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Abstract

This study investigated perceptions of school warkure of instructional staff
members (administrators and faculty) in public &&raand public non-charter elementary
schools in a large urban metropolitan county oft@érrlorida by assessing differences
in perceptions of administrators and faculty redate school work culture, perceptions
between school administrators and faculty, andrttezaction between type of school.

The School Work Culture Profile (SWCP), a paper-padcil survey, was
designed in 1988 by Snyder to obtain a measuresofhaol’s work culture. The SWCP
uses a Likert scale to assess the overall percegtid four sub-domains of planning,
development, program development, school assessamhstaff development.

One hundred sixty-one teachers and administratons public charter and public
non-charter elementary schools participated. ResfilANOVA tests indicated
differences by job category: administrators scaigdificantly higher than faculty on the
overall perception and three sub-domains of schvook culture: planning development,
program development, and school assessment. Wasrao difference on the staff
development sub-domain. Administrators and faculgmbers do perceive certain
aspects of school work culture differently. Progrmevelopment, Planning
Development, and School Assessment are adminigratnctions, whereas Staff
Development may be perceived to be more of a patfonction. There was no

difference between perceptions of instructiondf statype of school (public charter and



public non-charter). In addition, there was nerattion between job category and
school type. The perceptions of administratorsfandlty members of both types of
schools do not appear to be dependent upon whetmeat they work in charter or non-
charter public schools.

Public charter and public non-charter school irgtamal staff responded to
SWCP sub-domains similarly; therefore, the typeabfool the respondents worked in,
albeit public charter or public non-charter, did mopact their perceptions. Differences
existed in perceptions between school adminissaad faculty members, regardless of
type of school, with the exception of the sub-danddistaff development. The mean
perception for administrators in both types of sdhavas higher in the other three
domains. No interaction occurred between typecbbsl and type of job category for
any sub-domain or the overall perception.

The conclusions from this study included (a) sch@oé equal regardless of the
type of school, (b) the culture of administratonsl #&aculty members remains the same
regardless of the type of school, (c) the perceptaf administrators and faculty
members are not determined by the type of schoehich they work—administrators
and faculty members do perceive certain aspedstaiol work culture differently.

Implications derived from the study include (a)oef$ to mainstream and
encourage cross-institutional (public charter sthaad public non-charter schools)
collaboration might be helpful to improve the ediaraal conditions for all students, (b)
efforts need to be focused on increasing the cotktlve conversations and involvement
that connect the individuals in a school settingedated to planning development,

program development, school assessment, and thallqverception of school work



culture as well as developing inclusionary pradittet increase faculty members’ input
in meeting schools’ stated goals, (c) placing emsjghan the charter school movement as
an alternative for the innovative ideas neededltress the state of the national
education system could be increased in collegesloation and educational leadership
programs, and (d) program development, planningld@ment, and school assessment
are administrative functions, whereas staff devalept may be perceived to be more of a

personal function.

Vi



Chapter 1: Introduction

According to Van Houtte (2005), interest in schefféctiveness shifted from the
1970s with the input-output models to the undeditajmof what was happening inside
the school, behind the scenes, or the school aim@tcompetition experienced by the
“concept of school culture” beginning around thd ehthe 1980s (p. 71). But during
the early 1980s, the concept of school climate pradominantly viewed as a function of
school safety and discipline and efforts to inceesshool effectiveness centered on
improving faculty, staff, and administrative cooggsn (Chance, Cummins, & Wood,
1996). School climate and school culture are fadfoat have typically provided the
foundation for, or in many cases, encouraged andinforced students’ efforts to
believe in their abilities to achieve and succesatiamically at high levels (Baxter,
2004). The school climate and school culture factoowever, have not provided a
complete picture of the disparity between schoedmrding student achievement and
school quality.

School climate is a concept that has been usedaniety of ways including to
describe school composition. Socio-economic st&&S), race/ethnicity, gender,
and/or numerous other variables of school compmsliave been used quite frequently
as a measure for school climate (Brookover, SclreeiSchneider, Beady, Flood, &
Wisenbaker, 1978). School climate is often exachiea singlglobal constructhat

incorporates numerous variables including thoseipusly mentioned as well as school



and learning environment, community and parentadliement, and leadership style
(Taylor, 2008) of the site administrator or didtadministration, and as a factor or
function of school effectiveness (2010; Doyal; Gind®005; Robinson, 2009; Shaw, B.,
2009; Shaw, F., 2009;). Taylor (2008), on the ottesd, conducted an analysis of
secondary data that studied the varying elemergstadol climate and the effects on
different student populations. Gangi (2010) inigzded effective assessment measures
to identify the most reliable instruments in distisi attempt to gauge the relationship
between school climate and faculty relationshiipscontrast, it is the school’s culture,
the observable behaviors, shared values, norm&snand celebrated traditions and
practices that transmit the way things happened,ishtthe mythic side of a school that
is the story behind the story” (Deal & Petersorf4,9. 3).

However, as parents increasingly formulate idéasitwhich type of school,
albeit charter, non-charter public, or private, #melstandard of education preferred
(Burnett, 2006), parents in urban areas are fogusiore often than not, on schools that
have shown progress while emphasizing school céraatl culture rather than what is or
may be measured by performance on standardizexd(Bsstter, 2004), the current
standard of school accountability for public sclsooDne explanation of why parents
choose schools emphasizing school climate, whigplégns much of the difference
between school variance in school achievement”dBower et al., 1978, p. 302), and
school culture over the current and understateditne public schooling of test
preparation may be gleaned from Deal and Petergd839) rationale of why schools
should more closely resemble businesses. Thegdhgtiin top businesses, the

company’s leader(s) know that “when people are citad) believe in the organization,



and take pride in their work,” success flourish&siccess is cultivated through the
development of a “shared culture” that “pumps megnpassion, and purpose into the
enterprise” and that “these places of work becoeteved institutions where people pour
their heart and soul into everyday ritual and moeiti(p. 11). They further maintained
that the nation’s schools must be held to the sstaredards because “in education, the
risk of not doing things right is even higher. \léha poor-quality product can be
recycled, a young person who drops out is haradlicage—a lost treasure” (p. 11).

More importantly, “top-drawer teaching can neveufish in a sterile or toxic
environment” (p. 11).

Wurtzel (2008) declared that the norm in high perming organizations is the
value placed on human resources and their impaahdrcontribution to the overall
success of the organization which in turn provittkependable systems to attract,
develop, and retain productive employees . . .]Jandure employee satisfaction by
creating a collegial work environment, recognizpggformance, and providing career
opportunities, quality managers, and decent congtems (1 2). She further recognized
differences irbest-practiceregarding the support, treatment, and career advaant
paths between private-sector organizations andd€land expressed employees in the
private sector understand their career paths andd@dvance in the organization. They
receive frequent evaluations and are gifrank feedback However, atark contrasis
offered to the typical new teacher through the hunegource practices of urban school
districts where “few principals are trained andlekiin hiring and developing great

teachers” and “offer only minimal support and fegdt” These new teachers have



“little sense of his or her career trajectory owtto advance,” and receives little or
“nonmonetary recognition for a job well done” (8-

Similarly, Kamras and Rotherham (2008) argued ithapite of the importance of
“people to education, current strategies for teaoh&ruitment, training, evaluation, and
compensation are largely divorced from the goalsfigictiveness and equity and are
misaligned with what we know works (and does notk)a(11). Moreover, as
“politicians repeatedly profess their respect &aahers” (1 2), they continually develop
public policies that “fundamentally disrespect thana the work they do. No enterprise,
public or private, can thrive over time without payclose attention to how it recruits,
trains, and retains the very best people (1 2).

Understanding that these seemingltional systemsare often required to produce
optimal results all the while dealing with the angaation’sirrational human aspectsn
which many cases, the systems are all too oftemdfoa belll-equippedto do so, Colia
(2001) explored the relationship between schodleelland school climate to determine
the relationship between the elements of positivmal cultures and climates and
effectiveness and maintaining positive and prodgectchool learning environments for
students in schools that share many of the chakengr business leaders face in today’s
rapidly changing societwith frequently hostile and competing elements.

Twenty-five years ago Deal (1987) pointed out thpact of school culture on
school improvement and distinguished between cebesid fragmented cultures stating
that rallying “around shared values . . . [wouldjegmeaning to work” (p. 9) as well as
people’s lives. He believed that this increaseappes efforts and contributed “toward a

common destiny” (p. 9) in cohesive cultures, whengawer struggles, dismay over



salaries, and minimal efforts contributed are pnegethe fragmented culture. Similarly,
Bancroft (2003, p. 365) argued that schools witbcanmitment to shared values,” and
small, safe, caring environments, like those inrtenaschools, provide an appealing
opportunity to parents.

Knowing that school-level administrators as welfasulty perspectives
regarding school culture are “vital for moving solsforward as responsive social
agencies” (Snyder, Acker-Hocevar, & Snyder, 200@7#1), the School Work Culture
Profile (SWCP) provides the type of information fuséo assist in sorting out schools
“according to their involvement patterns” (p. 273phnson, Snyder, Anderson, and
Johnson (1993a) stated,

The SWCP is a staff perceptions survey [in which].. School work
culture is operationalized on the SWCP with 60estegnts pertaining to existing
work practices in a school organization. A fivarid.ikert scale ranging from
Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree, with a midgahUndecided, was used to
rate each item. (p. 3)

In schools, it is the culture that provides thenfdation of meaning, “internally as well as
externally,” while “the same cultural elements taathor meaning inside a school
simultaneously conveys a positive image” (Deal &Pson, 1999, p. 130) outwardly.
Statement of the Problem

Limited research related to the perception of staok culture of faculty and
administrators exists in public charter elementatyools and public non-charter
elementary schools in urban areas. In contrastisasissed in more depth later in this
study, a wealth of research exists on school ciisrwell as findings that indicate the

importance and role of school administrators indeeelopment of school culture, an

influential factor on school faculties, the praeigcnorms, and traditions celebrated in



schools and the ways those practices are passeatdtioough generations, as well as the
effect of culture on the stability evidenced acrdsssrooms in typically high achieving
schools (Barnes, 1995; Center, 2002; Chan, 200d;&;2009; Polk, 2006; Reames,
1997; Tantillo, 2001; Vazquez, 2001). The Schoark\Culture Profile, an instrument
designed to measure the perceptions of the wotlreuin a school and its performance
regarding organizational planning, staff developthprogram development, and
assessment developed by Snyder (1988b), has bedrexiensively in studies on school
reform efforts regarding the effects of changinigagd culture through the 1990s. Yet,
with the constantly changing focus of school refanmatives, the turn of the century
ushered in an era of increased accountability,-stgkes standardized testing, school
choice and discussions of the privatization of muéducation, all contributing to an
under-utilization of the instrument in present sesf, with little to no research utilizing
the SWCP to examine the perceptions of adminissatod faculty members in
comparisons of public non-charter and public cliatementary schools.

Consequently, the School Work Culture Profile mégraan attractive and
inexpensive means to gather the necessary data alschool’s work culture to provide
the impetus for meaningful reform at the schooéle\As schools are able to reform
individually, the achievement landscape of schomdy then be able to show progress in
improving the status of the public school, par@elyl in urban areas. Additionally, the
database of research across the two types of pelblicentary schools, public non-
charter and public charter schools, regarding dregptions of faculty and administrators

of school work culture are inadequate.



Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to investigate thregptions of school work
culture of faculty and administrators in public dkeaand public non-charter elementary
schools in a large urban metropolitan county oft@érrlorida.

The body of research related to the perceptiosslobol work culture of faculty
and administrators in public charter and public-obarter elementary schools in urban
areas, has been, at best, limited. In schoaksthie culture that provides the foundation
of meaning (Deal & Peterson, 1999). School culhae been said to effect, influence,
and shape all aspects of what occurs in schoolal(D887; Deal & Peterson,1999) and
defined as “the social and psychological integratbthe skills, beliefs, and performance
patterns of a given school at a given time” (Kregkin& Snyder, 1996, p. i). Also, the
continual change in the focus of school reform r$fdas contributed to a decrease in the
utilization of the School Work Culture Profile, anonomical data-gathering tool that
provides “descriptive information on a school’sleotive work patterns” (Bruner, 1997,
p. 77) and offers insight into achieving schoobratf at the individual school level.
Research Questions

In order to investigate the perceptions of schamikaculture of administrators
and faculty in public charter elementary schoold pablic non-charter elementary
schools in a large urban metropolitan county oft@elorida, the following research
guestions were addressed in this study:

1. Is there a difference in the perception of tisructional staff members (both

administrators and faculty) of public charter elataey schools and public non-



charter elementary schools related to school waltkie in a large urban
metropolitan county of Central Florida?

2. Is there a difference in perception between glcadministrators and faculty in
public charter elementary schools and public naarten elementary schools of
school work culture?

3. Is there an interaction between type of schpablic charter elementary schools
and public non-charter elementary schools) ana@bgory (administration and
faculty) of the perception of school work culture?

Significance of the Study
A wealth of research exists on school culture (Bayi995; Grace, 2009; Polk,

2006; Reames, 1997; Vazquez, 2001). Several idsgarhave found administrators to

be especially crucial to the development of culinrechools including Tantillo (2001)

who found that the role of the school leader am@iostakeholders occupying leadership

roles is essential in shaping school culture; Ggi2@02) who discovered that the
behaviors and attributes of principals have ancéffe the perceptions of their
stakeholders; and Chan (2004) who examined theteftkat leadership practices have
on promoting a positive school culture and enhanstndent performance. Bruner

(1997) reported that the SWCP had been used in tharel4 doctoral dissertations as

well as in over 30 research studies reported im#tmnal and international database on

the effects of changing school work culture inchglstudies by Cornell (1991),

Bursheim (1993), Gossard (1993), and Bishop (1988¢h are discussed more fully

later in this study. Nevertheless, the utilitytled SWCP in recent years has been

scarcely reported. More importantly, little if argsearch has been found that explores



the perceptions of teachers and administratorslatqnon-charter elementary schools
and public charter elementary schools, and evertled have employed the SWCP as a
means of gathering data.

Although the database of research studies on schoate (Castanza, 1998;
Chapman, 1999; Mirikitani, 2004; Smith, 2000; Vadesd 999) and charter schools
(Akbar, 2002; Bagwell, 2005; Bancroft, 2003; Butn2006; Curphey, 1998; Ervin,
1999; Fox, 2000; Gaylor, 1998; Lund, 2004; Malla§03; McClure, 2003; Page, 2004;
Powers, 2002; Redeker, 2005) has grown in recarsya vacuum remains in the area of
school work culture in any form related to the s@lahoice movement. The study by
Bagwell (2005) examined whether the differencecii@vement and the perception of
school quality between students of charter schaadspublic schools in Connecticut
middle schools was significant and whether a cati@h existed between achievement
and student perception of school quality. Althogbk found that no gains were
evidenced as a result of the charter school expeziéor middle school students, she did
find that there were significant differences betwpablic and charter school students
related to their perceptions of school quality whiended to be higher for charter school
students.

Balcerek (1999) conducted a study investigatingdeship practices utilizing ex
post facto research from the ABC Accountability Mboh public elementary schools in
North Carolina to investigate whether the leadgrginactices of principals in high and
low performing schools existed and found that tiveeee no differences between high
and low performing schools. Therefotleis study did not investigate the impact of high

and low performing schools, rather it investiggpedceptions of faculty and



administrators of public non-charter elementaryosttiand public charter elementary
schools in a large urban metropolitan county oft@errlorida. Similarly, Chan (2004)
examined how overall student achievement and legnwas impacted and enhanced by
the relationship between effective school leadgrphactices by studying a school’s
programs, leadership practices, and school culthatexceeded academic expectations.
Chan found that the three factors played a pivalal in improving student achievement
and learning and suggested that student performaacEases when positive school
cultures are cultivated. And as previously merdthrithe dearth of research on private
schools is rather remarkable . . . given the simkeszope of the private sector” according
to Seftor (2001, p. 9), especially pertaining te flerceptions of teachers and
administrators on school work culture. Gilbert@2pdid, however, conduct a study of
private, parochial, chartered public, and publicosds that focused on teacher efficacy
and autonomy. Consequently, the importance ofrdssarch is that it contributes to the
information on the merits of examining school-wetkture in school improvement
efforts in a market-driven era, especially aslates to the two types of schools under
consideration.
Assumptions

Assumptions associated with this study were thgppondents answered
conscientiously and honestly.
Limitations

Questions on the SWCP may be outdated since tlrenmsnt has not been

revised since it was written in 1988.
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Delimitations

The delimitations of this study were that schootkveulture is examined only at
the elementary level in public non-charter and uttharter schools and strictly for the
purposes of determining the utility of perceptiofischool work culture as a tool to
improve the overall quality of schools. Percepsiohstudents, parents, and other
stakeholders were not examined for the purposki®ktudy. Additionally, school work
culture was not examined as a function of schodbpmance and student achievement,
areas that have been previously investigated. r@dletors impacting the study were that
the sample size and types of schools employecdeistidy may not be generalized across
all school and/or district settings, school compositypes, and geographic boundaries.
Definition of Terms

For the purpose of providing clarity and a comnmaoye thorough understanding
of their usage, the following operational definitgoand relevant concepts are included
and used in this study.
Administrators—The body of persons assigned thedéperforming the
administrative/leadership duties of a school (g@gncipals and assistant principals).
Culture—The observable behaviors, shared valuesisianores, and celebrated
traditions and practices that transmit the wayghihappened.
Elementary School—A school that has one or mordeg&-6 and does not have any
grade higher than grade 6; for example, schodls grades K-6, 1-3, or 4-6 are
classified as elementary schools.
Faculty—The body of certified teachers, counseldepartment heads, teacher

coaches/mentors, etc. that make up the team obiotets of a school.
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Instructional Staff—The collective of administrad@and faculty for a school site.

Public Charter Elementary School—An independentip@ichool of choice that

provides educational services for at least ongades K-6 (or comparable ungraded
levels), has one or more teachers to provide iostm, has an assigned administrator, is
located in one or more buildings, receives puhlieds as primary support, that is given a
contract or a charter for a specified period oftiftypically three to five years) that is
funded in accordance with a state statute thatgeaspecial status that exempts the
school from bureaucratic oversight, selected locatate rules and regulations—specific
design, curriculum, budgetary, and governance agtniia. A public charter school
may be a newly created school or it may previohalye been a public or private school.
In return for funding and autonomy, the charteroe¢imust meet accountability
standards and is held accountable to the ternts oharter.

Public Non-Charter Elementary School—An instituttbat provides educational
services for at least one of grades K-6 (or contgarangraded levels), has one or more
teachers to provide instruction, has an assignedrastrator, is located in one or more
buildings, receives public funds as primary suppamt is operated by a district,
metropolitan, local, state, or regional educatiagdncy.

School Climate—The concept used to describe satwuposition demographics
including socio-economic status (SES), race/ethnigender, and other variables of
school composition used as measures for schooatdim

School Culture—The shared behavior patterns, Isglefstoms, norms, traditions, and
values that shape the core identity and influeheebehaviors and interactions of the

parents, staff, and students of a school—"the Wwaygs are done around here”.
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School-Work Culture—The collective work patternsagdchool’s staff that encompass
the shared acceptable behavior patterns, beligéspms, norms, traditions, and values of
the subgroup that influences school direction, potiglity, and quality.

School Work Culture Profile (SWCP)—AnN instrumensigmed to measure the
perceptions of the work culture in a school angh@gformance regarding organizational
planning, staff development, program developmamd,assessment.

Organization of the Study

Chapter 1 of this study provided a foundation foderstanding the framework of
the concepts of school climate and school cultackthe differences between the
concepts and how they relate to and impact scingaiavement. Also, a statement of the
problem, purpose of the study, the research questthe significance of the study,
assumptions, limitations delimitations, a defimtiof the terms, and the organization of
the study are presented.

A comprehensive review of the literature relatethistudy is presented in
Chapter 2. Included in this chapter are the liteseon school culture, school work-
culture, the School Work Culture Profile, the staftéhe nation’s educational system, and
school. The Setting provides an overview of tlaesof education and varying reform
initiatives that have been enacted in the hopéwnpfoving the performance of the
nation’s public education system as well as sonte@bverarching factors that
contribute to the performance of the country’s pubthools, and an introduction to the
research and varying philosophical arguments testribe the current conditions of and
drive future reform initiatives and discussionsimproving the U.S. educational system.

