rewards from relatedness

Positive social connections are a primary need; however,
the automatic response fo new social connecticns involves
a threat. To increase the reward respense from relatedness,
the key is to find ways to increase safe connections between
people. Some examples include setting up clearly defined
buddy systerns, mentoring or coaching programs, or small
action tearning groups. Smail groups appear to be safer than
large groups. The Gallup organizations research on workplace
engagement showed that the statement 'l have a best friend

. @J@Wﬁ‘lf@sﬁg;@m@?mggmmtm their‘@!Z’a‘s:Sfe_s‘smenq‘Q :

ERS IO AR

\\

N,
A3

(Gallup Organizatien). Perhaps even having one trusting
relationship can have a significant impact on relatedness.

Fairness

Studies by Golnaz Tabibnia and Matthew Lieberman at UCLA
showed that 50 cents generated more of a reward in the
brain than $10.00, when it was 50 cents out of a dollar, and
the $10 was out of $50 [Tabibnia & Lieberman, 2007}, This
study ang a number of others iliustrate that fair exchanges
are intrinsicatly rewarding, independent of other factors. The
need for fairness may be part of the explanation as to why
people experience internal rewards for doing votunteer work |
te improve their community; it is a sense of decreasing the
unfairness in the world.

Unfair exchanges generate a strong threat response
[Tabibnia & Lieberman, 2007, This sometimes includes
activation of the insular, a part of the brain involved in
intense emotions such as disgust. Unfair situations may
drive peopie to die to right perceived injustices, such as in
political struggles. People who perceiva others as unfair
don't feel empathy for their pain, and in some instances,
will feel rewarded when unfair others ara punished {Singer
ef al, 2004].

Reducing the threat from unfairness and increasing
the reward from fairness

Athreat response from a sense of unfairness can be triggered
easily. The foliowing statements are examples of what
employees might say in reaction to a threat to fairness:

s 'He has a different set of rules fer Mike and Sally than for
the rest of us.’

* ‘Management tell us that we need to lose headcount, but
our sales are carrying the other division and they don't
have to cut anyone.’

e 'They do all this talk about ‘values’ but it's business as
usual at the top.”

The threat frem perceived unfairness can be decreased
by increasing transparency, and increasing the level of
communication and involvernent about business issues. For
example, organizations that allow employees to know details
about financial processes may have an advantage here.

Establishing clear expectations in zll situations - from a ane-
hour meeting o a five-year contract - can also help ensure
fair exchanges occur. A sense of unfairness can resuit from
a lack of clear ground rules, expectations or objectives.
Allowing teams to identify their own rules can also help. In
an educational context, & classroom that creates the rules
of what is accepted behavior is likely to experience less
conflict, Examples of the success of self-directed teams in
manufacturing abound [Semler, 1993]. Much of what these
self-driven teams do is ensure fairness in grass-roots
decisions, such as how workloads are shared and who can
dowhichfasks. \www.jenniferabrams.com
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The issue of pay discrepancies in large organizations is a
challenging one, and many employees are deeply unhappy
to see another person werking similar hours earning 100
times their salary. Interestingly, it is the perception of
fairness that is key, so even a slight reduction in senior
executive salaries during a difficult time may go & long way
to reducing a sense of unfairness.

The wider implications of the SCARF model
Managing oneself

The SCARF model helps individuals both minimize threats
and maximize rewards inherent in everyday experience. For
minimizing threats, knowing about the domains of SCARF
helps one {o label and reappraise experiences that might
otherwise reduce performance. Labelling (Lieberman
ot al, 2007) and reappraisal [Ochsner & Gross, 2005} are
cognitive tools that have been verified in brain studies to be
effective techniques for reducing the threat response. These
techniques have been shewn to be more effective atreducing
the threat response than the act of trying to suppress an
emction (Goldin et gl, 2007). Knowing about the elements
of SCARF helps one understand issues such as why you
can't think clearly when someone has attacked your status,
instead of just trying to push the feeling aside.

Knowing the domains of SCARF alsc allows an individual
to design ways to motivate themselves more effectively. An
example might be focusing attention on increasing one'’s
semse of autonomy during & time of uncertainty, such
as focusing on the thrill of deing whatever you like when
suddenly out of work.