The chapter concludes with a summary.
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Chapter 3 describes the research methods utilizéteistudy including the
research design, research questions, populatiosangle, instrumentation with an
outline of the development of the School Work CrdtRrofile and the early studies used
to establish the validity and reliability of thestrument, the field test for the study, data
collection procedures, an analysis of the datay#nables for the study, and a summary.

The findings of the study are presented in ChafteFhe parts of this chapter
include the response rate, the demographic chaistate, a data analysis and results the
demographic factors, and a summary.

Chapter 5 contains a summary of findings, conchsianplications, and

recommendations for further research.
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Chapter 2: Review of the Literature

The purpose of this study was to investigate thregpions of school-work
culture of faculty and administrators in public dlkeaelementary schools and public non-
charter elementary schools in a large urban melitapaounty of Central Florida. The
review of the literature presented in this chapiscusses: (a) School Culture, (b)
School-Work Culture, (c) the School Work Culturefite, (d) Research Using the
School Work Culture Profile, (e) Related Studi€stie State of the Nation’s
Educational System, (g) School Reform, (h) the GRescession, (i) School Choice, ())
Public Charter Schools, (k) Public Non-Charter Stfcand (I) summary.
School Culture

To understand school culture more fully, the meguind impact of culture
should be examined. Deal and Peterson (1999)ideddhe effect of school culture on
all aspects of the educational institution. Thelidved that school culture influenced,
“from what faculty talk about in the lunch roomttee type of instruction that is valued,
to the way professional development is viewedh&importance of learning for all
students” (p. 7). In organizations, culture, ofteferred to as the way we do things
around here, is an “all encompassing tapestry @fmmg” and its “ways are transmitted
from generation to generation” (Deal, 1987, p. 5).

Otherwise, when referring to culture in schoola@enstruct, culture “helps

explain why classrooms and schools exhibit comnmmzhsdable patterns across variable
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conditions” (Deal, 1987, p. 6). Deal and Peterd@®@99, p. 2) stated that culture can be
used to explain the sense that there is “some#pegial, yet undefined . . . something
extremely powerful but difficult to describe .this ephemeral, taken-for-granted aspect
of schools is often overlooked and consequenthsislly absent from discussions about
school improvement.” Furthermore, they stated: that
The termculture provides a much more accurate and intuitively appg
way . . . to understand a school’s “own unwritteles and traditions, norms, and
expectations that seem to permeate everythingvélyepeople act, how they
dress, what they talk about or avoid talking abadigether they seek out
colleagues for help or don’t, and how teachersdbelt their work and their

students. (Deal & Peterson, 1999, p. 2)

According to L. D. Coble (professor, UniversityMdbrth Carolina—Greensboro;
personal communication, June 10, 2008), at leadd@%initions for culture are existent
in the literature database. His definition centaund three levels—a) observable
behavior; b) shared values (“the deep stuff ofureltwhat’'s important in your school”);
and c) organizational assumptions about reality—eticontribute to the frames
(“windows to the world that allow us to view the fiebor what's going on”) olenseshy
which leaders view or order things in relation twlarstanding a school’s culture.
School Work Culture

Krajewski and Snyder (1996, p. i) define schoolkvoulture as “the social and
psychological integration of the skills, beliefadaperformance patterns of a given school
at a given time.” Additionally, Snyder (1988a) deised how work culture is a
distinguishing feature seen in the consistencyatepns in top high schools and
successful corporations where the overarching gmalsade the cultureBarnes (1995)

conducted a study to “identify the school work attin specific terms and to identify

specific elements of the work culture” (p. 7) andre specifically . . . to determine the
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common, shared and unique themes in the work eyltlescribe the culture of schools,
and determine relative strength and valence ofipschool work culture elements” (p.
70). She found that school culture, including “theared values, beliefs, and deep basic
assumptions held by staff members” (p. 175) tergrégress into organizational norms
that influence school productivity effectively aptbvide a foundation for school
improvement when school culture is cultivated.

Reames (1997) stated that distinctive variablesgident in productive school
work cultures. The structural variables relatbdav schools are operated by work
groups which also support and rely on innovatioth nsome degreesk taking the
emphasis on school-wide goal setting and planmogtinuous staff development related
to school goals, and the perception of the sch®al l@arning community. The
procedural variables were related to the amounoliéboration by school members,
supportive and developmental collegial feedbacH,tae extent of participation in the
decision-making process. In her investigationtenrelationship between the perception
of teachers of their work culture and their leviebgganizational commitment and
efficacy, she found that there was a significaletienship between the structural and
procedural variables that impact teachers’ peroapif their work culture but not
necessarily so on matters of teacher efficacy.

The School Work Culture Profile

The School Work Culture Profile (SWCP) (Snyder, 898 a diagnostic
instrument developed by Snyder as an accompanicoemponent of the Managing
Productive Schools Training program (Parkinson,0)9@rovides a means to measure

the development of work culture and the degreepamdeption of the worker’s level of
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participation in organizational practices basedhenfour sub-domains of “a) planning;

b) program development; c) staff development; anasdessment” (Snyder, Acker-
Hocevar, & Snyder, 2000, p. 189). Bruner (19973med to the SWCP as an instrument
that could be utilized to determine the generabrabf whether school work culture is a
hindrance to or support of educational productiaityl quality. The instrument consists
of a six-page booklet including operational defoms, directions for responding to the
instrument, and the 60-item questionnaire. Thesgom@naire items are presented in
random order and use a five-point Likert scale fatrmith the choices strongly disagree,
disagree, undecided, agree, and strongly agresetwd participant responses that may be
machine or hand scored. Designed for group adtratiisn, the instrument requires 10
to 15 minutes to complete. Further enhancingtitgsy the SWCP has been translated
for use in six languages (Snyder, Acker-Hocevagr&der, 2000).

Research Using the School Work Culture Profile.Darling (1990), in the
attempt to identify and analyze whether a relatigmexisted between the
transformational and transactional leadership stgfgrincipals and the collaborative
efforts of teachers in selected elementary schiad4innesota, administered the SWCP
to teachers in five transactional leader and figsagformational leader schools to assess
the collaborative efforts of teachers in the feub-domain areas. She found that
significant, predictive relationships existed betwédeadership and collaboration.

In a study to determine whether work culture wagaificant determinant of
school academic productivity in Catholic elementsaigools, Cornell (1991) used the
SWCP in a study of principals and full-time facultiembers at 16 Catholic elementary

schools in Baltimore, MD. The achievement perdersitores in math and reading for
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fourth and eighth graders were used to measuraiptiody, while the SWCP scores
were used to assess the perceptions of principdi$agulty concerning the relationship
between work culture and productivity. Her reskdozind no significant relationship
between the two factors, although subsequent ilet@s/seemed to indicate that among
schools with a higher SES, there was a percept@ivtork culture did make a
difference.

Bursheim (1993) utilized the SWCP in a study imitg K-6 teachers and
principals of 19 schools in Minnesota, Colorada &ennsylvania in an examination of
the relationship between cooperative learningregttand productive organizations to
discover the variations impacted by school andlfg@inaracteristics in dimensions of
Productive School Work Culture and a Cooperativarhmg School Environment. The
researcher sought to determine if there were pesi@lationships that existed between
perceived practices and values in dimensions gbetive learning environments
relative to productive school work cultures; ifrsigcant differences between study
participants and their length in the Minnesota Edienal Effectiveness Program existed;
if significant differences between principals’ ceogtive learning training relative to
variations and predictive differences in regartatmulty gender and years of teaching
experience in their value of cooperative learniimgehsions existed; if significant
predictive differences related to faculty charastars existed, and cooperative learning
training and cooperative learning class time iatieh to variations in perceived practices
and values in dimensions of cooperative learnirdy@oductive work culture; and
whether or not existent differences relative toosttsize and variables in professional

education were significant and consistent. Thalte$rom the research were that
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significant positive relationships existed betwé®s perceived practices investigated and
the dimensions of Cooperative Learning School Emrrents and Productive School
Work Culture as well as between most of the dinmrsdf value regarding Cooperative
Learning School Environments and Productive Schotk Culture; that although

school size was not a significant factor, significdifferences could be attributed to other
factors such as efforts toward collaboration, thiglexity of communications,

processes for decision making, etc.; the lengtimod in the Minnesota Educational
Effectiveness Program was significant; that facgkynder, professional education related
to cooperative learning, and years as principats/efiexperience yielded significant
predictive differences while amount of training/seaf experience yielded higher
acceptance of the hypotheses of value in Cooperagarning Environments for
participants with less than 10 years of experiehaéthat as cooperative learning class
time increased, its acceptance tended to increase.

Gossard (1993) found that schools that use ad¢atex models requiring staff
involvement in the process of accreditation tendawe more productive school work
cultures. She used the SWCP in an attempt tordeterwhether elementary schools that
are accredited by the Southern Association of @eeand Schools (SACS) and utilize
one of four types of accreditation models (i.aditional accreditation models)—1) a 10-
year self-study that involves the staff in comprediee study in 10 areas; 2) a 5-year
interim review in which staff monitors and revighe self-study and an annual report of
progress; 3) goals that are worked on during eatiearemaining eight years are
reported and requires no staff involvement; and 4¢hool renewal model which requires

staff developing yearly plans for continuous schogdrovement in specific areas)
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exhibit a difference in work culture in relationttee overall school work culture which
include the four domains that comprise the SWC&mihg, program development, staff
development, and assessment. She stated thatdimegs of the research “clearly reveal
that there was a more productive school work celtvnen teachers were involved in the
decision to use the school renewal model, eitheplaboration with the school
administration or through input to the school adstmtion,” as opposed to when the
decision was made alone by “either the school atnation or the district
administration” (p. 128).

Bishop (1995) examined the relationship betwedoasicproductivity and school
work culture in public elementary schools in Gearglreachers in schools identified by a
state model that selected teachers from schodi€Xicaeded, positively or negatively,
expectations on the state mandated test were agtered the SWCP. After applying
Idaszak and Drasgow’s Revised Job Diagnostic Suiimestatistical analyses, the
researcher found that there was no effect betwelsmos work culture and school
productivity, and that perceivechigher school work culturdid not influence student
performance, positively, on the mandated stats.téddoweverperceived teacher
autonomyproduced an effect on performance level.

Bruner (1997) included the SWCP in a study thaghbto determine the extent
to which schools identified as either high or logrfprming according to the academic
indicators of the State of Florida’s Vital Signsredéunctions of highly developed school
work cultures. She found that the study participainat had been deemidyh

Performance Schooldid, indeed, consist of school work cultures thate more highly
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developed and collaborative by nature than thoseds identified akow Performance
Schools

To determine whether there was a high correlatetawvéen scores from the
SWCP and Snyder’s Education Quality Benchmark 8y$EQBS), Greenlee (1997)
investigated internal consistency reliability amdezion-related validity using data from
a sampling of six low and high performing Centriri€la elementary schools as
identified by the Florida Vital Signs indicatorbkler efforts resulted in findings that both
the SWCP and the EQBS measured the same consitbhofl work culture. Although
the magnitude of the relationship was found to loel@st, a statistically significant
correlation existed. The instruments were alsmdboto measure different attributes of
school work culture.

Related Studies. Balcerek (1999), in the previously discussedgtutilizedex
post facto researcfrom the ABC Accountability Model in public elentany schools in
North Carolina to investigate whether the leadgrghactices of principals in high and
low performing schools existed. She compared [pais’ scores and teacher ratings
derived from the administration of the Leadershigciices Inventory developed by
Kouzes and Posner at high performing or inadequatatforming schools and
determined that there was no statistically sigaificrelationship in the effective
leadership practices of principals whether theyawerhigh or inadequately performing
schools. Limitations presented in the study wheat principals and teachers were
assumed to respond conscientiously, to maintain &ilgics in the administration of the
survey and the following of the administration pdares, and that teachers were not

intimidated in the process of assessing their graic
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Welter (1990) investigated how collaborative scheotk cultures affected
teacher efficacy (their self-reflection on issuésampetency) and the influential effect
of teaching on student learning at the secondamsi.leThe findings of the study
indicated that no significant relationships obtdibetween collaborative school work
culture and teacher efficacy and that very littdaborative work existed at the
secondary level for schools that did not parti@patthe Minnesota Educational
Effectiveness Program. Also, variables other tt@taborative school work culture had
significant and more predictive effects on teaafécacy.

The State of the Nation’s Educational System

“Education is widely held to be crucial for the wunal and success of individuals
and countries in the emerging global environmebtiufs, Leithwood, Washington, &
Anderson, 2010, p. 7). According to Provasnik, zades, and Miller (2009), while the
performance of American students “neither leadtreol the world in reading,
mathematics, or science at any grade or age” (pit4tas been shown that the
achievement of American students continually lagjsitd that of international students
from other industrialized nations in administrasaf international assessments of
student achievement. In contrast, Loveless (26@igs that American students are cast
in a favorable lightin elementary schools. “American students rankragrthe top one-
third of nations in mathematics” . . . aeden bettem reading . . . “one of three or four
countries with the highest test scores. High stbomparisons, on the other hand, are a
national embarrassment” with U.S. students scosiel below average math and
science (p. 16). However, there are differing psgs between international assessments

and the data yielded from such assessments sheulddal, as is suggested by the

23



National Center for Education Statistics (NCES):eioable the United States to
benchmark its performance to that of other cousiti2008a, p. 1). And, decades later,
despite attention, fewomprehensive explanationan adequately account for the gap in
achievement existent between Black and White stsd@&urnett, 2006). But, new
research suggests that the plight of those “stgdehb lose the most ground
academically in U.S. public schools [which] maytbe brightest African-American
students” (Viadero, 2008a, | 1), has lately beehem$ed by a significant increase in the
states’ support for publicly-funded universal prgtograms (Mead, 2008). Additional
evidence has been reported in data from “long-teemd assessments” by the National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) whiclvstibat across age groups 9, 13,
and 17, “increases from 1975 to 2008 were greateBlack students than for White
students in reading” and in mathematics from 1973008 (National Center for
Education Statistics, 2008b, p. 2). Chudowsky, dowsky, and Kober (2009, p. 1)
found that “progress in math was particularly naietwy . . . for African Americans
scoring at or above the proficiency level, wher&o9& states with [adequate] data
[reported] made gains.” The NCES (2010a) in itsusaah report The Nation’s Report
Card—Reading 2009: National Assessment of Educaltidrogress at grades 4 and 8—
showed that while reading scores for studentsadgB were up since 2007, the scores
for students in grade 4 remained unchanged. Gitigings reported were:

e One-third of fourth graders performed at or abdweProficientlevel;

e Performance of racial/ethnic fourth-grade groups i@ significantly changed

since 2007;

e Racial/ethnic gaps persist in achievement for sitglim grade 4;
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e Private school fourth-grade students outperformip@ichool students;
e Female students score higher than male studegtsiie 4,
e Results by family income level for fourth-gradedstnts have shown no

significant change since 2007,

e There has been an increase in scores since 2@biemstates and decrease in
four states for fourth graders;

e Gains were made for lower- and middle-performingients in grade 8;

¢ All racial/ethnic eighth grade groups made gainsei2007, but gaps persist;

e Public eighth-grade students have made gains 20@¢;

e Gender gaps were smaller for students in grader8ith1992;

e Lower-income students and students in city schimodgade 8 made score gains;
and

e While scores increased in nine states since 2a9gtates showed a decline for

students in grade 8.

On the other hand, the 2009 NAEP Trial Urban Des#issessment (TUDA) found that
in some of the nation’s largest cities, readingngavere being made in grades 4 and 8
when compared to national student performanceeasdime levels (National Center for
Education Statistics, 2010b).

Other arguments suggest that the continued gromdtdavelopment of the
charter school movement and other school choidemmphave helped increase
educational opportunities for American parentspp@tunities for school choice in the
United States, as revealed by Tice, Chapman, Bttaciand Bielick (2006), have

continually expanded since the 1990s with pareois Imaving the ability to access and
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select from a wide range of public school optiorduding “ interdistrict or intradistrict
choice plans, charter schools, magnet schoolspablicly funded voucher options to
attend private schools”(p. iii). Private schootiops exist that allow parents to “elect to
enroll their children in private schools (religiobased or secular) or decide to
homeschool them” (p. iii).

More importantly, according to Lips and Feinber@d@), is that the increase in
the amount of empirical data available to reseascheer the past 15-20 years has
enabled researchers to study more accurately hb@okchoice programs impact
students, families, and school systems. Also, thate that researchers are now able to
provide evidence that school choice programs areallg working. Furthermore, they
state that compared to public school studentsestsdvho participate in school choice
programs have made academic gains and when pehbols face competition from
choice programs, they improve as well (Lips & Feirth 2006). Then again, Smrekar
and Goldring (1999) pointed out that school improeats have been impacted by
parental choice and are rather ambitious and costsaal.

Proponents of school choice maintain that it pytes racial balance
voluntarily rather than through court-ordered bgsin children to distant schools
in unfamiliar neighborhoods. They argue that hamces academic excellence by
making individual schools more focused on providjjglity instruction in order
to attract students. Finally, choice is seenwasato counteract the effects of
income level on educational opportunities by essablg expanded options for
lower-income families that are typically availalbewealthier families who are
able to buy or rent homes in neighborhoods withent@sirable schools. (p. 6)

But, “the discussion aboghoicetoday is as much abobbwandhow muchas it is about
whethet (Brookings Institute, 2003, p. 3).

Subsequently, there are two underlying responspslitic policy on the

increased demand for school choice that policynsakave been forced to deal with

26



(Sweetland, 2002). On the one hand, there renpa@ssure to provide more choice
options for families within the present public sohsystem, and on the other, provide
improved quality in public schooling to eliminateetneed of families to seek alternatives
outside the auspices of the public school systetin @ach of these responses
necessitating more funding and “time to impleméantdid the existing systems”
(Sweetland, 2002, p. 9).

Meanwhile, millions of students leave the publiceation system without the
benefit of having received a quality education 4,ip008). Although Snyder, Acker-
Hocevar, and Snyder (2000) have warned that uslgssols undergo a change in the
provision of services and methods of delivery, tbegtinue to risk the prospect that
students will be indoctrinated with outdated skdlied orientations more appropriate for
days past and that are not applicable or relewasbtial issues of the present and the
globalized workforce. Similarly, Deal and Peter$d899) posited, schools must be held
to the same standards as business because “pacs@an be recycled but a young
person who does not receive a quality educatitaid to salvage” (p. 11), therefore
equating to much higher risks in education whengsiare notione right For that
reason, the reform of schools in urban areas nolletf the lead of parents who are
increasingly choosing schools for their child(rémgt have shown progress while
emphasizing school climate and school culture axteat has become the measure of
record in all schools receiving public funding—merhance on standardized tests
(Baxter, 2004).

With the publication oA Nation at Riskn 1983, an era of noticeable increase in

the public and political disapproval and dissatistan with public schooling began in the
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U.S. continuing through the end of the 1990s (Reai& Yun, 2002). As the public’'s
unease with the quality of education “is at artiafle high, the public confidence in the
ability of educators to address these concernisan all-time low” (Schlechty, 1997, p.

1). In recent times, “our nation’s schools havéesad a serious loss of public
confidence. ... The public’s support dwindlecaageady stream of stories emerged
about violence in the schools, declining studehtea@ment, and the poor preparation
and performance of teachers” (Dwyer, Barnett, &,LE87, p. 30). In June of 2008, the
NCES released the seminal report, The Conditidadafcation 2008 (Planty, Hussar,
Snyder, Provasnik, Kena, Dinkes, KewalRamani, & Iigmhich detailed reports of
occurrences of crime in the nation’s public schpotenparisons of achievement on
international assessments, and teacher and staffnation as well as other important
data regarding the state of education. In the gapat, Schneider, the commissioner of
the NCES, looked at overall comparisons of inteomal assessments and wrote that in
2006, “U.S. #-graders performed above the international avel@fghe] 45 educational
jurisdictions around the world” (p. vi), accorditgthe Progress in International Reading
Literacy (PIRLS), which assessed their readingditg. “Students in 10 jurisdictions
scored higher than U.S. students, on average, é@dstiidents scored higher, on average
than their peers in 22 jurisdictions” (p. vi).

Orfield (2002) hinted that with the intense scrytihat has been placed on the
inequalities found in public schools over the @&tears, a consequential increase in the
strength of the suggestions developed that priselteols would continue to offer
attractive alternatives to parents. As previolesigented, “regrettably, millions of

American students continue to pass through thematpublic schools without receiving
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a quality education” (Lips, 2008, p. 1). Resulkara trend developed in which students
were withdrawn from public schools between 1993 2083 that has generalized across
gender, SES and of poverty, grade levels, levefmoént education, family type and
structure, geographic region, and types of commguniice et al. (2006) stated that the
trend also held for White and Black students alikelditionally, tuition voucher
programs that provide families with low-incomesagportunity to send their child or
children to tuition-based, private schools haveob®e a powerful school choice option
because those families would not be able, othenwosafford that choice without
financial assistance (Watkins, 2006). Also, tHeas been a noticeable increase in the
parents opting to homeschool their child(ren) feadety of reasons including “to
provide religious or moral instruction, concernguatihe school environment, and
dissatisfaction with the academic instruction &eotschools” (Hussar & Bailey, 2008, p.
2). According to the National Center for Educatatistics’ National Household
Education Surveys Program (NHES), “1.5 million €nt$ (1,508,000) were
homeschooled in the United States in the sprirg00f7” (National Center for Education
Statistics, 2008c, | 3).

Then again, there are varying opinions about déors that cause drains on a
society when the education system performs podvigre to the point, Lips (2008)
posits that poor performance in the nation’s pusdicools results in an even greater
imposition on taxpayers in the form of decreastdkpectancy and earning potential
for students, and greater societal costs such axerase in social welfare payments
levied on our communities. Over the years, poliagers’ proclivity toward the

measurement of the academic performance of studsafitsols, and districts has caused a
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steep increase in the number of legislators artd kEaders who seriously consider
connecting school choice options to ‘measured anadeerformance’ (American
Legislative Exchange Council, n.d.). On the cantr&chlechty (1997) argued, “it is not,
however, declining performance that threatens Ataé&sischools; rather, it is the failure
of America’s leaders to properly frame the probldhe beset these schools” (p. 1).
Additionally, extenuating and contributory facter® consistently overlooked or
misrepresented when discussions about measuredmaagerformance of students take
place. For instance, Planty et al. (2008) argaedhe aspect changing in the
composition of public school enroliment is that thstribution of racial and ethnic
kindergarten through 12grade students enrolled in public schools is isigjft The
percentage of White students enrolled in publiosthdecreased between 1972 and
2006 from 78% to 57% while the percentage of sttedelentified as being part of a
minority group, whether racially or ethnically, reased from 22% to 31% between 1972
and 1986 and to 43% by 2006. Furthermore, thewshioere the number of children
who speak a language other than English in the reordere of school age (ages 5-17)
also increased by 11% from 9% to 20% (3.8 milliori®.8 million) between 1979 and
2006. Also, during 2006, of the school-age childndo spoke another language in the
home, about 72% spoke Spanish. While there wasaasunable difference in the
percentage of students who speak English withaditfy (from 5% to 6%) between 2000
and 2006, there was a growth of about 3% betwe&a afd 2000 (from 3% to 6%).

In any case, Deal and Peterson (1999) in agreewitdnOrfield, stated that
American schools need extensive improvement andldlazt more like businesses. As

Allen (2008, 1 1) pointed out, “despite a counwyrided by risk-takers, our schools are
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the antithesis of American culture—bound by arcames, operating regardless of
outcomes, eschewing creative technologies and nramagman resources like spokes in
a wheel, without differentiation or reward.” SnydAcker-Hocevar, and Snyder (2000)
warn that unless schools undergo a change in thegon of services and methods of
delivery, they continue to risk the prospect thatients will be indoctrinated with
outdated skills and orientations more appropriatalays past and that are not applicable
or relevant to social issues of the present anglihtgalized marketplace and workforce.
Lips (2008) cautions that such extensive failureldé@ossibly endanger the prosperity
and security of the nation. “Consequently, U.Sitig@ns of all stripes have placed
education at the center of their political platfefnfLouis, Leithwood, Washington, &
Anderson, 2010, p. 7). Meanwhile, the cost of mubthooling has escalated to a
staggering figure that most Americans never imagjinbkile the “seemingly
insurmountable challenge society has imposed ofigusthools” (Sweetland, 2002, p.
12) is often overlooked. Annually, the United 8saamasses over $550 billion spent on
our K-12 public school system (Lips, 2008), witheported $10,892 total expenditures
per student in 2004-05, an increase of over 29%h fitte 1989-90 school-year figures of
$8,437 in terms of constant dollars (Planty et20108). Current expenditures are
expected to increase to $626 billion annually with$11,600 per year expenditure per
pupil projected by 2017 (Hussar & Bailey, 2008).
School Reform

School reform in American public education is astant state with school
choice, and “has always existed” (Sweetland, 2@82)ne continuous ongoing

educational reform initiative (Cooley, 2007). Ovee last half century alone, public
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education has undergone tremendous changes wliiér aanstant criticism since its
beginning (Sweetland, 2002). In agreement, Bafh@35) wrote about numerous reform
efforts at all levels, national, state, and distaitke, where school stakeholders,
educators and legislators were focused on tryirfqmtbways to meet the extraordinary
challenges of schooling that continue to place nwrifie nation’s students at risk. Good
and Braden (2000) contended that both politiciamtsthe media have described
American education as being in a state of crisas dlates back to the mid-1950s, at least
with the problem of education varying with eachgpag decade. Hayes (2004) argued
that while vocational skills program attracted gasing numbers of students in the
1960s, a conscious effort was made to alleviatedicalating student pressure for
increased significance in the curriculum which teslin the addition of a variety of
electives in the curriculum to help students depalelf-esteem as seen with the
development of the middle school concept. In spiténe well-documented woes of the
American public school system, George and McEw#9@), argue that the middle
school has shown promise as a result of the sektmim efforts of the 1960s. They
state that middle school education has enjoye@é&ldecades of comprehensive, lasting,
and relatively successful reorganization [expelimgc. . . major changes [that] have
been wrought from new school names to whole nedesitifocused philosophies and
programs (p. 14). They further stated that thé lsichool was impacted when “virtually
every school district in America [has] investeddirmoney, and energy changing school
grade levels, taking one or more grades from temehtary school, and moving the ninth

grade to the high school” (p. 14).
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The school reform movement of the 1970s focused lonmanistic and open
education approach that gave students the freed@moiose curricular options of interest
to them as schools featured open-plan teachingped-space architectural design with
teaching roles defined as guides and facilitatGisod & Braden, 2000). As the 1980s
arrived, the seminal commentakyNation at Risklocumented for the country a bleak
view to the landscape of public education in Ameri@he commission contracted to
author the report identified severak indicators plaguing public education which
included:

e International comparisons of student educationinegaled American students
scoring lower than students of other industrialirations;

e 23 million functionally illiterate adults (measured simple tests of everyday
reading, writing, and comprehension;

e Approximately 13% of 17-year olds considered fummadlly illiterate (up to 40%
of minority youth);

e Achievement scores for high school students ordsi@lized tests, on average,
lower than in 1956 (when Sputnik was launched);

e A majority of gifted students not being able toretate tested ability and
comparable achievement;

e A decline from 1963 to 1980 in average verbal ssofeover 50 points and 40
points in mathematics on the College School Boatghtstude Tests (SAT);

e Many 17-year olds lacking “higher order” intelleatskills;

e A steady decline in national assessments of sciacatevement between 1969 to

1977,
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e Anincrease by 72% of remedial mathematics courspablic colleges and
universities between 1975 and 1980;

e Lower tested achievement scores of students graguabm college;

e Costs in the billions reported by business andtanylileaders on remedial
education and basic job skills training such adireg writing, spelling and
computation (National Commission on Excellence dué&ation, 1983).

Conversely, extracurricular activities and clubseieed increased importance in
American high schools while students spent lese stadying core curricula subjects and
time allotted for instruction decreased (Hayes,ZQ0®ccording to Barnes (1995),
because the most severe problems in educationdeeramented to be America’s high
schools, the reform efforts of the early 1980s wirected towards high schools.

George and McEwin (1999) warned that high schodigre students are more diverse in
their post school plans, would continue to undemgjostantial transformation throughout
the early 2000s because it has become essentiéb dloe diversity of the student body
and mandates supplied by reports from the statenational levels.

The 1990s saw the role of the school leader stnemghs site management and
decentralization of district administration plaaadphasis on building administrators’
working knowledge of natural systemkile schools responded tioeir changing
environmentind became “stronger social forces within thempwnities for shaping the
conditions for successful living and working” (SeydAcker-Hocevar, & Snyder, 2000,
p. 10). Studies conducted during this time, siechraexamination of teacher perceptions
of effective leadership by Belew-Nyquist (1997 psigly suggested that building

administrators needed to strengthen their knowlesigeunderstanding of school culture
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by gaining insight from the perspective of the teea@bout increasing effective

leadership and facilitating change that was sud¢gkesi was also during the mid-1990s

that the accountability movement began to makeaamgér presence in public education

with the enactment of Public Law 103-227, commdmgwn as Goals 2000 or the

Educate America Act (1994). Outlined in this lawre/ the educational goals to be

realized by the year 2000 which included:

School Readiness. All children in America willstschool ready to learn.
School Completion. The high school graduation vateincrease to at least 90%.
Student Achievement and Citizenship. Americanestislwill leave grades 4, 8,
and 12 having demonstrated competency in challgrgibject matter—including
English, Mathematics, Science, Foreign Languages;<and Government,
Economics, Arts, History and Geography—and leav@gkprepared for
responsible citizenship, further learning, and pitye employment.

Teacher Education and Professional Developmeng nBlion’s teaching force
will have access to programs for the continued oupment of their professional
skills and the opportunity to acquire the knowledgd skills needed to . . .
prepare . . . students for the next century.

Mathematics and Science. United States studeiitbemMirst in the world in
science and mathematics achievement.

Adult Literacy and Lifelong Learning. Every ad@linerican will be literate and
will possess the knowledge and skills necessacptaopete in a global economy

and exercise the rights and responsibilities afeitship.
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e Safe, disciplined, and alcohol- and drug-free stho&very school in America
will be free of drugs, violence, and the unauthedipresence of firearms and
alcohol and will offer a disciplined environmeninclucive to learning.

e Parental Participation. Every school will promptetnerships that will increase
parental involvement and participation in promotihg social, emotional, and
academic growth of children (North Central Regidgducational Laboratory,
n.d., 14.)

However, by 1996 another path was being chartegblrgrnment and business
leaders at the National Education Summit when tbgigion for higher standards
appeared (Good & Braden, 2000), and yet anothér tivé No Child Left Behind Act of
2001 which solidified the place of high-stakes dtadized testing (Bracey, 2003) and
increased the attractiveness and formidabilityobio®| choice as witnessed by the steady
increase towards family and student over the laltdf the twentieth century
(Frankenberg, Siegel-Hawley, & Wang, 2010), alpeiatization and/or charter
schooling in American public education,.

Consequently, the disillusionment over the degifeguality government and
other public institutions exhibit in their abilitg resolve vital societal problems has
grown over the past 30 years (Cooper & Randall820@ne explanation may be found
by contrasting the climate in business with thealie in education as Sweetland (2002)
did:

As consistent with the state of society and induatithe time, whether all
learned was not particularly important. Just ahéindustrial complex, defects
and rejects were tolerated, not to mention expecide: product—schooling—
was considered effective as long as some or enchigdren learned. Then

somewhere along the line, the charge of public gslshehifted. The charge
became more inclusive and all encompassing. (p. 11)
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Lately, an escalation in movement so that the tdisons of the competitive
conseqguences of school choice are most often framedms of economic theories of
how markets affect the behavior of consumers apglsrs” has occurred (Arsen & Ni,
2008, p. 4). In the attempt to pressure schootgetmore responsive to consumer needs
and preferences, global educational reform hasglatore emphasis on “market-style
mechanisms” that focus on provider competitiversggsincreased consumer choice
schools. In the meantime, many Americans’ livesaifected by their lack of a quality
education. “All stakeholders—parents, studentssehwho teach and run education
systems, and the general public—therefore need gdoxdnation on how well their
education systems prepare students for life” (Wadtar& Ischinger, 2006, p. 3).
Moreover, as Lipps (2008, pp. 1-2) states, “taxpayeust shoulder the burden of costs
caused by the uneducated population.” Consequeh#yfunctioning of America’s
educational system has a tremendous impact orrtigeigtivity of the economy and how
it is distributed across the population (SeftolQP0 Therefore, it has become “less clear,
however . . . the degree to which the public-gogukats of public education necessitate
direct public administration of schooling” (Lubidms2003, p. 481). Thus, the
confidence in government programs and public imstihs shifted more or less in the
direction of the private sector (Cooper & Randallp8) as has happened in America in
more recent decades as the attempt to regain ciivgretss resulted in increased efforts
towards the deregulation of industries and insting that were essentially privatized
and/or previously subsidized, perceptually, inghke of the public’s interests

(Sweetland, 2002).
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The Great Recession.“The financial and banking crisis of 2008 mushmzal
into a severe downturn in the economy in 2008 d&H2a downturn so severe that it has
been termed the ‘Great Recession’ . . . and iscgpeimportant to consider” due to its
impact on the “largest group of U.S. citizens iveuy,” children under the age of 18
(Foundation for Child Development, 2010, p. 5).eTaport further outlines the effects,
direct and indirect, the recession has on educatading: significant federal and state
budget cuts in education, healthcare, and sergigggorting children and youth—
services that help to “prepare the next generatfanildren, especially those in their
early years, to be healthy and properly prepardédaim when they enter school” (p. 5);
an increase in “the number of children living imfiies with incomes below the official
poverty liné (p. 8); and, an increase in the number of childreing in inadequate
housing situations and homelessness.

School Choice In order to realize fully the promise of comgieti as a strategy
of reform, the public school system must feel tfieats of challenge (When Schools
Compete, 2001) by progressively-thinking educato@ddress the intrinsic problems in
public education, such as receiving “an educata prepares them for the economic,
social, and democratic demands of life and thatesits are not simply treated as pawns
in the political arena” (Cooley, 2007, p. 247). &ngvhile, Augustine (2005) in an
analysis of vouchers and the consequential impdicatfor school reform concluded that
public schools are not being sufficiently challetig®r subjected, adequately, to market-
based pressures by noncompetitive, publicly findn@aicher programs. At the same
time, according to Lubienski (2003), policymakers aow more willing to develop

policies reflective of a more “fundamental recouastion in the theoretical prescriptions
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for the delivery of public services” in which prieainterests are leveraged “to drive the
provision of public goods” (p. 479). Seftor (20@13ims that although much of the
recent discussion in academia, policy-making bgdied among economists has been
concentrated on matters of importance to the p@ealator, future policy undertaken
regarding school reform will subsequently impadtae institutions as well. Arsen and
Ni (2008) state that policies designed for schéwlice were created to provide market-
based incentives that will ultimately change consuand supplier behavior which are
families and schools respectively. Additionallyey say that these policies could
possibly produce consequences that are eithenymsit negative for the traditional
public school and the students that remain in th@ooper and Randall (2008) argue that
this policy shift increasingly drives the fear tHativatized agencies will take students
away from the public system” and transfer the “noees of successful competition in
education” from “profit outcomes,” to “the flow student inputs and access to the
throughputs” and increased public funding or tuitio hire and pay staff in a variety of
public and private schools” (p. 210). Althoughdig®an unfamiliar application
regarding education, the terms used by Cooper and&l (2008) as well as Arsen and
Ni (2008) are explained as follows: a) “profit oomees—outputs such as children enrolled
in classes, taking and passing tests, being pramatel going on for more education or
getting a job”; b) inputs—“recruiting”; and c) thughputs—“programs, hours taught, and
students accumulating enough credits and passitiggtoext grade” (p. 210).
Nevertheless, where only a short period ago, fdwalcchoice programs were in
existence and “one [had] to scour the countrysadentd sizable choice interventions”

(Peterson, 2008, p. 5), to the present as overerdstates have private school choice
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programs and school reforms offering parents irs@eaptions in choosing schools for
their child(ren) continue to spread across theondtiLips & Feinberg, 2006).

“Education choice exercises a powerful pull on ptgs®f school children”
(Greene, Loveless, MacLeod, Nechyha, Peterson,mude & Whitehurst, 2010, p. 5).
School choice has been practiced by parents fosygasome degree (Cooley, 2007);
therefore, it is not really a new idea. It isancept and practicthat is neitheradical,
nor is it really experimentabut “in fact, if you come from a high-income baotgnd,
the likelihood is that your parents employed a wskd form of school choice” (Enlow
& Ladner, 2005, p. 1), which was leveraged by “Ingya home in an area with better
performing public schools or by paying twice fouedtion, once in taxes and once in
private school tuition (Enlow & Ladner, p. 1). Gep(2007) stated that although the
utilization of choice was more restricted in earliears when minorities were limited to
the schools they could attend simply “on the bat&ate-sanctioned racial prejudice” (p.
251), the appearance of school choice in modertegtsis the ability of parents to
relocate to districts offering open enrolimentpaling them to choose the school within
the district that their child attends or to simplyrchase a residence in a high performing
school zone so that their child can attend (Swed{l2002). In concurrence, Greene et
al. (2010) estimated that 24% of parents purchdssdcurrent homes so their children
could attend the neighborhood schools and 15% loligschool students are enrolled in
schools selected by their parents rather than $elassigned by districts. However,
school choice was not a common practice withinpthiglic school system and did not

become a readily available option to parents tiné11960s when the magnet school was
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introduced, but the range of choice options hasicoally expanded since then (Grady,
Bielick, & Aud, 2010).

For parents of school-age children, LeFevre (2@@)es that concerns appear to
be simple, but their concerns are driving “eleaéctials at all levels of government to
respond” (p. 1) quickly. Parents “recognize thgbad education is one of the most
fundamental building blocks upon which their chélditure success can be based” and
the desire “to see their children succeed has theeedriving force behind the growing
discontent with our nation’s schools” (p. 1). Rdsefrom all walks of life want a better
life for their children and “there are few thindiat concern a parent more” (p. 1).

In their discussiorl€hoice and accountability: Using school choicet@rcome
failing academic performancé)e American Legislative Exchange Council (ALEC)
concluded that “most efforts to expand the eduoatichoices available to America’s
elementary and secondary students are driven byp@een that some public schools are
failing to provide their students with the educattbey would need to succeed”
(American Legislative Exchange Coundihoice and accountabilifyn.d., § 1).

Therefore, competitive market theories appeal tmeates of school choice and are used
more commonly to predict how school choice polisigébe responded to by the
traditional public school (Arsen & Ni, 2008). Caugiently, @ consumer orientation is
developingwith an accompanying question of jugto is the consum@r As impractical

as it might seem, the consumer is everyone” (Saeetl2002, p. 10) and the reforms
that may lead to solutions in this educationalis@se driven by competition (Allen,
2008). For that reason, a period of rapid growthahool choice transpired due, “in large

part to the continuing problems in American pulylitinded education, particularly
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education in urban areas” (Enlow & Ladner, 2002)p.Accordingly, in response to
this, measures were taken by the federal courtstbpped in and removed control from
the local school board and transferred it to théestapitol where legislators created a
voucher program “in an effort to help children fpag in Cleveland’s (Ohio) failing
schools” as occurred during the 1990s when graoluasites dipped to 28%, “one of the
worst in the nation” at that time (LeFerve, 20021 pY 5).

In 2005, ALEC developed six model bills to helpigtgtors craft school choice
legislation in their representative districts atetexd that the cornerstone of their
legislative efforts would be simple just by givitige freedom to choose the best school
for their child(ren) to parents: “recognize thahsal vouchers, tuition tax credits, charter
schools, home schooling and virtual schooling..are all different incarnations of a
critically important concept in the attempt to irape the quality of education in the
nation’s schools” (Enlow & Ladner, 2005, p.1).