Education and training

Successful educators, trainers and facilitators intuitively use
the SCARF model. They know that people learn best whan
thayare interested in something. Interest is an approach state.
Teaching children who feel threatened, disconnected, sociatly
rejected or treated unfairly is an uphill battle. For example,
educators can create a nurturing learning environment by
pointing cut specifically how people are improving, which
increases a sense of status. This is particularlyimportantwhen
learning anything new, which can create a threat response.
Educators can also create certainty by presenting clear
outlines of what is being learned, and provide a perception
of seme autonemny by introducing cheice into the classroom.
The key here is for educaters, trainers and coaches to value
the approach state as the necessary state for learning, and fo
put effort and attention into maintaining this toward state.

Coaching

Personal and executive caaching can increase all five SCARF
domains. Status can be increased through regular positive
feedback, attention to incremental improvements, and the
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by identifying central goals, and subsequently reducing
the uncertainty inherent in maintaining multiple focuses.
Breaking down large goals into smaller steps increases
certainty about how a goal can be reached. Finding ways
to take action when challenges appear insurmountable
can increase autcnomy. Relatedness can be increased
through the relationship with the coach. Fairness can be
reduced through seeing situations frem other perspectives.
The SCARF model helps explain why coaching can be
so effective at facilitating change, and points to ways of
improving its delivery.

The SCARF model
points to more
creative ways of
motivating that
may not just be
cheaper, but also
stronger and more
sustainable.

Leadership development

The SCARF medel provides a robust sclentific framework for
buitding self-awareness and awarenass of others amongst

leaders. Many new leaders may negatively impact the

domains of SCARF by accident. They may know how things
should be done, and subseguently provide too much direction
and net enough positive feedback, thereby affecting people’s
status. They often don't provide clear expectations, impacting
certainty. They micro manage, impacting autonomy. Thay want
to maintain a professionzl distance, impacting relatedness.
And, they may impact fairness by not being transparent
enough. When the opposite happens and you meet someone
who makes you feel better about yourself, provides clear
expectations, lets you mske decisions, trusts you and is fair,
you will probably work harder for them as you feel intrinsically
rewarded by the relationshig itself. Spending time around a
leader like this activates an approach response and opens
up people’s thinking, allowing cthers to see information they
wouldn't see in an avoid state.

Organizational systems

SCARF has many implications for how organizations are

structured, including reward systems, communications
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rermuneration structures, In the space available in this article
we will explore just one of these — reward systems. Techniques
for mativating and rewarding staff are largely based on the carrot
and stick principle, with the carrot mostly involving maney or a
promotion. The SCARF model paints to more creative ways of
motivating that may not just be cheaper, but also stronger and
more sustainable. For example, success could be rewarded by
increasing people’s autonomy by allowing thern to have greater
flexibility in their work hours. Or, rewards could be provided
via increasing the opportunity for learning new skills, which
can increase a sense of status. Cr, people could be rewarded
through increasing relatednass through allowing mere time to
network with peers during work hours.

Summary

While the five domains of SCARF reflect core brain networks
of greatest significance when it comes to collaborating with
and influencing others. Understanding these drivers can help
individuals and organizations to function more effectively,
reducing conflicts that occur so easily amongst people, and
increasing the amount of time people spend in the approach
state, a concept synanymous with good performance.

Understanding the domazins in the SCARF model and
finding personalized strategies fo effectively use these brain
insights, can help people become better leaders, managers,
facilitators, coaches, teachers and even parenis.

In the early 2000s, the philosopher Theodore Zeldin szid,
‘When will we make the same breakihroughs in the way we
treat each other as we have made in technology? These
findings abaut the deeply social nature of the brain, and the
deep relevance of the domzins of SCARF in everyday life,
may provide some small steps in the right direction.

Suggestions for future research

An abbreviated list of potential research issues includes the

following guestions:

o Which of the demains of SCARF generate the strongest
threats or rewards?

« Which domains have the tongest-term impact?

» What are the links between the domains?

« How can studies be designed to identify individual
domains?

« What are the best techniques for minimizing threat and
maximizing reward in each of the domains?