As well, Greene et al. (2010) believe that sevetibnales supportive of “the
view that parents should be given greater oppdrasio choose their children’s
schools”, including Friedman’s economic theory—wliggren autonomy, school districts
would operate as do most monopolistic enterprisesficiently, James Coleman’s social
capital theory—suggests that the educational nétsvimrmed in choice communities
generate social capital; innovation—choice crebegter designs of education programs
and a greater variety of educational providers; sowal equity—-“the quality of public
schools should not vary substantially based orstiteoeconomic status of the families

they serve” (pp. 5-6).
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According to the Center for Education Reform (CER)Vashington, DC-based
school reform advocacy group, in its simplest fofthe term school choice means
giving parents the power and opportunity to chabseschool their child will attend”
(Center for Education Reform, n.d., p. 1  1). &dlthoice also represents a method of
providing “better educational opportunity, becaiiseses the dynamics of consumer
opportunity and provider competition to drive seevguality” (Center for Education
Reform, n.d., 1 2). And as schools become inanghsthought of and treated as
businesses, so too are their functions, expecttanmd outcomes related to the business
model/mentality which understands that “the knogke8ase of the best business . . .
also includes knowing that an organization caneotesall customers in every way”
(Sweetland, 2002, p. 10). This is the exact teag@ow occurring in the educational
arena, as the provisions for elements of schoaceh@e., vouchers, charter schools,
etc.) and the ensuing discussions take place,byehe fact that “traditional public
schools have little incentive to improve their eincy because they operate in relatively
monopolistic markets” (Arsen & Ni, 2008, p. 3). ééne et al. (2010) offers the rationale
that innovation, encouraged by a greater varietypfoviders of education and designs
for educational programs,” is linked to choice muaotre so than by the way that
students are assigned to schools in monopolissiesys. Lips (2008) calculated the
investment by taxpayers for a K-12 public educagbroughly $100,000, which “often
does NOT (emphasis added) purchase a quality edat§p. 2). Sweetland (2002)
formulated that “failures [in the free market] de@aoom for more successful producers

to enter the market, and consumers, in turn befiefit even lower prices due to
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increasing competition among consumers” (p. 1@udation, like most other goods is a
commodity that is “sold in a market that undergoasstant change” (Seftor, 2001, p. 2).

According to Cooley (2007), school choice is “esidly . . . altering the
governance and funding of the present K-12 puldliccation system to allow parents and
students to select the educational institutiori{(g) best fits their needs” and its “rationale
.. . is inherently reliant upon the assumptiort thereasing private interests and
marketplace competition in education will improbe bpportunities for the selected
students” (p. 246).

The school choice movement has its roots in edutaltireform theory
and practice that dates to the early 1970s, wheiolsgist Christopher Jencks
wrote a report for the federal Office of Economipg@rtunity that proposed a
voucher program that would enable parents of pudaimol children to choose
the school—public or private—that their child woaldend. Each parent would
receive a voucher, representing a portion of edocdtinding, to be presented at
the selected school; the plan provided for adddialollars to be added to the
vouchers of poorer children, to encourage schaoétept these students as well
as to recognize the necessity (and the cost) afiaddl educational resources for
them. (Cookson & Berger, 2002, p. 26)

Jencks’ views, however, can be traced further éonid-1950s to Friedman who
advocated the use of public funding to financegigwschooling through the use of
vouchers (Enlow, 2006; Fowler, 2003). Enlow (20f28)her argued that the present
tendency to provide more choice options in K-12oadion is attributed to Friedman
whom he said:

Friedman gave new articulation to an old idealwddiy and freedom. He
contended that tax dollars should follow the chaltihwing parents to choose the
school that best fits their child’s unique neebiés proposal, which came to be
known as school vouchers, was based on his bal¢tthoices in schooling will
‘create effective competition and improve perforieeim education, all to the

eventual benefit of children, parents, educatagpayers, and the society at
large. (Enlow, 2006, p. 5)
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Although school choice programs have increaseeat gieal over the past two
decades (Fowler, 2002), they are typically congdeo be reform initiatives designed to
increase competition among America’s schools “tgroaharter schools, vouchers, and
tax credits” (Peterson, 2008, p. 5). Several tyyfeschool choice programs are
employed by districts around the country includaigelative newcomer to education,
virtual education—online education, residentialicke—parents purchase homes in the
neighborhoods they want their child to attend stli@oceene et al., 2010), and tuition
vouchers, also known &sll school choice programshat provide a portion of the
allotted state public educational funditagsend their child to school, allows parents to
then use those funds &ttend the school of their choieéile giving them the “fiscal
authority to send their child to the educationatitation that best suits their child,
whether it is a religious or parochial school, &eotprivate school, or a neighborhood or
magnet public school” (Center for Education Refonndl,, § 1). These types of programs
“specifically target the academic needs of low-meo(frequently minority) students,
who often live and go to school in high-povertyamre. . [and] are stuck in persistently
low-performing public schools that are not meetimgjr educational needs” (Watkins,
2006, p. 3), but all approved programs operatintpenl?2 states that have voucher
programs “target voucher eligibility to studentatthre disadvantaged in various ways”
(Wolf, 2008, p. 415). Although vouchers accoumt‘tbhe most contentious debate
regarding educational reform” (Seftor, 2001, p.tbgy are also “one of the oldest, most
well known, and more fervently criticized formsswhool choice . . . the voucher itself is
little more than a piece of paper or a credit t@at be used to pay for schooling

(Sweetland, 2002, p. 9). Nevertheless, the inemnatness of the impact of vouchers
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and voucher programs due to theancompetitive desigmherent difficulties in the
measurement of academic achievement, and thedadapolitical difficulties that
accompany voucher programs (i.e., use at privditgaes schools) create uncertainty
whether they will present a plausible solutionhe trisis existent in public schooling
today (Augustine, 2005).

Another form of school choice is calledntrolled choicevhich originated
largely to quench mounting pressures on the statlesegregate schools (Peterkin &
Jackson, 1994). Controlled choice, as Wells (198&Xed, is a choice option that allows
parents to choose the school their child(ren) dtterthin a specified zone as long as
racial and ethnic balances, which govern studesttsool assignments, are maintained at
the school of choice, thereby eliminating markehpetition while allowing schools to
develop unique programs that may be duplicatednatr sites based on the successes
realized. The basic premise of controlled chaoscthat school attendance areas are
reorganized into zones that create more succesdfobls in all zones that may have
existed in school attendance areas based on resi@éfeaver, 1992).

“Private schools and public charter schools areroéissumed to offer teachers
more control over working conditions such as cuttaccertifications, and contract
requirements” (Gilbert, 2005, p. 2). Moreoverglirivate schools, both enjoying
increased and widespread bipartisan support, ctaot@ols also share diversity in
mission and design (Powers, 2002). “Charter scheallilted into the education policy
arena several decades ago. In 1990, not a sihgltec program appeared on the
American educational landscape; twenty years l#ter; rapid ascension in political

popularity coincided with growth in enrollment” @kenberg, Siegal-Hawley, & Wang,
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2010, p. 7). “Charter schools were developedant, po serve as an R&D engine for
traditional public schools, resulting in a wideiesy of school strategies and outcomes”
(Dobbie & Fryer, 2011, p. i). Consequently, chastehools have become one of the
most widely used forms of school choice in the BaiStates today and “continue to be
largely an urban phenomenon with more than hadfliatharter schools located in urban
centers” (Latke & Gross, 2012, p. 13). A comprednam study by Allen and Consoletti
(2008) presented the following argument.

Charter schools are doing an especially good jdhrgkting services to
students at both ends of the instructional spectmnm are failed by a “one-size-
fits-all” education system: teen parents, spedalcation students, English
language learners, and gifted and talented stud€dsaventional public schools
often do not provide the individualized attentioddailored curricula that these
students need to ensure their success. (p. 5)

They also found that:

e States with multiple authorizers create the higheslity and quantity of charter
schools.

e Charter schools have grown at a rapid pace ovdasitiéen years, but state caps
and moratoriums on new schools are now impedingé#oessary growth;

e Even though they are public schools and shouldved¢be same amount of
federal, state and local funds, charter schooksivemearly 40 percent less
funding than other public schools;

e Despite receiving less money, charter schools lalesta offer longer school days,
longer school years, and innovative curricula nailable in conventional public
schools;

e Contrary to what charter school opponents havertegdor years, charter
schools do serve a majority of at-risk minority gabr students; and

e States with strong charter laws give charter sché@edom and autonomy to
manage their operations. Eighty-five percent afidg] respondents [did] not
participate in a union or collective bargaining turand charters are moving
towards performance incentives and merit-based fay3)

In a press release regarding the popularity of slctimoice, the CER stated that “as
children across America head back to school, nadeage shows that school choice is

more popular than ever before” with more familieedosing charter schools and
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voucher programs to meet the educational needsofc¢hildren” (Center for Education
Reform, 2007b, p. 1, 1 1). But on the other hahdyter schools have been reported as a
contributory force in the re-segregation of therdoyis schools. Recently, achievement
differences in U.S. public attention has incredsedacial and ethnic background

students and “the effectiveness of charter schanmisss ethnic and racial dimensions is
especially important since so many charter scham@$ocused on serving historically
underserved minority students” (CREDO, 2011, p. 18)field (2010) states,

The charter school movement has been a majorgadlguiccess, but it has
been a civil rights failure. As the country conis moving steadily toward
greater segregation and inequality of educatiorstiadents of color in schools
with lower achievement and graduation rates, tpargrowth of charter schools
has been expanding a sector that is even moregsggdethan the public schools.
... We know that choice programs can eitherrajteality educational options
with racially and economically diverse schoolingctoldren who otherwise have
few opportunities, or choice programs can actualtyease stratification and
inequality depending on how they are designed. chaeter effort, which has
largely ignored the segregation issue, has bedifigaisby claims about superior
educational performance, which simply are not sasthby the research. Though
there are some remarkable and diverse charter Isgimoost are neither. The
lessons of what is needed to make choice work hawuelly been ignored in
charter school policy. Magnet schools are thé&istyiexample of and offer a
great deal of experience in how to create educallipsuccessful and integrated
choice options. (p. 1)

Greene et al. (2010) presented the following recendations to expand choice
options:

e choice be exercised through systems in which pateate more options than
at present (with the expansion of virtual educaporsgrams being a
promising means to that end;

e admission into particular schools within systemstlaodice be open;

e selection into oversubscribed schools and progtaerdetermined by lottery
(which could be conducted using weights to enhaoceeconomic or
geographic balance when that is a desired goal);

e choice systems not include a default (all parertslévhave to choose);

e all schools supported with public funds within aide system be subject to
the same standards and assessment regimen undeértvetiitional public
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schools within a state are required to operatederoto provide transparency
for choice;

e the popularity of schools as revealed through pgatgmeferences be reflected
in funding formulas so that more popular schoolmhgaadditional resources
to meet enroliment demand;

e substantially undersubscribed schools be restredtar closed,;

e a metric of the extent of choice at the schooltiskevel be developed that
would be available to the public and policymakeirsg

e school districts with both low levels of choiaedlow levels of performance
be especially encouraged at the federal leveldease their levels of choice.
(pp. 19-20)

Charter Schools. “Charter schools are part of a reform effort tisatedefining
public education in the United States” (LubiengkiQ0, p. 3). Gleason, Clark, Tuttle,
and Dwoyer (2010) noted that since the creatiaim@fublic Charter School Program
(PCSP) by Congress in 1994, designed as a megmewdling technical assistance,
start-up funding grants, and promoting growth aedetbpment, the federal government
has played a major role in supporting the chaxtbosl movemendluring their brief
historyand have returned federally appropriated fund##$b6 million in FY 2010) to
levels prior to the declines experienced betwedl 2hd 2008.

In the Modern Era, charter schools represent orleeomost, if not the most,
revolutionary, yet controversial, educational refanitiatives (Sarason, 1998, p. xvii)
mirroring the present preference of the “do-it-\smif attitude” (Brouillette, 2002, p. 1)
that began sweeping the nation in the lat® @ntury. These schools, according to
Bancroft (2003) tend to be seen more “as a mearevitalize education reform . . . [that]
are supposed to offer educators a chance to break faom burdensome bureaucracy
and regulations to form successful, even innovate&ching and learning environments”

(p- 2). Allen (Allen & Consoletti, 2008) said that

Charter schools are [by definition] great publibaals . . . [that] some are
already there, some are still working at it, andastonally, some miss the mark
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altogether . . . like any relatively new innovatitmwever, the kinks are part of

the experience that make all aspects of schooktigb. . . [because] mistakes are

good to learn from, if discovered quickly and coteel . . . [which is] perhaps the
most salient reason that charter schools now stuekents in larger percentages
than any other single reform of public educatiodate. . . . The great public

innovation [that we know as charter schools] isvéeing on the promise of what

makes a great public school. (p. 2)

Moreover, charter schools “offer all three hallnsadt real education reform—or
disruptive technology . . . accountability, perfemee-based pay . . . [and] consumer
choice” (Allen, 2008, 1 3), while receiving onlyX'ercent of the funding of their
district counterparts, averaging $6,585 per pumihpared to $10,771 per pupil at
conventional district schools” (Center for Educat®eform, 2008a, § 1). In the state of
Florida, though, charters schools receive 69% eftimding that conventional public
schools receive, averaging $6,552 per pupil attehachools compared to $9,542 per
pupil in conventional public schools (Center forugdtion Reform, 2008b).

Drawing from the ideas attributed to Shanker’'s 1R&@note address to the
American Federation of Teachers, the concept attehachools began the path to
existence (Bracey, 2003; Brouillette, 2002; Cook&dBerger, 2002; Weil, 2000). As
the latest offering of school choice (Good & Brad2®00), and one element of the
growing demand for more accountability, the idest #thools free from the overburden
of federal, state, and district bureaucratic polacywell as the exclusivity and providence
of the local school board (Nathan, 1996, p. xaharter schools became an attractive
concept that would provide competition for the s&ad, failing policies of public
schooling that “offer parents and students anradére to inadequate public schools”

(Bancroft, 2003, p. 2). Since the opening of ih& tharter school in Minnesota in 1991,

charter schools have made significant gains irethecation of America’s school children
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(Nathan, 1996). “Charter schools, for the most,gave been a K-12 phenomenon”
(Wong & Tierney, 2001, p. 1081) and “have, in ldsmn 15 years, become a reform
movement of educational and political importancedgkson & Berger, 2002, p. 1).

Charter schools have been defined as: schools/neggiublic funding that
remain independent of “direct government contrat, teld accountable for achieving
certain levels of student performance and otheciBpd outcomes” (Cookson & Berger,
2002, p. 25); contracted public schools that agallentities held accountable under a
negotiated contract with the empowering local distir state governing body formed by
“a group of parents, teachers, school administsatarnprofit agencies, organizations, or
businesses [that seek to provide an] alternateldtiqgoschools in order to provide choice
within the public school system” (Weil, 2000, p. @etts and Tang (2011) state that they
are public schools that “receive more independémre state laws and regulations than
do traditional public schools [and are viewed asiajor innovation in the public school
landscape” (p. 3) due to the inherent autonomytgchto “experiment with alternative
curricula and pedagogical methods and differentsaayhiring and training teachers” (p.
3). However they differ from the traditional pubchool because “they can be shut
down by their authorizers if they do not performlivg. 3).

Sirko (1999) stated that charter schools are dedigm introduce “competition
within the public educational system [by attractieducational consumers” (p. 3), but
referred to as an “autonomous entity [operatinghah basis of a charter or contract” (p.
2) between the school and its sponsor, primargyldical school or state board and
“receives educational funds as if it were a pubtihool” (p. 2). Or simply as Mead

(2008) states, “independent public schools thapakdicly funded and accountable to the
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public for results” (p. 2). An additional and appriate definition for charter schools
comes from Manno (1999):

An independent public school of choice, given artgraor contract for a
specified period of time (typically five years)a@ducate children according to the
school’s own design, with a minimum of bureaucratrersight. It may be a new
school, started from scratch, or an existing oa¢ skecedes from its school
district. Itis held accountable to the termstsfaharter and continues to exist

only if it fulfills those terms. As a public schaoaf choice, it is attended by
students whose families select it and staffed lcatbrs who choose to teach in

it. (p. 1, 12)

By 2007 there were over 4,000 charter schools istdtes (and the District of
Columbia), enrolling well over 1 million student/{liams, 2007). That figure grew to
4,250 schools serving “more than 1.2 million studéMead, 2008, p. 2) with 347 new
charters opening in the 2007-2008 school ygai8%from the previous year, a
significant increase “in light of a challenging pigial environment for school choice in
which, among other things, many states are reac¢hgigself-imposed caps on charter
schools” (Center for Education Reform, 2007c, 18)2009, there were more than 4,900
charters schools (Miron & Dingerson, 2009) and nibes 5,000 charter schools serving
more than 1.5 million students in 2010 (Booker,sS&sll, & Zimmer, 2008, { 1;

Gleason et al., 2010) while more than 365,000 ndimgsr on charter school waiting
lists nationally (National Alliance for Public Char Schools, 2009). “Likewise, and not
unlike school reform efforts of the past, charr®ls appeal to proponents across the
political spectrum with divergent—and often compegt-agendas for the reform of
public education” (Powers, 2002, p. 1) in ways firatate schools may not. They “tend
to be smaller in size enrolling on average 348estts] nearly 35 percent less than

conventional public schools” providing what somadsts have shown to be
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“advantageous for learning, creating an intimat@renment to better serve the
individual needs of students” (Allen & Console®Q08, p. 4). A substantial amount of
literature and research has developed on the semaller schools being advantageous
over larger schools (Oxley, 1994; Shapiro, 2009)bienski (2000) acknowledged,

As a widely popular reform movement, charter scedotus on student
achievement and curricular innovations as drivethieychoices of parents, rather
than the directives of bureaucratic governanceistrated with the ‘one-size-fits-
all’ model of traditional public schools, chartehsol proponents and parents
place their hope in the ability of autonomous st¢hiom provide an array of
options for children, as well as competition formband districts gic) schools.

In doing so, they insist that—as opposed to vowg;tfer example—charter

schools operate within the public education sys&nce they are, in the end,

public schools. Therefore, according to their supgrs, they are not a form of

privatization. (p. 3)

On the contrary, charter schools disproportionatelye low-income and
minority populations, serving average student bod@mposed of 53% minority students
and 54% low-income students and approximately 40e&harter schools served student
bodies of 60% or more minority and/or “at risk” démts in 2006 (Center for Education
Reform, 2007a) except for charter schools in theafiNew York. A report generated
by the United Federation of Teachers (2010) founad t™New York City’s charter
schools, as a group, are failing to serve a reptaee sample of the City’s public
school children” (p. 1). Data within the New Yd8kate Education department revealed
that charter schools, funded with public moniesiengerving “significantly fewer than
the average of the City’s poorest children andalP3 percent fewer of such children in
the charters’ own neighborhoods” (p. 2). They was® found to serve “less than four
percent of English Language Learners (“ELL")” oreeage “rather than 14 percent of

such children in the district’s public schools €ttistrict schools”)” and “less than 10

percent of charter pupils are categorized as spedigcation students versus a citywide
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average of more than 16 percent in the districtipwichools.” Additionally, New York
City charter schools, “despite their concentratimnisighly diverse neighborhoods . . . .
charters as a group admit substantially fewer Higpand/or immigrant students.”
Resultantly, charter school population is heavdp@entrated with more “African-
American students than is true in the City as alevboeven in the neighborhoods
charters are supposed to serve” (p. 2).

Similarly, Orfield (2002) argues that charter sdsare largely concentrated in
“some of the nation’s most hypersegregated meti@poéreas . . . . and too often create
the illusion of real choice without providing thigghtest challenge to the color lines that
usually define educational opportunity” (p. 1).heTenroliment patterns of these schools,
as a consequence, cause “almost a third [of blkaclests] to end up in apartheid schools
with zero to one percent of white classmates, #rg kind of schools that decades of
civil rights struggles fought to abolish in the 8dup. 1). They, in fact, “offer even
more extreme race and class separation withoueee&of providing higher quality
schooling” (p. 2).

Frankenberg, Siegel-Hawley, and Wang (2010) stueiredliment patterns across
the regions of the country and found that enrollhtesnds vary substantially.

Patterns in the West and in a few areas in thehSthe two most racially
diverse regions of the country, also suggest thatters serve as havens for white
flight from public schools . . . in the industrididwest, more students enroll in
charter schools compared to other regions, and Ektlevn charter programs
display high concentrations of black students. 43p)

In addition, charter school leaders/principals havendency “to be relative

newcomers to administration” with nearly “one-th{&® percent) of charter school

principals” new to administration and “more thaif I§a8 percent)” of administrators
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entering “in the first four years of serving asrmpipal,” in contrast to “traditional public
school principals [who] tend to be more seasoned anly 16 percent new to
administration and 42 percent with four or feweangeunder their belt” (Campbell &
Grubb, 2008, p. 5). Regarding teachers in chadieools, Stuit and Smith (2008) found
that charter school teachers were 130% more likkelgave the teaching profession and
76% more likely to change schools than teachermsaditional public schools.

For the 2007-2008 school year, 358 charter schewefs operating in Florida
ranking the state second highest in the natiota@ho the number of schools and second
highest based on the number of students enrolledarter schools (Florida Senate,
2007). Additionally, the state and the Florida &k of Excellence Commission (FSE)
was recently praised by the CER for approving W dlearter schools to entities other
than local school boards, as do 17 other stategchwend to have nearly four times as
many charter schools than states that only allesh@ol board approval” and “are also
home to the highest quality charter schools” (AlkeConsoletti, 2008, p. 4).
Established by law in 2006, the FSE, an indepenbledy and the new authorizer of
Florida’s charter schools, based on a combinatfanamlels in the District of Columbia,
Arizona, and Michigan, is now a member of eightegaecognized by the CER for
having the best charter school laws in the couat is ranked at number six
(Consoletti, 2008).

Conversely, Orfield (2010, p. 2) reports that “thbas been a severe failure to
collect essential basic data about charter scho8uit and Smith (2008, p. 3) stated that
“the rapid growth in charter schools over the pastdecades has occurred despite

inconclusive evidence that they are academicalbgsar to their traditional public
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school counterparts.” Although charter schoolsehately received a considerable
amount of attention from researchers as a restitedf growth in number of schools and
population of students served, most studies oftehachools have focused on using data
sets that track student achievement over timerataiam assignment data from school
admission lotteries as mechanism to control fdied#inces between traditional public
school students and students who attend charteokc{Booker, Sass, Gill, & Zimmer,
2009, 1 2). Furthermore, there is existent evidd¢hat suggests that charters schools,
which research has linked teéak schooling opportunitiesare often “associated with
heightened economic segregation” (Frankenberg ebldgwley, & Wang, 2010, p. 11).
Some of the data they reviewed showed some sttesting that charter schools
served “disproportionate numbers of relativelysdfit students who aret eligible for
free or reduced lunches (FRL), while others repaher levels of FRL-eligible students
(eg., low-income students) in charters” (p. 11).

Latke (2008, p.viii) stated that “charter schooldsés are highly varied in quality.
.. [and] only about a third of all charter studoes be trusted to give a fair picture of
whether students are better off in a charter schoobt.” Nicotera (2009, p. 1) agreed
and said that “high quality studies make up a wengll percentage of the existing charter
school research.” And, “beyond measuring achievereiects, however, there has been
only limited analysis of the impacts of charter@als on the students who attend them”
(Booker, Sass, Gill, & Zimmer, 2009, 1 2). Additadly, Nicotera also noted that “there
are a small but impressive number of public chathiools and networks of charter
schools that are dramatically exceeding acadengeaations” and “at the same time,

there are a small but depressing number of puhbeter schools performing at the
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bottom of the heap” (2009, p. 2). In the 2008 repd Commitment to Quality: National
Charter School Policy Forum Reppthe U.S. Department of Education declared that
“while many charter schools are performing at tlyhést level, some struggle to provide
the quality education our students deserve” (2p0&). Although two subgroups,
students in poverty and ELL students, are outperiaog their counterparts in traditional
public schools in both reading and math, the CdoteResearch on Education Outcomes
(CREDO) (2009a) at Stanford University depict axtas performance of charter schools
in stating that the results of their findings fréanlongitudinal student-level analysis of
charter school impacts on more than 70 percerteo$tudents in the United States” (p.
1) reveal “in unmistakable terms that, in the aggte, charter students are not fairing as
well as their traditional public school countergafp. 8) and more importantly, that 17
percent, or only 17 out of every 100 charter schdgrovide superior education
opportunities for their students” (p. 1). Also ealed in the same study is that “over a
third, 37 percent, deliver learning results that significantly worse than their students
would have realized had they remained in tradifigoilic school” with the nearly 50
percent remaining experiencing “results that areifferent from the local public school
options” (p. 1).

In a study of charter schools in eight states, Zanet al. (2009) found “no
evidence that charter schools are systematicalgciing above-average student” (p. 84)
and that “in rapidly growing districts with capacthallenges, charter schools may act
more like a release valve than a source of conmpefressure” (p. 78).

Except for high school students where “substapbaitive effects on both high

school completion and college attendance” weredq@ooker, Sass, Gill, & Zimmer,

57



2008, p. 3), the results for the state of Floridave no difference than what was found
nationally. “Reading and math scores were sigaifity lower in charter school students
compared to their traditional public school coupgets” and in fact, “African American
students attending charter schools performed sogmifly below their traditional public
school counterparts in reading and math while Higpstudents experienced no
discernable difference between charter school mdlitional public school performance”
(Center for Research on Educational Outcomes, 20D25). The results for charter
schools students in New York City, however, weffeedent. The typical charter school
student in New York City was found to have perfodtieetter than their virtual
counterparts in their feeder pool in reading anthma [and] relatively better in math
than in reading” in school-by school comparisonghwiearly 30 percent outperforming
their local alternatives in reading and about 6@@et of charter schools “producing
learning that is equivalent to their regular schaminterparts” while “12 percent
delivered worse results” (Center for Research amcktional Outcomes, 2010, p. 2).
Also, Hoxby, Murarka, and Kang (2009) found thainN¥ork City’s charter schools
enrolled largely poor, Black students and very fesian students. But the students who
were enrolled in the city’s charter schools shaiadlar traits with students who applied
to charter schools in the random lottery systemwmre not accepted (“lotteried out”).
They additionally found that, on average, studerts attended charter schools for
grades k-8 would close more than 80% of the ‘SedesHarlem’ achievement gap
whereas dotteried-outstudent had a high probability of remaining ondgréevel, they
were able to close the ‘Scarsdale-Harlem’ achievemgap significantly. The charter

high school student who remained in the charteoslclvas 7% more likely to earn a
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diploma by age 20 for each of the years spentahdbhool and 21% likely to receive a
diploma if he were enrolled in grades 10 throughhih his traditional public school
counterparts. Some of the policies ‘associateof (recessarily causes) with charter
schools in New York City achieving these resultseve

e along school year;

e a greater number of minutes devoted to Englisngdugach school day;

e asmall rewards/small penalties disciplinary paglicy

e teacher pay based somewhat on performance or dasi@pposed to a traditional

pay scale based strictly on seniority and credisntand

e a mission statement that emphasizes academic penae, as opposed to other

goals. (p. vii)

Gleason et al. (2010) in their final repdfhe Evaluation of Charter School
Impacts an evaluation that studied 36 charter middle slshim 15 states comparing
student outcomes for students who were admittéldet@harter schools on the basis of
gaining admittance through a random lottery sedagprocess against students who
participated in the lotteries but were not admiteidcovered that charter schools that
held lotteries were neither more nor less succetisdn their traditional public school
counterparts in improving student achievement, scpagress, or student behavior; a
wide, statistically significant variance in the iagb of charter schools on student
achievement exists; statistically significant efsegn positive math test scores were
evidenced moreso for charter schools that serve toar income or low achieving
students than for their counterparts in charteoskshthat served more advantaged

students; and that certain operational featurehaifter schools, such as smaller
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enrollments and using ability grouping in Englistdéor math classes, tend to produce
more positive impacts on student achievement.

Nevertheless, the charter sector has been givearfprecedented opportunity for
growth and impact” (Latke, 2010, p. X) due to thempinent featuring of charters by
President Obama and Secretary of Education Dumctreirecent governmental funding
initiative, Race to the Top, and other school inweraent grants which have prompted “a
number of major urban school districts [to opemjithioors to charter schools as a way to
replace low-performing schools” (Latke, 2010, p. Although “charter schools are
increasing in number and size”, and despite rigitgrest, they presently enroll about
“2.5 percent of all public school students” (Framlerg, Siegel-Hawley, & Wang, 2020,
p. 4) and “are most likely to comprise a significportion of the market share in big
cities like New York, Detroit, St. Louis, WashingtdD.C., and New Orleans” (p. 7).
Therefore, “it is no longer a question of whethe humber of charter schools will grow,
but rather a question of how much, in which citesg what types of students they will
serve?” (Christensen, Meijer-Irons, & Latke, 20@01). Nevertheless, at the same time
it continues to promote the growth of charter s¢hiabe Obama administration should
take immediate action to reduce the segregati@hanter schools, working instead to
achieve the integrative promise of charter scho@sdnkenberg, Siegel-Hawley, &
Wang, 2010, p. 5).

Non-Charter, Public Schools. Although public schooling was “established long
ago as a necessity, rather than a luxury” (Sweetlad02, p. 10), its “historical
structures do not work today, at least not as gffely or efficiently as in the past.

Today the school must cater to multiple socialjtiall, religious, and economic
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demands” (p. 10) and consequently have become ‘suiplex social and bureaucratic
structures that responding to the student as aented become more difficult” (Snyder
& Snyder, 1996, p. 6). Correspondingly, Barne®9g)3easoned that societal events
such as changes in demographics, issues in fungliaglems with a growth in the
population of homeless citizens, decisions rendbyetthe courts, and the increased
specialized needs of a heterogeneous populatiomdlbiiad contributory effects on
schooling. Therefore, public schools have increglgiexamined the development of
new programs—alternative schools, magnet schodt®ats-within-schools, etc.—“for
the potential of these innovations to support higéeels of achievement in those
populations underserved by the public schoolsigfabuntry” (Peterkin & Jackson,
1994, p. 126). As opposed to serving only the rmaptble, “the public school complex
was, [and still is] designed to serve everyone”€8thand, 2002, p. 10) with an “all
encompassing,” simple logic that “all children daarn; all children will learn; all
children must learn; and now, the public school dae is to ensure that every child
learns . . . up to an increasingly specified l@fedchievement” (p. 11). More
importantly, “with the psychological, sociologicalhd economic backgrounds of
students forgotten, public schools are increasieglyected to produce a uniform
product” (p. 11).

The public educational system in America is différihan educational systems in
most other countries in that it is a national systeith the responsibility of providing
education to the population lying in the handshef states and local school boards
(Thattai, n.d., 1 2). The federal, state, andllgoaernment all contribute to the funding

of the educational system with policies and cufuoudetermined by the local school
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board, a group of elected officials having jurisaic over the school district. This
system, formally developed in the™8entury under the suggestion of Thomas Jefferson,
had an informal existence in the 1600s under ttedatge of religious groups until an
increasing immigration of people from numerous ¢oas and varying faiths

undermined the system by opposing the impositiorlagious views by the clergy
educators and providers through the public educattmcept (Thattai, n.d., 1 3). During
the mid-18' century, Reformers challenged the system by inifogrand organizing the
masses around the “belief that common schoolindgdomneate good citizens, unite
society, and prevent crime and poverty and edutatwhich had previously been

“highly localized and available only to wealthy pés’ (1 5). Subsequently, the common
school movement set a deliberate path to establgststem of public schools open to all
students regardless of economic status, free afjehander the administration of civil
authorities and completely supported by taxes lmaggnaround 1820 (Herzberg, 2002)
that concluded with the legislature authorizing ¢heation of the U.S. Department of
Education with th&epartment of Education Aot 1867 (Snyder, Dillow, & Hoffman,
2007). As aresult of the efforts of the “commataol reformers”, by the end of the
century, elementary education was free and avail@bll American children (Thattai,
n.d., 15). But the battle to delineate the separaf the Church and the state, regarding
public education, was far from over and remainsedwce of contradiction until the mid-
20" century when landmark rulings by the United St&epreme Court charted a
different course for future rulings by dealing witie separation of Church and state.
According to Herzberg (2002), the Supreme Courhgustated:

The Court concluded that the wall between Churchstate should be
both ‘high and impregnableE{erson v. Board of Educatioh947, p. 18). This
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decision was important in shaping the modern canakthe public school’ not

only for its broader conclusions about church-ssafgaration which would

influence court decisions concerning educationrduthe next half-century, but
also for laying out the relationship between theegnment and religious schools.

The following year, in decidinlylcCollum v. Board of Educatiofi948), the

Court forbade even voluntary religious instructauring school time in public

school classrooms. (p. 50)

Public school enroliment grew at a fast pace batvi&50 and 1960 at both the
elementary and secondary level and peaked in 19ider, Dillow, & Hoffman, 2007,
2009). “This enrollment rise was caused by whahiswn as the ‘baby boom,” a
dramatic increase in births following World War,IBut was followed by a yearly
decrease in enrollment from 1971 to 1984 (Snydeiow), & Hoffman, 2007, p. 7; 2009,
p. 9). Similarly, the total number of public schkodeclined from a high in 1929-1930
when there were approximately 248,000 to an eséidh@7,000 schools in 2004-05 due,
largely, to the trend toward consolidating smalisads (Snyder, Dillow, & Hoffman,
2007). But this trend has been reversing in regeats increasing to 99,000 schools in
2006-07 (Snyder, Dillow, & Hoffman, 2009). As d@2, “almost 90% of children
enrolled in K-12 institutions attend[ed] public scits” (Herzberg, 2002, p. 2). Even so,
public school enroliment increased 26 percent betmi©85 and 2008, “from 39.4
million to 49.8 million. . . [with] a 29 percentaenease in elementary enrollment. . . [with]
part of the relatively fast growth in public elentany school enrollment [resulting] from
the expansion of prekindergarten programs” (Snydeligw, & Hoffman, 2009, p. 1).
With total enrollment of children in public scho@spected to set enrollment records
between 2008 and 2017 reaching 54.1 million pregstudents, the 2008 projection of

public school students enrolled at the elementadysecondary level in the United States

is expected to reach approximately 49.8 milliordstits with 14.9 million students in
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grades 9 through 12 and 34.9 million students &doh pre-K through 8th grade
(Schneider, 2008). Those figures have been updateddiect 60.4 million total students
with 40.5 million students in pre-K-8 grade levaled 17 million in grades 9 through 12
with 9 states expected to experience an increasew# than 15% (Hussar & Bailey,
2008).

In 2003-04, public schools employed nearly 3.2iomliteachers of over 5.5
million total employees with pupil/teacher ratieported at 16.1 (15.8 in elementary
schools and 17.6 in secondary schools) during @& 2chool year (Planty et al., 2008)
with an even further decrease to a 15.5 pupil/teacdtio in 2006” (Snyder, Dillow, &
Hoffman, 2009, p. 53). And, by 2017 that figur@isjected to reach 3.7 million
teachers with an overall decrease in the pupilftearatio to 14.6 (Hussar & Bailey,
2008).

Although public schools are continually scrutiniziee to their poor performance
on national and international tests of achievensgtades long reform movements
designed to increase student achievement, andséralbstructure of the U.S. national
educational system, progress has been evidengeéviously outlined reform efforts:

¢ Inthe 1960s, vocational skills program attractezteéasing numbers of students in

a conscious effort to alleviate the escalatingesighressure for increased

significance in the curriculum which resulted ie t#ddition of a variety of

electives in the curriculum to help students depelelf-esteem as seen with the

development of the middle school concept.
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e The impact on the high school when school distiiti&merica invested time,
money, and energy changing school grade levelsingdkie ninth grade to the
high school.

e The 1970s focus on a humanistic and open eductiaiigave students the
freedom to choose curricular options of intereghm as schools featured open-
plan teaching and open—space architectural desifrteaching roles defined as
guides and facilitators (Good & Braden, 2000).

e Thel980s and the increased importance of extraclari activities and clubs in
American high schools while students spent lese stadying core curricula
subjects and time allotted for instruction decregstayes, 2004).

e The 1990s and the role of the school leader bdéneggthened as site
management and decentralization of district adrration placed emphasis on
building administrators’ “working knowledge of naalisystems” while schools
responded to “their changing environment” and bexéstronger social forces
within their communities for shaping the conditidas successful living and
working” (Snyder, Acker-Hocevar, & Snyder, 2000,10).

e It was also during the mid 1990s that the accoulitialmovement began to make
a stronger presence in public education with tleegment of Public Law 103-
227, commonly known as Goals 2000 or the Educaterfoa Act (1994).
Outlined in this law were the educational goalbéaealized by the year 2000.
With the publication oA Nation at Riskn 1983, an era of noticeable increase in

the public and political disapproval and dissatistan with public schooling began in the

U.S. continuing through the end of the 1990s (Rea& Yun, 2002). As the public’'s
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unease with the quality of education “is at artiafle high, the public confidence in the
ability of educators to address these concernisan all-time low” (Schlechty, 1997, p.
1). In recent times, “our nation’s schools havéesad a serious loss of public
confidence . ... The public’s support dwindledeasteady stream of stories emerged
about violence in the schools, declining studehtea@ment, and the poor preparation
and performance of teachers” (Dwyer, Barnett, &,L¥87, p. 30).

Recent applications that receive little if any atiten on a broad scale basis are
contributing to the cause of improving schools asrAmerica. A few of the applications
include the Accelerated Schools Project, “one efrthation’s best-known whole-school
reforms designed to improve the school performarictudents at risk of
underachievement” (Bloom, Ham, Melton, & O’Briefd@, p. 1) developed by Levin
and colleagues and in use in over 1,000 elemeatadymiddle schools. In their
evaluation of the Accelerated Schools ApproachpBiet al. (2001) found that although
implementation of the project was a “difficult, #atonsuming process . . . schools that
stuck with the reform were able to improve the stl@mvironment” and experienced
“increases in students’ test scores” eventuallyebstatistically significant amount” (p.
74).

“High school reform has moved to the top of theadion policy agenda,
commanding the attention of the federal governnmgmternors, urban school
superintendents, philanthropists, and the genettai@ All are alarmed by the
stubbornly high dropout rates” (Quint, 2006, p. While, “the most serious problems in
high schools are concentrated in America’s lardgamnircenters and in rural areas of the

South and Southwest” (Quint, 2006, p. 6), the Sisalools of Choice (SSC) high
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school transformation process in New York Citywinich in approximately six-years
time, “failing high schools were closed and repthegth hundreds of new secondary
schools” and these “small, nonselective, publiditgghools serving students in grades 9
through 12 . . . approximately 100 students ped@&nd open to students at all levels of
academic achievement” (p. 1) designed as “a viahteaccessible option for the
district's most disadvantaged students . . . seavpdpulation that [is] almost exclusively
comprised of low-income students of color” (p. 60&s shown to contribute to a 6.8%
increase in the graduation rate of high schoolattgl(Bloom, Thompson, & Unterman,
2010).

Other similar initiatives are being adopted by aber of districts and include
“structural changes—by breaking up large comprekensgh schools into small
learning communities (SLCs) or small schools lodg&tin the same building or by
establishing stand-alone small schools” in whiaklf‘sontained groups of students who
take classes together from the same group of ethed teachers,” in which these
teachers then “meet regularly to discuss studaatsiemic and personal progress and
issues so that they can better advise and supptbrtieir students and each other”
(Quint, Thompson, & Bald, 2008, p. 14); the “Eadlgllege High School which affords
students a personalized environment, challengiagsels, academic and social supports,
and the opportunity to earn a high school diplomé @ college associate’s degree within
four-years” (pp. 14-15); in Career Academies, stislare preparefdr both college and
the world of workby taking three or more academic courses comhwittdat least one
occupational course linked to the Academy’s thaméhe First Things First model,

“clusters of up to 350 students and their coreexttidpachers and thematic elective
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teachers” (Quint, 2006, p. 10) remain togetherughmut high school and “professional
development activities are centered on promotirtiy@ccooperative learning, setting
clearly defined, high academic standards, and ialggourricula with state and local
standards” (Quint, 2006, p. 10); and, in the Tal@ewelopment model, an extended-
block schedule of “four 90 minute classes meetydailaking possible ‘double-doses’ of
English and math in a small learning community cosgal of interdisciplinary teacher
teams, ideally responsible for about 90 studenth”"g®uint, 2006, p. 10), have common
planning time that enables team teaching in thelNBrade Success Academy, which
progresses to small learning communities of ab80ts2udents encompassing both a
core academic and work-based learning experiencé®iTenth to Twelfth Grade Career
Academies, all while students with “serious attera#aor discipline problems or other
needs” (Quint, 2006, p. 10) may attend the Twilightdemy. Gains evidenced in
Talent Development schools “outpaced gains in cors@a schools on indicators of
progress toward graduation” (Kemple, Herlihy, & 8mR005, p. 80). All of these
designs, nevertheless, attempt to ameliorate theulies many students experience in
ninth grade “where the greatest number of high scsimdents start to fall off course”
(Kemple, Herlihy & Smith, 2005, p. 6) and beginraedctory towards dropping out.
Alternative schools were designed in an attempttéeide students with
additional opportunities when traditional publiadarivate schools which were either
incompatible with or failed to meet their learniagd socialization needs and conditions
(Peterkin & Jackson, 1994). Alternative schootgoading to Broughman and Swaim
(2006, p. A-4), “provide nontraditional educatiamdamnay serve as adjuncts to regular

schools, . . . fall outside the categories of ragudpecial education, and vocational
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education, although they provide similar serviceswriculum, . . . provide a
nontraditional setting or nontraditional systentesching.”.