« Do people vary in the importance of the 5 domains, and
if s0 are there patterns across men and women, age
groups or cultures?

o s there value in assessing these domains in individuals
or culturally in organizations?

« What are the organizational implications of this model
for how systams are set up?

Testing what aspects of the model are most effectlve to

@jéﬂh%&“%&a@mﬁ SRR v I
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Learning Brings Change: Stages of Concern

We offer another framework that has implications for Instructional Coaches and their
ability to support teachers in continuous learning and making changes in their curricula
and classrooms. This framework acknowledges that learning brings change, and
supporting people in change is critical for learning to "take hold." One model for change in
individuals, the Concerns-Based Adoption Model, applies to anyone experiencing change:
policy makers, teachers, parents, students (Hall & Hord, 1987; Hord, Rutherford, Huling-
Austin, & Hall, 1987; Loucks-Horsley & Stiegelbauer, 1991). The model (and other
developmental models of its type) holds that people considering and experiencing change
evolve in the kinds of concerns they have and the questions they ask. They are grappling
with how this change will affect them and considering their involvement in and in and use
of whatever the change is:

» In general, early questions are more self-oriented: What is it? How will it affect
me?

* When these questions are resolved, questions emerge that are more task-
oriented: How do I do it? How can I use these materials efficiently? How can I
organize myself? Why is it taking so much time?

» Finally, when self- and task concerns are largely resolved, the individual can focus
on impact. Educators ask: Is this change working for students? Is there something
that will work even better?

The concerns model identifies and provides ways to assess distinct stages of concern.
These stages have major implications for Instructional Coaches:

1. First, they point out the importance of attending to where teachers are, addressing
the questions they are asking and noting when/how they are asking them. Often, we
get to the how-to-do-it before addressing self-concerns. We want to focus on
student learning before teachers are comfortable with the materials and strategies.
The kinds and content of coaching opportunities can be informed by ongoing
monitoring of the concerns of teachers.

2. Second, this model suggests the importance of paying attention to implementation
for several years. We know that teachers need to have their self-concerns addressed
before they are ready to attend to classroom implementation. We know that
management concerns can last at least a year, especially when teachers are
implementing a school year's worth of new curricula and also when new approaches
to teaching require practice and each topic brings new surprises. We also know that
help over time is necessary to work the kinks out and then to reinforce good
teaching once use of the new practice becomes routine.

3. Finally, with all the dermands on teachers, it is often the case that once their practice

© 2015 New Teacher Center All Rights Reserved
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becomes routine, they struggle to have the time and space to focus on whether and
in what ways students are learning. This requires some organizational priority
setting, as well as time for reflective conversations with a coach.

Instructional coaches who know and use the concerns model work strategically with
teachers to inform and enhance their teaching, and have conversations that are sensitive to
the concerns they have, the questions they are asking, and the implementation issues they
are facing.

Conversations and learning experiences evolve over time, rely on varying degrees of
external expertise, and change with participant needs. The strength of the concerns model
is in its reminder to pay attention to individuals and their various needs for information,
feedback, assistance, and moral support.

The role of Instructional Coach is immensely broad. Like teachers in classrooms, they
have to be facilitators, assessors, resource brokers, mediators of learning, designers, and
coaches, in addition to being trainers and wearing other “hats”! Instructional Coaches have
a wide variety of formative assessment and support practices to choose from in meeting
the challenging learning needs of educators in today's reform efforts.

Stages of Concern:

1. Awareness

2. Informational/Personal

3. Action/Management

4. Consequence/Maintenance
5. Collaboration/Refocusing

1. Awareness

« This is the non-use stage; the teacher has no interest in the initiative/change and is
taking no action -
¢ There is no intention to change in the near future — not on his/her radar

 Many reasons for this stage ~ reluctance, rebellion, rationalization, fear, resignation
(this too shall pass)

* At this stage, the teacher might be totally oblivious to the innovation (what Common
Core?)

2. Informational/Personal

 This is the orientation/preparation stage. The teacher is interested in the innovation,
is taking initiative to learn more about it, and might even have plans to begin using

© 2015 New Teacher Center All Rights Reserved
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it, or is at least thinking about it

Often still ambivalent; sitting on the fence, waiting to see how it goes or for others
to play out first

Considering the pros and cons of the innovation; “How will it work for me? What
will it take personally to do this? How will it fit with what I’m already doing? Is it
worth all the time and effort?” etc.