“Magnet schools were designed to build on the exasget by alternative
schools and by the thematic “examination” schooisfl in many U.S. cities” and “in
response to the mandate of school desegregatioedss/ the landmarRrown v. Board
of EducationSupreme Court decision of 1954” . . . in the exgigan that “by creating
magnet schools, districts hoped to draw studemtsasegregated residential areas to
desegregated environments” (Peterkin & Jacksor4,1199128). Quite the contrast,
critics of magnet schools claim that when therefenemagnet schools in an area, they
may becomacademically selectivendexacerbateclass or socioeconomateavages
especially when parents with middle-class backgisudare more motivated and more
informed regarding the availability of educatioogtions, while lower-income parents
opt for or otherwisend upin conventional attendance area schools with eciapzed
offerings and fewer resources” (Smrekar & Goldrib@99, p. 9). They further stated
that magnet schools, in regard to issuescokss and resourcésave a tendency tmweam
off highly motivated and able students and more highblified and effective teachers
“resulting in diminished educational opportunit{esg., less rigorous curricula, lower
expectations by teachers, and different schoolat®s)” (p. 9) for those left behind.

Theschool-within-a-school concepta programmatically distinct component of a
neighborhood school [that] provide[s] magnet themmstiuction to only those students
who choose the magnet program” (Smrekar & Goldrd8§9, p. 24), “was developed to
offset the impersonal and sometimes bureaucratieeaf large schools” in which

“small groups of students and teachers come togaileeate one or more educational

69



entities within a larger structure” and their urfitsay be thematic, autonomous, or an
essential component of the larger school” (Petegkdimackson, 1994, p. 129).
Nevertheless, and in spite of all its shortcomirfigablic schooling is a reflection of
America. To some of us [in public education], palschooling is America” (Sweetland,
2002, p. 8). Consequently, “compelling incentif@sindividuals, economies and
societies to raise levels of education have beenltiving force for governments to
improve the quality of educational services” (Wallam & Ischinger, 2006, p. 3).

The Setting

According to the 2006 census estimate, the sfaf#éoada was home to
18,089,888 residents. The state population ingerhethnic background is listed as
follows: White (Non-Hispanic) 58.0%; Black 16.5%m&rican Indian and Alaska Native
0.5%; Asian 3.0%; persons reporting two or moresakt5%; and persons of Hispanic or
Latino origin 22.1% (U.S. Census Bureau, 2006d)e 3tate population grew to an
estimated 18,328,340 by 2008 with ethnic backgrquerdentages of White (Non-
Hispanic) 60/3%; Black 15.9%; American Indian arldska Native 0.5%; Asian 2.3%;
persons reporting two or more races 1.4%; and psergbHispanic or Latino 21.0%
(U.S. Census Bureau, 2009a). By 2009, the pojulaticreased again to 18,537,969
(U.S. Census Bureau, 2010).

The central Florida county in which the study wasducted is one of Florida’s
most populous counties with approximately 1,157 /&&dents in 2006 (U.S Census
Bureau, 2006a) and 1,180,784 in 2009 (U.S. CensuosaB, 2009a). The county, located
on the west coast of Florida, covers a land areawfhly 2,000 square miles (U.S.

Census Bureau, 2006a), an area larger than tleecdtRhode Island.
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The largest city in the county had a populatioagbroximately 332, 888
according to statistics from the U.S. Census Bu(8806b), covers a land area of 2,000
square miles with a population density of 2,70®&ipn per square mile. The 2006
census estimates that the population in termshoi@background for this city were
listed as follows: White (Non-Hispanic) 64.7%; Bta26.1%; Hispanic 19.3%; persons
reporting two or more races 2.9%; Asian 2.2%; Acaarilndians and Alaska Natives
0.4%; and Native Hawaiian and other Pacific Islar@@&%. In 2006, nearly 25% of the
population were persons under the age of 18 with%2f people speaking a language
other than English in the home; 12.2% were foréigm; and 18.1% of the population
lived below poverty (U.S Census Bureau, 2006b)soAr7.1% of the population over 25
were high school graduates with 25.4% of the o%ep@ulation holding a Bachelor’'s
degree or higher (U.S Census Bureau, 2006b). Heot 35,776 housing units in Tampa,
the homeowner rate was 55.0% with a median val@8df500 and a median household
income of $34,415 (1999) for the 2.36 persons peséhold (U.S. Census Bureau,
2006Db).

In Florida’s 67 school districts, there were 0¥68,000 teachers (Florida
Department of Education, 2008f) in approximate73, public schools (Florida
Department of Education, 2007a) with an enrollinwri,652,684 students (Florida
Department of Education, 2007b). But by the fa@09, there was a loss of almost
2,200 teachers in the state to 186,724 teachevad&IDepartment of Education, 2010a)
teaching 2,620, 801 students, (Florida DepartmeB&dacation, 2010b), reflecting a loss
of nearly 32,000 students. However, there wasarease of 63 schools in the number

of active public schools in the state up to 4,04M@ecember of 2009 (Florida
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Department of Education, 2010c). During the sclyealr 2003-04, there were 400,719
students with Individual Education Plans (IEPs) 486,037 students who were English
Language Learners (Hoffman & Sable, 2006) andtewstde student/teacher ratio of
17.9 (p. 11) or 16.5 at the elementary level, I89middle schools, 19.4 in high schools,
with 12.5 for other schools. For this same pertbd,public school racial/ethnicity
composition figures were 1,326,692 White studebhts3%), 629,123 Black (24.3%),
571,148 Hispanic-Non White (22.1%), 52,986 Asianiftalslander (2.6%), and 7,679
American Indian/Alaska Native (0.3%) students (Hudh & Sable, 2006).

Public schools in Florida, according to the Flordigpartment of Education
(Enroliment size of Florida’s public schools, 20 7mave some of the highest enroliment
averages in the nation. For the 2003-04 schoal ylea average for public elementary
and middle schools, 654 students per school foneteary and 1,038 for middle schools,
was the nation’s highest. “At 1,548 per schookrage enrollment for Florida’s public
high schools is more than twice the national avesalgich is 758” (p. 1). By the 2006-
07 school year, the averages for elementary wekaighest in the nation with the
elementary average remaining at 654 students peokdut the high school average
increasing to 1,717 students per school while ttegame for middle schools dropped to
933 students per school making it second in themgFlorida Department of Education,
2009a). According to a recent press release biflittreda Department of Education
(2010d), a decade of educational progress hagedsula jump in rankings from £@o
8™ in the nation by Education Week in 2010 Qualityu@is: Fresh Course, Swift Current
annual report which “tracks state policies and grenbince across key areas of education

and assigns each state with an overall point totsignify their educational standing in
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the nation” ( 1). Although the state has onéhefhiighest enrollment averages, the
average teacher salary lags behind that of thematmedian. For example, the average
teacher salary in Florida during the 2007-2008 sthiear was $46,922 (Florida
Department of Education, 2008f) compared to thesatdtional median salary of
$50,784 (Swanson, 2008).

The Private School Universe Survey (PSS) for 2D034 listed 1,803 private
schools with 27,144 FTE (full-time equivalent) tears serving 323,766 (Broughman &
Swain, 2006) students throughout the state, howtreelFlorida Department of Education
(2008f) listed 381,346 students for that time perid\lthough there was a slight decline
in pupil enrollment by the 2005-2006 PSS to 323,30@re was an increase in schools to
1,872. By the 2007-2008 school year, private scbomliment increased to 335, 211
students (Florida Department of Education, 2008t &pproximately 28,414 FTE
teachers (Broughman, Swain, & Keaton, 2008) withastate.

For purposes of accountability, the State of BElautilizes a uniform system
composed of student achievement data from thedddiomprehensive Achievement
Test (FCAT) to determine and communicate schodbpmance “relative to state
standards” based on calculations of student arleaaling gains and proficiency as
measured by achievement on the Sunshine Stategstsnahd how well students in the
lowest quatrtile progress (Florida Department of ¢&adiwon, 2008a). Schools are awarded
a letter grade, A-F, according to the percentagbepopulation tested, how well the
school prepares their lowest students determinestument scores from the previous
year’'s FCAT administration, and the proficiencysaidents in reading, mathematics,

science, and writing. As related by a press reléasn the Department of Education,
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“Florida has more schools earning ‘A’s’ and ‘B’&an ever before” (Florida Department
of Education, 2008b, 1 1). Statewide, 1,583 schealned a letter grade of A, 542
earned a B, 565 Cs were earned, 154 grades ofri@ckaaind 45 schools earned a letter
grade of F of the 2,889 public schools that wesslgd during the 2007-08 school year
(Florida Department of Education, 2008b). In teohpercentages, 55% earned an A,
19% earned a B, 20% earned a C, 5% earned a 2% rehrned Fs (Florida Department
of Education, 2008b). During the 2008-2009 sclyealr, 1,822 schools earned a letter
grade of A, 495 schools earned a B, 420 schoosved a C, 173 schools earned a D,
and the number of schools earning an F decreasétlfir the 2,954 schools graded in
2009 (Florida Department of Education, 2009b).

However, the school grading process does not naglysisidicate or
communicate progress according to criteria sehfoytthe No Child Left Behind Act of
2001 which measures a student’s adequate yearygs® (AYP). Although the state
failed to meet AYP exhibiting difficulty with itscenomically disadvantaged students,
English language learners, and students with disabimeeting proficiency levels in
reading and mathematics, 77% of the national @iteere met (Florida Department of
Education, 2008e). 787 of Florida’s public schaukst the provisions of AYP for the
2008 school year. Of the A schools, 87% met 90%h®fAYP criteria, 78% of B schools
met 80% of the AYP criteria, 89% of the C schookt i70% of the criteria, 92% of all D
schools met 60% of the criteria, while 98% of thechools met 50% of the AYP criteria
(Florida Department of Education, 2008a). Privsatleools do not participate in the state

grading system in Florida.
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On the other hand, data from other sources poaiifferent picture of the
performance of schools in Florida when compared aational level. In the Florida—
State Highlights 2008 report, a supplemental refmotthe comprehensive study and
National Highlights Report by Education Week’s QiyaCounts 2008, a study with
additional support from the Pew Center on the Stdkat examines indicators based on
state-survey data from the Editorial Project in &tion (EPE) Research Center (2008),
analyses of original data, and information publéshreoutside sources, Florida earned an
overall grade of C+. The 2009 report showed theest grade improved to a B-. (The
indicators that contribute to the overall score aachpanion grade for the state are listed
below. For a more complete discussion of eactcatdr, see Appendix A.

Chance for Success: State Success Indicators;

Providing Opportunities for Success;

Elementary and Secondary Performance: K-12 Achieverimdex;
Nation Receives Passing Grade on Achievement, &itBarely;
Standards, Assessments, and Accountability; Ptlidicators;
Transitions and Alignment: Education Alignment E&s;

The Teaching Profession: Efforts to Improve Teaghin
Reaching the Parity Line; and

School Finance: Equity and Spending Indicators.

Gray (name assigned to protect the identity of the skctiistrict) County Public
Schools GCPS) fared well in the 2008 administration of tli&H. One hundred three
Gray County schools earned a letter grade of ‘A’ , ¢heere 46 ‘Bs’, 53 ‘Cs’, 11 ‘Ds’,
and only 3 grades of ‘F’ (Florida Department of Eation, 2008a). Regarding AYP,
Gray County Schools received scores that mirror thee'staxactly with the same
subgroups experiencing difficulty meeting profiggnn the same content areas and
meeting 77% of the criteria as a district (Flori2lpartment of Education, 2008d). Of

the 26 charter schools in the county, 12 were grad®ith eight schools having met all
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criteria for AYP and one school receiving an incéetg, grades for the county’s charter
schools are as follows: A—5, B—2, C—2, D—1, F—1d &rfincomplete)—1 (Florida
Department of Education, 2008c).

For the 2008-2009 school-ye&@tay County schools and students fared even
better than during the previous year. Serving@®2 students in 239 schools—139
elementary k-5, 43 middle schools, 25 high schdbls8, 26 charter schools, and 4
career centers (Florida Department of Educatiofh126-120 schools received a state
grade of “A” while the number of schools receiviagrade of “B” or “C” decreased and
no schools received an “F’ (Florida Department déi€tion, 2011). The following
year, the number of schools@ray County grew to 250—142 elementary k-5, 44 middle
schools, 27 high schools, 2 k-8 schools, 4 CanegiTa&chnical schools, 4 Career centers,
and 27 charter schools serving 207,549 total stsdé&iorida Department of Education,
2011). For the 2011 school year, 93% of high skshearned a letter grade of ‘A’ or ‘B’,
73% of middle schools earned a grade of ‘A’ or ‘81d 51% of elementary schools
earned a letter grade of ‘A’ or ‘B’ (Florida Depawtnt of Education, 2011). The school
district served over 192, 000 students (Asian 3.4BBck 21.48%; Hispanic 29.57%;
Indian 0.26%; Multi-Racial 5.10%; and 40.10%) ir0Z&hools (142 K-5; 44 middle
schools; 27 high schools; 2 K-8; 4 career centexgicational/technical centers; and 36
charter schools) employing 15, 468 certified teesh236 principals, 396 assistant
principals, 9,107 support staff, and 250 distrainanistrators (National Center for

Education Statistics, 2011).
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Summary

School culture has had an impact on all aspedtseoéducational institution and
helps to explain the stability evidenced in schawld classrooms as well as in
achievement and performance levels and customefagditon likewise. School-work
culture is a distinguishing factor and presentfirtbive variables that are manifested in
the consistency of high-performing schools. Snytéreloped the School Work Culture
Profile in 1988 as a diagnostic tool to provide @ams of measuring the development of
work culture and the degree and perception of theker’s level of participation in
organizational practices based on four sub-donmafiptanning, program development,
staff development, and assessment. Although steurment has been used extensively in
numerous dissertations and organizational studemd the world, it has been used less
since recent reform initiatives have focused oroantability measures as the
predominant means of measuring school effectiveness

The public education system in America exists ay@ical, perpetual state of
reform, but a conscientious effort has been mad®poove schools at all levels.
Whereas public dissatisfaction levels remain hign whe state of public education,
similar sentiments are evident within all areag@fernment as the schools struggle to
move forward under the seemingly insurmountable®uof resolving the nation’s
societal problems while attempting to provide aligpaducation to all who enter
regardless of background, socioeconomic statusbility level, native language,
exceptionality, etc., but within @ne-size-fits-alapproach.

As the framework of education has become incrghstompared with the

business model, market-driven theories as reforategfies have given rise to
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competition for students amongst educators in ttegrgt to affect improvement through
subsidized competition and increases in schoolcehofferings. Meanwhile, school
choice has seen a revitalization in school digmettionwide. Charter schools,
consequentially, are increasing in number, enraliimand stature and are being seen as
an integral component in reforming the nation’slpuschooling system. And charter
schools have experienced an increase in growtBofv@h nearly 350 new schools.

In spite of the new growth, new studies show thadents enrolled in charter
schools are not fairing well. With only 17 outesfery 100 charter schools providing
educational opportunities that are superior torttraditional public school counterparts,
the rapid growth of the charter school movement bwjorced to address issues of
performance or they may find those issues beiny deth legislatively. With the
exception of high school students attending chatbools who tend to have higher
graduation rates and enrollment in college, iniBBthings are no better especially for
African American students who perform significantlgrse than their counterparts in

traditional public schools.
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Chapter 3: Methods

The purpose of this study was to investigate #regptions of school work
culture of faculty and administrators in public dlkeaelementary schools and public non-
charter elementary schools in a large urban melitapaounty of Central Florida. The
parts of this chapter are: a) Research Designebe&ch Questions, ¢) Population and
Sample, d) Instrumentation, e) Field Test, f) D@tdlection Procedures, g) an Analysis
of the Data, h) the study Variables, and i) Summary

Limited research related to the perception of staok culture of faculty and
administrators exists in public charter schools jamolic non-charter elementary schools.
As discussed in more depth later in this studyealth of research exists on school
culture as well as findings that indicate the int@oce and role of school administrators
in the development of school culture, an infludrfaator on school faculties, the
practices, norms, and traditions celebrated in@lshand the ways those practices are
passed down through generations, as well as theteff culture on the stability
evidenced across classrooms in typically high awhieschools. The School Work
Culture Profile, an instrument designed to meathegerceptions of the work culture in
a school and its performance regarding organizatiplanning, staff development,
program development, and assessrdentloped by Snyder (1988b), has been used
extensively in studies on school reform effortsareling the effects of changing school

culture through the 1990s. However, with the camiy changing focus of school
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reform initiatives, the turn of the century ushereadn era of increased accountability,
high-stakes standardized testing, school choiced@uiissions of the privatization of
public education, all contributing to an underimétion of the instrument in present
research, with little to no research utilizing 8/CP to examine the perceptions of
administrators and faculty members in comparisdmmiblic non-charter and public
charter elementary schools.

Consequently, the School Work Culture Profile mégraan attractive and
inexpensive means to gather the necessary data alschool’s work culture to provide
the impetus for meaningful reform at the schooéle\As schools are able to reform
individually, the achievement landscape of schawdy then be able to show progress in
improving the status of the public school, partaelyl in urban areas. Additionally, the
database of literature on studies across the tereattary school types, public charter
and public non-charter, regarding the perceptidriaaulty and administrators of school
work culture arenadequate, if existent.

Research Design

This study utilized an ex post facto research desigluding a paper-and-pencil
instrument to provide responses about the schodk-audture perceptions of
administrators and faculty of public charter eletaenschools and public non-charter
elementary schools in a large urban metropolitamgoof Central Florida. The survey
represents theost commoapplication for gathering descriptive researcladqiterriam
& Simpson, 2000) and can be readily generalizddriger populations (Jaeger, 1984). It
is advantageous in “that it allows the research@uide participants along pertinent lines

of thought associated with the phenomenon” (Merga®impson, 2000, p. 147) and is
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particularly useful in the assessment of a vamétypes of information such as opinions,

beliefs, or attitudes (McMillan & Schumacher, 1993)

Research Questions
In order to investigate the perceptions of schootknculture of faculty and

administrators in public charter elementary schaold public non-charter elementary

schools in a large urban metropolitan county oft@eérrlorida, the following research
guestions were addressed in this study:

1. Is there a difference in the perception of tisructional staff members (both
administrators and faculty) of public charter elataey schools and public non-
charter elementary schools related to school waltkiie in a large urban
metropolitan county of Central Florida?

2. Is there a difference in perception between glcadministrators and faculty in
public charter elementary schools and public naarten elementary schools of
school work culture?

3. Is there an interaction between type of schpablic charter elementary schools
and public non-charter elementary schools) ana@bgory (administration and
faculty) of the perception of school work culture?

Population and Sample
For the 2007-2008 school ye@ray County Public Schools was reported to be

the eighth largest school district in the natiomtjdnal Center for Education Statistics

(2008d)), listed enrollment figures for total pueriroliment K-12 as 186,325 students,

with 4,303 students enrolled in charter schoold, 2243 enrolled in pre-school

programs. In addition, there were 8,605 enrolteddult academic programs, and 4,322
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students in adult vocational programs for a totabment at all school centers at
205,798 students, and an additional 958 McKay Sekbip/Voucher students—
exceptional education students (students with iddad Education Plans [IEP]) who
participate in a state-operated voucher progranigNal Center for Education Statistics,
2008d). In the county’s 209 schools—136 elemendahpols, 42 middle schools, 2 K-8
schools, 25 high schools, and 4 career centersaiiatCenter for Education Statistics,
2008d)—the school district employed 15,370 ceditieachers, 227 principals, and 393
assistant principals. Also, the district provié®sadditional centers including Early
Childhood centers, Exceptional Student Educatid@gFcenters, and 27 charter schools
(National Center for Education Statistics, 20084lthough the district gained nearly
6,000 more students by 2011serving over 192, Q@fests (Asian 3.44%; Black
21.48%; Hispanic 29.57%; Indian 0.26%; Multi-Ra&al0%; and 40.10%) in 260
schools (142 K-5; 44 middle schools; 27 high scbpdIK-8; 4 career centers; 5
vocational/technical centers; and 36 charter s®)ptilere was not a major gain in staff
members to serve those students as the employtagistiss showed that the district
employed 15, 468 certified teachers, 236 princi@d6é assistant principals, 9,107
support staff, and 250 district administrators (dizl Center for Education Statistics,
2011).

Sample Description The sample for this study was composed of thrdxic
charter elementary schools and three public nomt@halementary schools from the
most populous urban area of a large central Flaoiety. The selected schools were all
identified as being in the urban metropolitan akthe Central Florida County. The

urban metropolitan area is defined as all territpgpulation, housing, and annexations
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being within the incorporated city boundary limaisd annexations (U.S. Census Bureau,
2000).

Schools that did not fit the research criteriamtigban location were eliminated
from the sample selection process. Remainingidigiementary schools were
alphabetized and assigned a sequential numberrbegiat one until all urban
elementary schools were assigned a number. Clsatieols were alphabetized and
assigned a sequential number beginning at onealhtitban charter schools were
assigned a number. A table of random numbers easused to select the three
representative schools from each type. There imayeschools selected that elected not
to participate in the study. Those schools wereisated with the next randomly
selected school meeting the research criteria asedreplacement.

A comparison of the participant schools’ overaditetschool grade as a function
of performance on state standardized achievemsistaad the demographic composition
characteristics (racial/ethnic enrollment and s@donomic status—percentage of
economically disadvantaged students) of the schsolscipating in this study are not
consistent with census data for the schools irCietral Florida county. See Table 1for
the demographic and performance data informatiothi® schools participating in this
study.

The majority of the schools participating in thisdy had high concentrations of
minority and economically disadvantaged studenblénents. Charter schools
performed at a higher level than non-charter schaith two charter schools performing
two letter grades higher than non-charter schaadlsome charter school performing equal

with the highest performing non-charter school.e Tho highest perfoming charter
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school earned state assigned school gradaswiile the highest performing non-charter
school and the lowest performing charter schoaleha letter grade &. The
remaining non-charter schools earned letter gratiBs See Table 1 for demographic
and performance characteristics of the particigagichools.
Instrumentation

The School Work Culture Profile (SWCP) was desijime1988 by Snyder to
“obtain a quantitative measure of a school’'s (@tay’s) work patterns” (Johnson,
Snyder, Anderson, & Johnson, 1993a, p. 1; Johr&ayder, Anderson, & Johnson,
1994, p. 1) as well as “identify school personnpksceptions about current work
practices within a school” (Parkinson, 1990, p. @®und four thematic areas, or sub-
domains, of school work: Planning Development, {3&velopment, Program
Development, and School Assessment. See Appentiik 8copy of the SWCP and
accompanying answer sheet. The design of the SWe8Kkh that the four sub-domains
consist of 15 items in each sub-domain. As showhable 2, the sub-domains are
matched with each numbered item depicting the fieah bank category resulting from

the comprehensive content validation process.
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Table 1

Comparison of Demographic and Performance Infororafor Participating Schools

School School Type Race/Ethnicity SES chddl
Enroliment % % Grade
1 Non-Charter 528 94.3% C
White 0.9%
Black 85.6%
Hispanic 10.0%
Other 3.4%
2 Charter 156 91.0% A
White 1.3%
Black 92.3%
Hispanic 6.4%
Other 0.0%
3 Charter 233 32.2% C
White 28.6%
Black 36.9%
Hispanic 20.6%
Other 11.0%
4 Charter 169 88.2% A
White 1.2%
Black 91.1%
Hispanic 7.1%
Other 0.6%
5 Non-Charter 389 97.9% D
White 3.1%
Black 78.4%
Hispanic 17.5%
Other 1.0%
6 Non-Charter 490 95.5% D
White 2.07%
Black 88.6%
Hispanic 7.1%
Other 2.2%

Specifically, “the SWCP measures the extent ofgssibnal involvement in
shaping the school’s work culture, which is defiresdhe interdependence of the

school’s improvement plan, its staff developmermigoams, instructional programs, and
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its school assessment procedures” (Snyder, nld., Johnson and Snyder (1996) stated
that the “model was based on an in-depth studiie@fiterature on productive
organizations and work cultures in business andachn” (1 9) and developed with the
intent in enabling “principals and their teach@rsletermine the extent of professional

involvement in decision making for the school’s eiepment” (1 2).

Table 2

School Work Culture Profile: Item Bank by Category

Domains ltem #

, 5,10, 14, 19,2482,

School Planning Domain 1
35, 38, 41, 45, 50, 53, 57

Staff Development Domain 2,6,9,13, 17,22 32,
36, 40, 43, 46, 49, 54, 58
Program Development Domain 3,7,12, 16, 20, 23, 26,30,

33,37,42,47,52, 55, 59

School Assessment Domain 4, 8,11, 1521825, 29,
34, 39, 44, 48, 51, 56, 60

Note. FromSchool Work Culture Profile: A Data Analysis Worgsh& School
Development Planning Guidey K. J. Snyder & K. M. Snyder (1998Reprinted with
permission from the author.

Johnson and Snyder (1996) further stated thatifisteument is also intended to
assist researchers in explorations of changingadehork cultures” ( 2). This section
contains the instrument development and early situfdymation including the piloting

and revision processes as well as comprehensiee ¢danstruct, and content validation

procedures, and reliability studies.
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Instrument Development and Early Studies Johnson, Snyder, Anderson, and
Johnson (1993a) reported that local and nationa¢myanels examined the SWCP for
face validation “with respect to logical relevarafesubscale and clarity” (p. 5) on the
items. “A total sample of subjects4416) were from 100 Florida elementary schools
representing 40 of the 67 school districts in Fati(p. 5). The SWCP, including
guestionnaire, directions, and a machine-scoraigwear sheet, was distributed to each of
the subjects in the sample with data collectiorvigled via mail. After the initial
creation of the 100-item scale, it was piloted amious workshops with principals over
the course of the next year. The instrument was thvised and refined utilizing
feedback gathered from administrations of what gedled at that timej\ Perception
Profile: My School’'s Work Cultureand field tested in 1984 in Maryland, Missourigda
three counties in Florida. School officials in 8a€ounty Florida determined that the
instrument held valuable potential as a means thiegimg district wide data after
engaging in a multi-level refinement of the instemhin order to modify the language for
greater clarity among teachers.

In 1987, a grant to become one of three state gies was awarded to Pasco
County from the Florida Council on Educational Mgement to develop Level llI
Principalship Certification Programs. The grard @nsuing studies provided the impetus
for rigorous reliability and validation studies whiled to further editing and
reorganization of the instrument to become mortable for research.

Renamed th&chool Culture Profileearly editions were then “submitted for

reliability testing in the summer of 1987” (Johns&myder, Anderson, & Johnson

(19934, p. 7) in Pasco County and yielded respdinges46 elementary school teachers.
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The Cronbach alphas obtained on the instrumenté's&ong indicators of reliability and
led to the modification or elimination of sever@ms as well as the movement of a
subset of items to the assessment subscale frostatielevelopment subscale and
resulted in the attainment of “alpha reliabilityoses of .82 to .85 on the fours [sic]
subscales and a composite scale alpha of .95")(pI'fTe refined instrument was then
renamed, th&chool Work Culture Profile

According to Banerji (n.d.), content validity wassured through systematic steps
with preliminary reliability investigations in tHest phase of instrument validation and
construct validity and additional reliability inuegations conducted in the second phase
using factoral analysis procedures all in complkawith the Technical Standards for
Educational and Psychological Testing. Banerfl.jmoutlined the stages of development
of the SWCP as follows:

1. Development of items based on the author’s revitltevature on the

Indicators of productive work cultures.
2. Review of items by a panel of school administratord teachers for the
Pasco County School District.

3. Review of items by measurement experts.

4. Content validity based on a panel of national etspand

5. Examination of domain validity using internal catsncy reliability

estimates. (pp. 1-2)

Validity. Validity is “generally concerned with the extentibich an instrument
measures what it is supposed to measure” (Ary,b¥qa& Razavieh, 1996, p. 262) and is,
in regard to testing, “the appropriateness, meduingss, and usefulness of specific
inferences made from test scores” (Gall, Gall, &B2003, p. 640).

Construct validity of the SWCHRarkinson (1990) conducted a study to

“investigate the underlying constructs of the SWdMRe reliability and factor structure
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of the instrument were examined for evidence oftmuct validity” (p. 108) and the
following research questions were proposed for ickenation:

1. What internal consistency reliability estimates @b#gained for the SWCP?

2. What is the factor structure of the SWCP?

3. How do the empirical constructs of the SWCP compatie logically
generated constructs of School-wide Planning, $iaffelopment, Program
Development, and Assessment? (pp. 108-109)

The researcher found “reasonable preliminary eadéar supporting the
construct validity of the SWCP” (p. ix) and repattdat “the logical scales of the
instrument were found to have good to very goochBach alpha reliability
coefficients ranging from .73 to .91 . . . [andg @pha coefficient for the total
scale was .97” (p. viii)). When a common factorlgsia was conducted, the
“Cronbach alpha coefficients of the factor subssadaged from .76 to .89 (p. ix).

Additionally, although homogeneity was apparerghefactors were

identified within the domain of items. Fifty-threéthe 60 items loaded onto one

of eight factors, one item loaded onto two factarg] “seven items did not have a

high enough loading (above .39) to sort onto actofd. (p. 111)

Snyder (n.d.) state that data regarding contemdatedn was derived from a
comprehensive and conclusive series of contendatidin processes. The four domains
of planning development, staff development, progdavelopment, and school
assessment have a mean rating ranging from 582 2oon a six-point scale. Standard
deviations of individual items were less than 0i@jcating strong agreement among
most reviewers on the ratings for a given domairtenfs.

Johnson, Snyder, Anderson, and Johnson (1993a@piedi:

To investigate content validity, the sixty-item tal of the SWCP was
mailed to a panel of seventeen experts in the.fi€iteen members of this
nationwide Panel returned an eleven-page questienoa the language clarity
and the item relevance of the SWCP items. A sixipdkert rating scale was
used for both the language clarity scale and #ra itelevance scale.

A rating of six was awarded an item judged to bey wdear (language
clarity scale) or very relevant (item relevancdecaThe panel’s responses were

carefully analyzed both numerically and for itendiseon suggestions. Item
means were calculated for the four subscales anthéaotal scale. In language
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clarity, the subscale means ranged from 5.32 t4; 5 total scale mean equaled

5.53. Six items were deleted, four new items weiiten, and the language of

many items was revised.

A second content validity survey containing theised edition of the

SWCP was mailed to a panel of seventeen revieweasarteen members of the

panel were on the earlier panel. Two early parezhivers were dropped from the

second panel. Of the second panel, eleven memdgsgrended to an eighteen
page questionnaire. The analysis of their respolesketo the current selection of

the School Work Culture Profile. (p. 8)

In a later report titled’he School Work Culture Profile: A Factorial Anas/and
Strategyproduced in 1993, Johnson, Snyder, Anderson, amasdn (1993b) pointed out
that results from additional testing assessed ghabal components of work culture” (p.
2). They submitted that “the purpose of the stwdg to use primary and second-order
principal components analyses. A second-ordeofaatalysis will incorporate an
additional level of analysis by showing how theffiorder factors group into higher order
factors” (p. 2). A sample groupl€498) teachers from five elementary schools (169
teachers), four middle schools (140 teachers) e high schools (189 teachers) in
Pasco County Florida were sent the questionnaimegtibns, a machine-scorable answer
sheet, and data were then collected by mail. Uisigfication for the principal
components analysis was to answer the questiomether differing factors would
“emerge if 1.00s are put in the main diagonal tii@ommunalities are used” (p. 9)
which was attributed to Gorsuch’s contention thegligible differences exist when
moderate commonalities are found when a large nuwibheriables are present.
Because more than 250 subjects were used and acoesmnonality greater than or equal
to 0.60 existed, eigenvalues greater than one @dracted and individual questions

having a factor loading greater than or equal 80 Overe retained. The findings were

reported as follows:
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The first order principal components analysiddgd ten factors. The
prerotation eigenvalues for the components wer2122.44, 1.79, 1.68, 1.54,
1.35,1.13,1.11, 1.06, and 1.08. Results of tkekdions involve a first [order]
factor that might be characterized as a generglfactor. This is a factor with
which most items were highly correlated and suggés existence of a
unidimensional factor structure. . . . The meangedarom 2.56 to 4.48, while
the standard deviations varied from 0.67 to 1.310)

The reporters additionally stated that one of #silts found in the first-order

principal components analysis was that the fagiogsented a matrix of correlations

which is essentially a method known as a secondrdettor analysis. The finding that

numerous multiple loadings were present in thé @rder varimax also suggested “a

first-order oblique solution as well as a secondeoresult” (p. 10) was the determinant

to extract second-order factors. Ultimately, tbéhars presented the findings stating:

Cronbach alphas for the factors (subscales) folkabscale one .92,
subscale two .88, subscale three .61, subscale@duand the composite for all
guestions .95.

The subscale intercorrelations for the subscalésio(a) Factors one and
two .75, (b) Factors one and three .69, (c) Fadpesand four .68, (d) Factors
two and three .73,(e) Factors two and four .63, (8nactors three and four .54.
These intercorrelations do not represent factorescbut subscale scores derived
by summing the response category values for thendalems for a subscale. (pp.
11-12)

In conclusion, the study further showed that theosd-order factors clarified

“additional perspectives on a school’s work cultype 15). The school work culture:

“it’s total quality management strengths; its idigpendent work dimensions; the

interdependence between the school and clientsaipiisg goals; and in the opportunities

for professional development” (p. 15) are contrabytfactors that imitate contemporary

thought “about the interdependency of systems &eadts, and of work and professional

development” (p. 15). In essence, these are thertBions necessary “for developing

market driven school programs and services” (p. 15)
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In 1994, the researchers continued to examinatthity of the SWCP as a work
culture productivity model and its development asildure instrument and recorded the
areas of generalization across primary factorsdovhen the second-order component
analysis was conducted. A sample of subjédt®p5) from 112 schools representing 41
of the 67 school districts in Florida were admimistl the SWCP as reported in previous
administration procedures. A first-order principamponent analysis with individual
guestions with a factor loading greater than oraétu.040 retained that yielded 10
factors with prerotation eigenvalues for the conmga found to be “20.38, 2.99, 1.76,
1.59, 1.53,1.32,1.19, 1.11, 1.07, and 1.02” (8ohnSnyder, Anderson, & Johnson,
1993Db, p. 12). As in the previous study, a probglfactor was noted. With statistical
significance determined to be 0.17 for a sample sf225, they found “ten primary
factors of 52 questions . . . . Eight questiombrait attain the designated factor loading
or were factorially complex” (p. 14). Additionallthe second—order ‘solution’ indicated
“four higher order factors of 35 total questiong” {4) and “generated a new set of
relationships among the 60 items on 8ahool Work Culture Profilevhich are
reflective of several major thrusts for organizasibtransformation within the Total
Quality Management literatures” (p. 15). Also, teeearchers found that “a greater
interdependence among logical work culture [had¢rgad, which reinforces the systems
thinking imbedded within” (p. 15) the instrument.

In 2002, Johnson, Johnson, and Zimmerman condactieidd-order factor
analysis to “show how the first-order factors grango higher order factors” (p. 2) to

address the “stagnation in the growth of educatipraductivity in America . . . focusing
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on the ‘what and how’ issues involving achievemaamd school organization (p. 9). In
their conclusion, the authors revealed:

Tools such as the SWCP can help generate datadhsider the elements
of planning, development, and assessment. Thehaier component analysis
helps researchers identify the higher-order compizhat are areas of
generalization across the primary work culture congmts. The two third-order
factors are clearly delineatedRignning and Development Thenikat
incorporate items pertaining to school improvenard educational achievement.
The third-order solution focuses on educationatess variables. These
variables include those management factors thédisysroductive schools. The
SWCP can also describe how changes in work cuding¢aking effect following
the implementation of new strategies of reform 9p.

This conclusion was based on the findings thakethere two higher-order factors
present in the third-order solution in which eifddtor one items were picked up from
the second-order solutions and three items fronfieitter two second-order solution. In
addition, “the third-order factor two solution inded primarily the factor three and four
items from the second-order solution” (p. 9).
Reliability. Regarding the reliability of the SWCP, Snyder (nrdvealed:;
Reliability studies on the subscales show thatriternal consistency of
the items is very high. Three initial reliabiliggudies were conducted using
samples from three populations of practicing edursat Cronbach’s alpha
reliability estimates were computed. The init@iability studies on the SWCP
yielded high internal scores (.95 to .97). Addiadly, a test-retest design was
used on one of the sample groups to investigatshbe-term stability of the
instrument over a two-week time delay. This yiel@detest-retest reliability of
.78. Another reliability study was conducted omch larger, but mixed sample
of school personnel from over 50 school distrint&lorida, and resulted in
Cronbach alphas that were very close to those foautite first series of studies,
with a total of .96. Finally, a study utilizingage sample of teachers from
Pasco County in Floridan£504) yielded a total Cronbach alpha of .97. (p. 2)
Parkinson (1990) determined that the range of tleficients obtained through
the Cronbach alpha for the eight factor subscakye w6 to .89, with each item that

loaded onto a factor contributing “positively teetalpha coefficient” (p. 120), providing
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further evidence that the “factors might represkstrete constructs” (p. 120). The
researcher also suggested that “a more definiigf analysis as well as a content
validation study be conducted before a more peestistement can be made on the factor
constructs” (pp. 120-121).

Johnson, Snyder, Anderson, and Johnson (1993#@:wro

The SWCP was tested using two different reliabdigynples. Two classes of

graduate students in educatidix46, took the SWCP in the fall of 1987. Alphas

for the four subscales were between .88 and .93%hfbr the total scale. A

second sample of fifty elementary school teachetse County participated in a

test-retest study with a two-week delay time ingpang of 1988. A test-retest

Pearson correlation coefficient of .78 was attairfpd7)
Field Test

The School Work Culture Profile developed by Smydel 988 was administered
to the team of sixth grade teachers in a suburlhiddlenschool in the Central Florida
school district studied in a single setting asrecfion of convenience due to the
researcher’s access to the group (see AppendiSB}h-grade teachers were the sample
group of choice because in many schools and isttte teacher certification process,
sixth grade is included as an elementary grade (eee K-6). The intent of utilizing a
field test was to ascertain information regardiegt administration procedures, test-item
clarity, testing conditions, and any other relevauggestions offered from the sampling
of teachers that resemble the traits of elemené&aghers who will be the focus of the
study. Prior to administration of the survey, thiginal response sheet accompanying
the SWCP (see Appendix C for a copy of the respsheet) was substituted for a one-
page answer sheet (see Appendix D for a copy afeifised response sheet) to provide a

more streamlined document that would afford theéiggpants an increased degree of ease

during the survey administration. The researclk¢erchined that for the purpose of this
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study, additional demographic information obtaimexild provide an additional source
of data that could potentially be utilized at tisb@ol site to target staff development,
information dissemination, etc., by using the sausters provided from the additional
demographic categories that could be includedrevesed response sheet. The
additional demographic categories included werdoa)Category (replaced ‘Position’),
b) Gender, c) Type of School, and d) Race (see AgigeD).

All sixth-grade teachers were informed of the msgof the field test prior to the
survey administration. The field test was conddigteor to the beginning of the school
day with 18 of the 23 sixth grade teachers pawdiniiy. Two of the teachers later
reported that they did not participate in the fieddt because they forgot the test date and
time. Those teachers did inquire if they could participate by taking the test at a later
time, but were told by the test administrator thatas not necessary. They were also
thanked for their interest in participating in firedd test.

During a brief informational and survey instruciidirection period, the
participants were asked to make note of any suggesthat would enhance or clarify the
instructions, make the survey administration manevenient, and/or add any criticisms
of the instructions or instrument itself and rettlram to the researcher. Prior to the
actual administration of the field test, it wasioetl that a glitch in the program that
generated the answer sheet caused each answetcsheetber the assigned response
selection number that correlated to the resporsetsmn (e.g., 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2=
Disagree, etc.) sequentially on each answer steggtming with the next sequential
number—the first answer sheet numbered the ansiextons 1through 5, the second

answer sheet numbered the response selectionsugthi 0—and continued for each
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answer sheet generated. To prevent a delay iadiménistration of the survey, the
researcher quickly made copies of the first anshieet, distributed the survey and
corrected answer sheets to the participants, aganbe survey administration. The
correction of the problem with the answer sheelasydel the administration of the survey
by 5 minutes causing the completion of the fiekt te average 20 minutes as opposed to
the 15 minutes participants were informed it waiakle to complete the survey. This did
not seem to cause a problem with the participants.