The teacher is “getting ready” and open to conversation and exploration

3. Action/Management

This is the mechanical stage; the teacher is trying to organize and categorize the
changes at a basic level

The teacher is making overt changes that require considerable commitments of time
and energy just getting to know the materials and how to use them

Ambivalence is not totally resolved, but it is no longer a barrier to change

There is often some form of public commitment at this stage that not only helps
teachers obtain the supports they need, but also creates external confirmation and
accountability

Teachers can find it very helpful to know that others are watching and cheering
them on

Teachers begin to see the benefits, impact, positive results of their efforts, which
leads to further effort and commitment (success breeds success)

4. Consequence/Maintenance

This is the routine/refinement stage; the teacher has established some pattemns of use
and is making changes as needed to increase effectiveness and outcomes

Teacher is asking, “How does my use compare to others? How is it affecting my
students? How can I refine it to have even greater impact?”’

The teacher is definitely seeing the payoff of the change in student behavior, student
achievement, or both.

In this stage the new habits take hold in one’s practice

5. Collaboration/Refocusing

This is the integration/renewal stage; the teacher makes deliberate efforts to
communicate/coordinate with others in using the innovation and is also seeking ever
more effective and differentiated alternatives to the standard or typical use of the
innovation

The teacher feels great competence and confidence; this new way of teaching is
internalized and he/she can’t imagine going back to the “old way.”

© 2015 New Teacher Center All Rights Reserved
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READINESS RUBRIC -~ Section A: Leader's Readiness

Readiness = Bxperience + Skills + Willingness + Shared Vaiuas
Se comdid wien compieting this oot and try 1o think of concrete examples when answering the questions. Be

careful when moting your rotings; the scoie descriptions ore not the some for GIf questions.

particular?

Answer the guestions befow by entering vour score in the cells to the right.

A. Experience: To what degree do you have previous experience withh change in general and with this type of change in

RATING/SCORE Tnput Your Score:
1. Have you successfully 1ag change in any crganization before, especialiy sn | Many times) once or "
organization simitar to the currerst ane? twice ever
3 4 3 1
2. Have you successfutly fed change in this organization before? HMany times; Once o %
rwice ever
5 4 3 1
3. Have vou led change in any crganization (msuccessfulty? Never Once or Many
twice times
‘ 5 4 3 1
4, Do you have previous successful experience in the technical content area of| Many Hmes Once of Never
the change strategy {l.e, management consulting, curriculum development, twice o
tasching scienca)? 5 ; 4 3 1
5. Have you been able to "urfrecze” participants’ previously negative Many Hmest Once or Never
experiences with change and motivate them to take a leap of faith now? ! bwice
z 4 3 1

Exporiences Subtotal {out of 25 possible points)

fHigh Readiness = 2225 points Modiany readingss = [5-21 painte

Low readiness = 14 points and beilow

A. Required Skills: To what dagree do you have the required skills and knowledge for this change strategy?
Answear the questions below by entering your score inn the celis fo the right.

RATING/SCORE Input Your Score: ]

&, Do you have expertise in the content required by this change strategy? If A gregt Mostly Net much
not, do you have confidence in the expertise of others on your team? dead

5 4 3 1

3 SKil i ? Vi kitlful hi

7. Are you skillfui at leading change ey § Swﬁr;m §at Not at all

5 4 3 1
8, Ara you awsre of what you do not know and are you camdid about it? Always- Semewhat Seidom

5 4 3 1
0, Are you willing to learn ingether with the participants when the skills and Always Somewhat Seidom
knowledge are just emerging? 5 4 3 1
10. Are you an active listenar (i.e., paraphrasing, waiting 9 seconds for Always Sornewhat Saidom
response after asking a question)? 5 & 3 1
fiequired Skills Subtotal {out of 75 possible points) ]

High Readiness = 22-25 poirts Mediutn readiness = 15-27 points

Low readiness = 14 points and below




A, To what degree are you willing to do whatever it takes?
Answer the guestions below by entering your score in the cells to the right.

RATING/SCORE Input Your Score:

11, Do you have competing priorities that might demand your attention and None Qne or two Saveral
detract from your izadership of the change stalegy? S & 3 2 1
12, Are you reluctant 16 1abel 2 group 25 "jow readiness™? Are you reluctant tof  Never Sometimes Always
put a lot of structure Inte your pianning and implementation precessesy 5 4 | -3 2 i
13, Do you believe that you should always treat gveryone equally as No Somewhat Yas
colfzagies regardless of their readiness to participate in the change strategy? 5 4 3 2 1
14. Do you consult peopie whose views may differ from your gwn'? Always Sometimes Sotdom

5 4 2 2 1
15, Zre yOU Gpen o the rosoiting plan being different from your original Always Somewnhat Sefdom
20 tor ided that the nonnegotiables are in thars)? 5 4 3 2 1
Forhatever it Takes” Subtotal {out of 28 possible peints) [i3

A To what degree do you have values that will propel the change process?
Answer the questions below By entering your score in the cells to the right.

RATING/SCORE Input Your Score:

16, Do you and the participants have the same definitions/language: for the Definitely Parhiaps Nofdont
problem to be solved and the methods by which this will be undertaken? Has know
thig assurnption baer: tested? 3 4 3 2 1
17. Are you cormfortable with taking risks and leaming from mistakes? Always' Somewnat No

5 4 3 2 i
18. Do you know.the values of participants and of the organization and how | To & great Somewhat Not at al
they may differ from your gwn? extent

5 3 3 2 1
18. Do you value Rexibility? ' | Ahways Somewhat Seldom

5 4 i 3 2 i
20. Do you model behavior that you want 1o see 23 norms, such a5 adhering Always Sarnewhat ] Seldom
to ground rules? . 5 4 3 2 i
Values Subtotat {out of 25 possible points} 4
High Readiness = 22-23 points Medium readingsg = 15-21 points fow readiness = 14 points and below

SECTION A SUMMARY: Leader's Total Readiness Score {out of 1003
§sut!‘smm for experience {fout of 25): Y

cuhscore for skills (out of 25):

Sahsrore for do witat it takes {oul of 25];
Subscore for values fout of 2571 i
TOTAL READINESS SCORE! o o
LEADER'G READINESS LEVEL {drcle one): HIGH MEDIUM _ 1OW i
High = S§-100; Mediwm = 87-50; Low = helow 60

From Leading Change Step-by-Step: Tactics, Tools, and Tales iy Jody Spirc, Copyright © 2671 by John Wiley & Sors, Inc. Al rights reserved,




READINESS RUBRIC -~ Section B: Participants’ Readiness

fieadiness = Experience + Skills + Willingnesy + Shared Yailues
Be condid when completing this tool and-iry to think of congrete examples wher enswering the questions. Be
carefii winea noting your retings; the stale & not the sqme for olf questions.

change in particular?

Answer the questions below by entering your score in the celis to the right.

B. Experience: To what degree do participants have previous experience with change in general and with this type of

RATING/SCORE Input Your Score:

1. Have partcipants successfuily undergone change in any organization All have Some have
bafare? faw have

5 4 3 2 1
2. Have participants successfully undergone change in this organization All have Some have Few have
before? 5 3 3 2 1
% Have participants experienced change in this organization Few have Some have All have
unsiccessfuliy? 5 4 3 2 1
4. Do parbcipants have previous successful experience in the conternt Alf have Some have Faw have
area of the change strategy? 5 4 3 2 1
3, I particpants’ experience has been negative, are they willing {o take @i Definitaiy Perhaps Few will
teap of faith mow? 5 5 3 Z 1
Experience Subtotal {out of 25 passible points) a
High Readiness = 22-25 pots Meadium readiness = 15-21 paints Low readiness = 34 noints and below

B. Required Skills: To what degree do participants have the required skills and knowledge for this changa strategy?
Answer the guestions balow by entering your score in the cells to the right.

RATING/SCORE Input Your Score:

&. Have perticpants demonstrated expartise in the content required by Consistently Sometimes] Infrequertiyl
this change strategy?

s 4 3 2 i
7. Do participants have formal treining in the technical content requiresd A great deal Some .
By this change strategy? Littte

) 4 2 2 3
B. Are training, research, and/or other resources availablé in the content { A great deal Some Litffe
recuired by this change strategy and will participants use them? 5 & 2 2 1
§. Are pardcipants aware of what they do not lrow and are they candid Completely Somewhat Na
about ®7 5 L3 3 2 hd
10, Are participants willing to learn together when the skifls/knowledge Eagerly Somawhat Seldom
are st emerging? 5 4 3 2 1
Reguired Skills Subtotal (out of 25 possible points) [+]

High Readingss = 22-25 points Medium readingss = 15-22 points

Low readiness = 14 points and beiow




B. "Whatever It Takes": To what degree are participants willing to do whatever & takes?
Answer the questions below by entering your score in the cells to the right.

RATING/SCORE Input Your Score:
11, At participants passionate about solving this problem amd pefinitaly Mosti Hot really
enthusiastic about maldng & happen? 5 4 3 1
12. Are there many volunteers far verious work assignments? Always Sometimes? Seidom
g 4 3 1
13, Dio. participants fesl blamad for-the problem’s existence and complaln Mot at all Perhaps Yes
they ara being asked to change? 5 4 3 i
14, Are participants not implementing well even though they have the No {imple- Sometimes]
skills argd knowiedge to do 307 mentatinon on an Bsue Freguently 3
coursel :
5 4 3 i
5. Do most people come i eatly andfor stay until the job is done even if Always Sometimes: Seidom {or
it i past the end of their official day? but ok the only 1-2
norm relffable
people}
3 4 3 1
“Whataver it Takes™ Subtotal {out of 25 possible points) [}
\High Readingss = 24-25 poins Mediuim readiness = 15-21 points: Low readingss = 14 points ang bolow
B. Values: To what Osgres do participants have shared urderstandings {culture)?
Answer the guestions below by entering your score in the cells to the right.
BATING/SCORE Input Your Score:
16. Do participants have the same definitions/language for the probiem Alwrays Sometimes No or
o be solved and the methods by which this wil be untertaken? Has this umntested-
lassumption been tested? 5 4 3 1
17. Are participants corfortable with taking risks and learming from Always Sormewhat Seidom
mistakes? 5 4 3 1
18, Do participams value listening to gach other, hearing what each is Always Somoewhat Seldom
saying, ard testing those assumptions? 5 4 3 1
19, Are participants comfortable with ambiuity? Always Somawhat | Saidom
3 4 3 1
0. Do partcoants value Nexbliy? Always Somewhat Seidom
5 4 3 1
yalues Subtotal fout of 25 possibie points) 4
High Readingss = 22-25 points Medium reagdiness = 15-21 poinfs Low readiness = §4 points and below

SECTION B SUMMARY: Participants’ Total Readiness Score {out of 100)

(73

ubscere for Experience fout of 25k

subscore for Skills fout of 257:

N

subscore for Do What It Takes fout of 25):

Subsoore for Values {out of 25):

TOTAL READINESS SCORE fout of 106K

(= {=F o) [n] (=]

|PARTICICANTS" READINESS LEVEL {dirdle pney:  HIGH MEDIUM LOW

High = 88-100; Medhum = 87-607 Low = below &0
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READINESS RUBRIC -- Section C: The Organization's Readiness

Raadiness = Organizational Experiencs + Organizationni Lesmning + Onganizationsl Culture +

Bee candid when compieting this tool ard try to think of concrete exompies when answering the questions. B¢
carefud when noting your ratings; the sooie is not the seme far ol questions.:

Sharad Valuss About Thix Change Strategy

of change in particuiar?

Answer the questions below by entering your score In the celis to the right.

C. Experiance: 1o what degree does the organization have previous experience with change in general and with this type

RATING/SCORE Input Your Stora:
1. Has the organization successiully uncergone any typs of change Many times Onee or Never
pefore? twice
5 4 3 1
2. Has the organization successfuily undergone change in the same Many times . Once or Never
confent arca as the proposed change strategy before? twvice
5 4. 3 1
3, Has the organization experienced change unsuccessfully? Naver Once More than
once
5 4 3 1
4. Doas the organization have exparisncs in delivaring programs similar Has all Has most Hae little
ity content to those of the change strategy? needed needed neaded
expertise expertiss expertise
currently
3 4 3 1
3. If the aroanization’s experience has een nogative, Goes it value sisk-| A great deal e
taking? moderate Seldom
degres
H 4 3 3
Expariance Subtotal {out of 25 possible peints) )
High Readingss = 22-25 ponts Madiym readiness = 1521 points Low readiness = 14 points and below

€. Organizational Learning: To what degree does the organization have the capacity to learn the skilis that are required

for this change strategy? Answer
the guestions below by entering your score in the cells o the right.
RATING/SCORE Input Your Score:

6. Are there processes in place by which organization members oritically{  Definitely Somewtiat Not at this
refiect on thelr expeniences with their programs {successiul and time
unsuccessiul)?. I not, will such be nut in place for this initiative? 3 4 3 1
7. Are there many types of learning taking place {i.2,, format training, Ongoing Some {ithe or
informal learning)? noe

5 4 3 1
8. Are research, data, andfor other resourcas available in the content Extensive Some Litte ar
area? Are they valued, used, and discussed? none

5 4 3 b3
9. Is there on-going assessment of each individual's skills versus those A formal Samething is Littie oF
needed for hisfher role - and a plan for devefoping skills that nead systent is in done; & othing is
improvement? place might not be n ; ing

format

<] 4 3 1
10. Is there g vehicle for lsaming together when the skifis and A format Something &5 Lttt or
knowledge are just emerging? system is in done; i riothicg i

place right met be e
formai
5 4 3 1

Organizational Learning Subtotal {out of 25 possible points}

High Rosdingss = 22-25 points

Maditm readiness = 15-2% points

Low readiness = 4 points and below




C. Organizational Culture:
Answaer the questions below by entering your score In the celis to the right.
RATING/SCORE Input Your Score:
T1. Is there & cuiture of frying to assign blame when things go wrong o No or seldon i somie “éis .
a2 vslug for being reflective and jesming from mistekes? extent
g 3 3 1
12, Is there 8 shared value for flexipility? Ambiguily seen as Always Sometimes Seldom
opportumity? 3 d 3 1
13. 13 there @ culture of mutual respect? fistening to each other valued? Always Sometimes Seidom
5 4 2 1
14, there a strong crganizational work ethic? Atways Sometimes Seldom
5 ) 3 i
15. Are there rituals or ceremonies to eelebrate successes? Always Sometimes Saldom
5 4 3 1
Organizationai Culture Subtotal {cut of 2% pussible palnts) [}
| Higt: Readiness = 2225 paints Medium readiness = 15-2lpolats _ Low readiness ~ 34 points and beiow
<. Shared Vaiues: Are there shared values about the change strategy?
Answer the guestions below by entering your scorg in the celis to the right.
RATING/SCORE Inpuk Your Scores
15, Are Ene terms i pse for the change stretegy commonily understood? Yes Farhaps No
Has this assumption been tested? 5 4 3 i
17. Are there shared norms of behavior {such as ground rules and Yoo Somewhat Ho
agendas for meetings 25 4 matter of course)? 3 il 3 !
18, Is there a shared vafue for the importance of the probiem being Yas Somewhat Ne
addressad by the changa strategy? 3 4 3 i
15, Is there a shared belief that this change strategy will help soive the Yes Somewthat Ne
problem? k1 4 3 1
38, Is thera a shared bebef thak this thange strategy will be successhully Yas Somewhat No
implemented? 5 4 3 1
Shared Values Subbotal [out of 25 possible points} b]
|Mioh Readingss = 22-25 points Mediunm readingss = 15-21 points Low readiness = 14 points and Lelow
SECTION B SUMMARY: Participants’ Total Readiness Score {out of 100)
Subscore for Expenence (out of 251 ' B
Subscore for Oroanizational Learning fout of 25} )
'Subscore for Organizational Culturs (gut of 253 [V}
it}

Subscore for Shared Values fout of 2513

TOTAL READINESS SCORE (out of 100::

[ORGANTZATION'S READINESS LEVEL (circle onai:  HIGH  MEDIUM

LOW

tigh = B§-F00; Medium = 87-60; Low = befow 5
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