Once the field test was completed and all surveitgmed to the researcher, the
sequentially numbering of the response selectiasaorrected to prevent the same type
of error from occurring in future survey adminisimas. Also, the comments from the
participants were reviewed by the researcher. cbinements included the following:

o “Work groups—what are they?

e “Leadership team? What's that?

e Questions #50 and #57 too much alike.

e What is the staff development program?

e Question #60—assesses should be assessed.
Each comment was considered; however, only thegtgmiical error identified in
Question #60 was immediately addressed. Duringéugurvey administrations, the
researcher determined that the most practicalisalwould be to discuss the
terminology and offer clarity on practical defioitis of “work groups” and “leadership
teams” as related to the familiar descriptions wseghach site that were used to portray
the specific types of “workgroups” and “leaderstepms” employed at each site

immediately prior to survey administrations.
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During the tabulation process after the admintisineof the field test, the
researcher discovered that the item grouping #ifalir sub-domains could be more
readily identified in the original response shexebpposed to the one developed by the
researcher. Consequently, a new response sheelewal®ped that combined attributes
of the original response sheet and the reviseresspsheet (see Appendix E for a copy
of the Final Response Sheet) and was utilized duha survey administrations at each
school site (see Appendix F for a copy of the Retetter for Permission to Conduct
the Field Test).

Data Collection Procedures

Snyder, the developer of the SWCP, granted therelser permission to use the
SWCP for this study during a personal visit todieseloper’'s home. The original
permission letter was lost; however, the surveyetimer sent an electronic version of the
letter to the researcher at a later date (see Afp&hfor a copy of the permission letter).
In addition, the researcher contacted the schatidicli for permission to conduct the
study with randomly selected non-charter public pablic charter elementary schools
As a function of convenience, the researcher qdexilamiliar, accessible, and reliable
site administrator as the most effective meansirelbping and presenting an
appropriate and effective form of communicatiornt thauld provide convincing and
compelling incentive for the site administratorglod randomly selected schools to give
permission to the researcher to conduct researtieiatsite. Once the proper
permissions and remaining requirements were meoasdtisfied, the research proposal

was submitted to the university’s Institutional Rev Board.
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Faculty and administrators of randomly selectedipw@nd public charter
elementary schools in an urban metropolitan stegisarea of Central Florida were the
population for this study. Schools were identifigdizing the most recent listing of
schools from the Central Florida Public School et Of the 159 public charter and
public non-charter elementary schools, schoolstified as located outside the urban
metropolitan statistical area of the Central Flaradunty were eliminated from the
selection process. The sample group for this stvaycomposed of three charter public
and three public non-charter elementary schoots fiee remaining Central Florida
public school district’'s elementary schools locateside the urban metropolitan
statistical area of a Central Florida communityrtiipation in the study was voluntary
and extra surveys were made available for teacdmatsadministrators who were absent
the day of the faculty meeting and arrangementsenf@dthe surveys to be collected by
the principal and returned to the researcher atit@atly agreed upon time.

The researcher contacted each selected schoolimisthator by telephone to
provide an introduction as well as provide a bde$cription of the study. Once contact
was made with each school administrator, an inftiongacket was sent to each school.
After sending each selected school information abwistudy including the purpose of
the study, time and administration requirements résearcher secured permission to
attend previously scheduled faculty meetings ah sabool to administer the SWCP to
the faculty and administrators of each schooldier explaining the purpose of the study
to the participants. See Appendix H for a copthef Request Letter to Principals to
Participate in Study. At each site, participangevnformed of the importance of

answering questions openly and honestly with tiserance of anonymity and
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confidentiality. Confidentiality was maintained bgving respondents provide only
demographic and descriptive information on the ansheet (i.e., type of position,
gender, school type, race, length of service at@cletc.). Participants were afforded an
opportunity to address any questions and/or cosganinr to the survey administration.

After a brief introduction and conversation with @articipants, the survey was
administered to each person. A single answer st@eprovided for respondents to
mark their answers. The answer sheet was coddentfy site information only. The
researcher remained in the room to collect eackeguwrpon completion. As a token of
appreciation and an added incentive to completsuhesy, refreshments were provided
to the participants.
Analysis of Data

According to Merriam and Simpson (2000), “of alta-gathering techniques
available to the researcher, the survey, eithdtemror oral, is used most extensively”
and “provides unique advantages to the resear¢pet46). The SWCP provided
descriptive information on each school’s perceitygae of work culture as well as levels
of staff involvement. Since the ANOVA, accordimgHuck (2012, p. 295), is quite
versatile as a statistical technique and is ortee@Mmost popular inferential tools used “to
help applied researchers deal with [more than]nveans,” a 2 x 2 factorial ANOVA
with a between group and within group comparisoas used to describe the findings.
Because there were no significant effects, thereweaneed for a post hoc pairwise

comparison.
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Variables

In this study, the primary independent variableseweb category (administrator
and faculty) and school type of the participantsafter school and non-charter school).
The dependent variable was the average percemora & the ratings across the
domains of program development, planning developnstaff development, and school
assessment. For each domain, there were 15 sklestes which were believed to be
indicators of the domain. A total score of therfdomains was determined from which
an average was derived to represent a mean-peygeggiore for an individual. As such,
if there were no missing scores and/or ambiguoligegathen the range of total scores
for any given individual would be 15-75. Otherleoted demographic variables
included gender, race/ethnicity, and length of epee in current assignment.
Summary

Utilizing the School Work Culture Profile, a paggrd-pencil instrument
designed by Snyder in 1988 to obtain quantitatieasares of the work patterns in
schools, a study was conducted employing a quéaéteesearch design to investigate
the perceptions of school work culture of admiitgrs and faculty of public non-charter
and public charter elementary schools an urbanapelitan statistical area of Central
Florida. The SWCP was submitted to a local antbnat expert panel for face
validation. After refining and revision, it wastsuitted for reliability testing and further
refining and revision and eventually it was detereadi that the SWCP was an instrument
that could be utilized to determine the generabrabf whether school work culture was

a hindrance to or support of educational produtstiand quality.
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After conducting a field test to ascertain infotioa regarding test administration
procedures, test-item clarity, testing conditiagts,, and securing the proper permissions,
the SWCP was administered to administrators andtfaof randomly selected public
non-charter and public charter elementary schoo#éiurban metropolitan statistical
area of Central Florida during previously schedd&amlilty meetings. A 2 X 2 Factorial
ANOVA with between and within group comparisons @& significant main and

interaction effects, therefore there was no needuidher analysis.
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Chapter 4: Findings

The body of research related to the perceptiosslobol work culture of faculty
and administrators in public charter and public-obarter elementary schools in urban
areas is limited. Also, the continual change mfittcus of school reform efforts has
contributed to a decrease in the utilization of $tthool Work Culture Profile, a data-
gathering tool that offers insight into achievirapsol reform at the individual school
level.

The purpose of this study was to investigate thegpions of school work
culture of faculty and administrators in public dkaand public non-charter elementary
schools in a large urban metropolitan county oft@elorida. The parts of this chapter
are: (a) response rate, (b) demographic charaiitsriéc) data analysis, and (d)
summary.

Response Rate

The SWCP was administered during faculty meetingsxgoublic elementary
schools in an urban metropolitan area of a ceRtaalda county. There were three
public charter elementary schools and three putdiccharter elementary schools
participating in the study. The survey was adnténexd to 163 participants. Of the 163
study patrticipants, surveys were completed by #8pandents for a 99% participant
response rate. Two of the participants left withmampleting and returning the survey.

One of the participants that did not complete theey stated that he would complete it
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and send it to me at a later time. That surveynedseceived for the inclusion in this
study.
Demographic Characteristics of Participants

Of the 269 schools and centers in the central ddoschool district investigated,
the sample for this study was composed of thredigonbn-charter and three public
charter elementary schools from the public schimmiated inside the urban metropolitan
statistical area of the selected county. A tabl@ndom numbers was assigned to each
urban public charter and public non-charter sclamol these numbers were used to select
three representative schools for each of the twedyf schools for the study.

A total of 161 usable participants were involvedha administration of the
SWCP for the purpose of this study. The descniptibstudy participants by job
category (administrator or faculty member) and sthype (public charter or public non-
charter) is presented below. There were a totaDaddministrators; 4 in the charter
schools and 6 in the public non-charter schoolsth®10 administrators, 9 were female
and 1 male. The male administrator worked in diputon-charter elementary school.
There were 151 teachers; 130 females and 19 m#le$wo non-charter public school
teachers who did not report their gender. Twelhadesiworked in public non-charter
elementary schools and 7 in public charter elemmgrsizhools. The breakdown of
teachers participating in the study was as folld®8steachers worked in public charter
elementary schools and 112 teachers worked inguobh-charter elementary schools for
a study total of 161 participants. See Table S#mple demographics based on job

category and gender.
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Table 3

Job Category and Gender of Participants by SchoypleT

School Type Job Category n Gender K) %
Public Charter School Administrator 4 Female (4)0.025
Male (0) 0.000
Teacher 39 Female (32) 0.199
Male (7) 0.043
Public Non-Charter School Administrator 6 Fem&le ( 0.031
Male (1) 0.006
Teacher 112 Female (98) 0.609
Male (12) 0.075
No Response 2 0.012
N =161

Demographic Factors. Other demographic factors were collected during the
study but were not analyzed statistically for tiegose of this study. The demographic
factors collected include gender, race/ethniciyp@rted as participants described
themselves), and length of service in current assent. In the length of service in
current assignment, participants did not differaetitheir length of service by the school
site, but rather the length of time they had seagdither an administrator or faculty
member. Although the data were not analyzed,nbisto be suggested that the data were
irrelevant, but may provide useful information ither areas of consideration. That data
are presented for the purpose of portraying thgpggademographic characteristics in

Table 4.
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Table 4

Demographic Characteristics of Participants

Characteristic/ n %
Category

Gender
Male 19 11.80
Female 140 86.95
Missing 2 0.01

Race/Ethnicity
African/American 86 53.42
White 55 34.12
Other 16 9.94
Missing 4 2.52

Length of Experience
in Current Assignment

0-5 years 78 50.65

6-10 years 32 20.78

11-15 years 23 14.94

16-20 years 8 5.19

21+ years 13 8.44

Missing 7 0.04
N =161

Public charter schools surveyed, as a result af ihleerent design, were typically
much smaller than their public non-charter schoolsnterparts. Consequently, the
number of participants in each job category, adstiaior and faculty, was smaller for
each individual school. Individual school partenip composition (three public non-

charter and three public charter schools), the murabparticipants by job category (the
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number of administrator and teachers), is presantédble 5 in the order they were

surveyed.

Table 5

Number of Administrators and Faculty Members byviddial School Type

School School type Administrators Hac
n n
1 Public Non-Charter 2 37
2 Public Charter 1 9
3 Public Charter 1 17
4 Public Charter 2 13
5 Public Non-Charter 2 39
6 Public Non-Charter 2 36
Total 10 151

N =161

Data Analysis and Results

In order to answer the three main research questtatistical Analysis Software
or SAS (Elliott & Woodward, 2010) was used for as&d of the data. Given the nature
of the variables involved and the research questibnvas deemed reasonable to use an
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA). Data related to ttesearch questions were tested for
the assumptions of ANOVA tests: Independence oéndagions, Equality of variances,
and Normality in order to conduct these paramégsts.

Prior to running the ANOVA tests, descriptive stits, Means and Standard

Deviations of the SWCP components, were deriveddas the four perceptive sub-
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domains of the SWCP, School Assessment, Staff Dpuatnt, Program Development,
and Planning Development, as well as the overatlgmion across the two main groups

of school type and job category. These data dnéorad in Table 6.

Table 6

Means and Standard Deviation for Profile CompondytSchool Type and Job Category

School Job
Type Category n Profile Components M SD
Charter Administrator 4 Overall Perception 5.36 0.49
School Assessment 3.85 0.34
Staff Development 3.95 0.62
Program Development 4.23 0.39
Planning Development 4.05 0.30
Teacher 39 Overall Perception 5.00 0.90
School Assessment 3.63 0.74
Staff Development 3.78 0.77
Program Development  3.95 0.60
Planning Development  3.72 0.70
Non-Charter Administrator 6 Overall Perception %.4 0.50
School Assessment 4.06 0.33
Staff Development 411 0.32
Program Development  4.20 0.53
Planning Development  4.10 0.43
Teacher 112 Overall Perception 4.77 0.65
School Assessment 3.55 0.45
Staff Development 3.58 0.62

Program Development  3.66 0.53
Planning Development  3.54 0.51

In this study, all the ANOVA results were interggetin terms of Type Il Sums
of Squares{9g which, as opposed to Typ&E which addresses the effect of a given

categorical independent variable on a dependerghtarwhile controlling for the other
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categorical independent variable(s). There wasi#ieel to examine, provide various tests
for, and articulate consequences if and/or whesetlassumptions were not met and
embrace possible subsequent remedial measurdisis ktudy, there were no serious
indications of how the data were collected and sgbently there was no need to check
for the existence of auto-correlation for the tegtior independence of assumptions. For
example, in this study, the participants were uelgualifferent in that one could not
belong to a charter school staff and a non-chadieool faculty at the same time and that
administrators and faculty members did not haveoasover between job categories.

For each ANOVA, tests by school type and job catgga each of the four sub-
domains and overall perception score, Levene’'sofedlsbmogeneity of variance was used
to determine if there was statistical evidence thistassumption might have been
violated. There appeared to be no such evideratdhtb assumption had been violated.
These were evident by Overall Perceptiba 2.79,p = 0.0968], Planning Development
[F=2.92,p = 0.0617], Progam Developmeift £ 0.28,p = 0.5992], Staff Development
[F=2.79,p = 0.0968], and School Assessmdnt{2.81,p = 0.0639]. Finally, the
univariate tests of normality indicated that therfperception scores corresponded to the
sub-domains and the overall perception of schque Bnd job category. Both the
Shapiro-Wilk and Kolmogorov-Smirnof normality tesatistics yieldegh values >0.05.
This suggested that the data used probably camredmoormally distributed population,
guaranteeing that the use of the ANOVA paramegist was appropriate for the data.

For factors A and B (school type and job categgryrlues for the statisti¢-§ were less
than alpha (0.05) only for job category in the Riag Development sub-domain,

F(1,157) = 5.58p = 0.0195; with administrators scoring significarttigher than

108



teachers, Program Development, F(1,157) = 4©2,0.02; with administrators scoring
significantly higher than teachers , School Assesdi(1,158) = 4.20p = 0.0424; with
administrators scoring significantly higher thaadkers, and the overall perception,
F(1,157) = 5.08p = 0.0258, with administrators scoring significgrtigher than
teachers. Subsequently, while holding school tgrestant, the null hypothesis that job
category had no significant effect on these subalnswas rejected and it was
concluded that the job category main effect wasiggant in the Planning Development,
Program Development, and School Assessment subidsnas well as the overall
perception with administrators scoring significguitigher in these perception scores.
The sub-domain School type and its interaction yathcategory, however, did not seem
to have any significant effect across all of thecpption sub-domains. Tlgevalues
associated with the obtained values in all sub-dosnaith the obtaine# statistics
revealed scores all greater than 0.05. Therefloeenull hypotheses for significant
school type and interaction effects were not rejgaetith the conclusion that school type
and interaction with job category were not sigrificacross the perception sub-domains

or the overall perception. The statistical datamesented in Table 7.
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Table 7

ANOVA Summary Tables for SWCP Overall PerceptiodsSub-Domains

SWCP Sub-Domain/ df SS MS F p
Variable

Planning Development

F(3, 154) = 3.53p =0.0164)

School Type 1 0.043 0.043 0.14.7116
Job Category 1 1.755 1.755 5.58.0195
School Type *Job Category 1 0.127 0.12 0.40 0.5259
Error 154 58.46 0.31

Program Development

F(3, 157) = 5.09p = 0.002)

School Type 1 0.235 0.235 80.7 0.3785
Job Category 1 1.484 1.484 924. 0.0280
School Type*Job Category 1 0.149 0.14 0.49 0.4834
Error 157 47.37 0.30

Staff Development

F(3, 157) = 2.22p = 0.0884)

School Type 1 0.003 0.003 .010 0.9291
Job Category 1 1.106 1.106 259 0.1093
School Type*Job Category 1 0.289 280. 0.68 0.4116
Error 154 65.62 0.43

School Assessment

F(3, 157) =2.10p = 0.1028

School Type 1 0.040 0.040 140 0.7044
Job Category 1 1.164 1.164 420 0.0421
School Type*Job Category 1 0.169 1660. 0.61 0.4363
Error 151 41.82 0.28

Overall Perception

F(3, 148) = 3.16p = 0.026

School Type 1 0.020 0.020 0.04 0.8436
Job Category 1 2.561 2.561 5.08 0.0258
School Type *Job Category 1 0.270  0.270 0.54  0.4657
Error 145 73.16 0.50
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There were some differences in the degrees of dreed the respective sub-
domains attributable to differences in response r&ome individuals did not respond to
all of the items in particular sub-domains. ANOXaAlculations were based on the actual
responses.

However, as it has been shown, the impact of tbeifa school type and job
category measured on the various perception sutathsnappeared to be very highly
correlated and is shown in Table 8, which presarsismmary of Pearson Correlation
Coefficients between the various perception subalosin this study. The results
suggest that the various sub-domains of the Sdvawok Culture Profile are closely

related to the coefficients.

Table 8

Correlation Coefficients for SWCP Sub-Domains

Sub-Domain School Staff Program Planning
Assessment Development Development Development
r r r r
School Assessment 1.0 0.86 0.82 0.88
<0.0001 <0.0001 <0.000
152 155 152
Staff Development 0.86 1.0 0.85 0.87
<0.0001 <0.0001 <0.0001
152 158 155
Program Development 0.82 0.85 1.0 0.86
<0.0001 <0.0001 0.6001
155 158 158
Planning Development 0.88 0.87 0.86 1.0
<0.0001 <0.0001 <o
152 155 158
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A Narrative of the Participant Schools In order to answer the three main
research questions as well as tabulate the samrésef individual participant schools,
Statistical Analysis Software (SAS) was used falgsis of the data. In addition, to
achieve the scores for each participant schootmig the accompanying directions for
scoring the SWCP, the data were input into theaso# for analysis

The SWCP consists of 60 items on a Likert-typeeseath the numerical values
1-5 correlated to the responses Strongly AgreeAéee (4), Undecided (3), Disagree
(2), and Strongly Disagree (1) so that if all itewere answered with the answers marked
for Strongly Agree, or all five(s), the highest pifide score would be 300 or likewise, a
60 for all answers marked Strongly Disagree. Cguently, the highest score for each
sub-domain would be 75 and the lowest, 15 witlya#stions answered. School scores
were obtained by summing the scores of the paaitgpfor each of the four sub-domains
and dividing the score for each sub-domain by tmalver of participants for each school.
Once the four-sub-domain scores were totaled, werg added together to obtain the
total SWCP score for each school (Snyder, 1988b).

For the purposes of this research study, to daéterthe relativity of a school’s
Teacher Involvement patterns in relation to theosth SWCP score, the data were
analyzed using a scale of Low Involvement (Low Depment), Moderate Involvement
(Moderate Development), and High Involvement (Hgwvelopment) for each sub-
domain. A High Involvement School equates to sstretween 241 — 300; Moderate
Involvement Schools score between 190 — 240; and|bgolvement Schools obtained
scores less than or equal t0189.99. The Develophexe| provides theeliable

informationabout how developed the school’s work cultureSisyder, 1988a) and helps
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identify those areas where the school’s developmeals, the “identified improvement
targets that stretch the school’s capacity to a@iisimits main functions or to meet
emerging challenges” (Snyder, 1988a, p. 2) carobesed. School scores in the study
ranged from 198.67 to 244.90 total points withualgtmean of 224.

School Profiles. This section provides in-depth detail about thia @éptained for
each school participating in the administrationhaf SWCP and the Involvement and
Development Levels for each school participatinthis study.

Based on the previously mentioned Involvement/Dewelent Level scale—Low
Involvement (Low Development), Moderate Involvem@vibderate Development), and
High Involvement (High Development)—for each subwdin, schools with High
Involvement equated to scores ranging between Z00:- Moderate Involvement
Schools scored between 190 — 240; and Low Involvi@ehools obtained scores less
than or equal t0189.99). Of the six schools pigeiing in the study, four schools scored
in the Moderate Involvement (Moderate Developmeanpge. Three of the schools were
non-public charter schools and one was a publidehachool. The remaining schools,
two public charter schools, scored in the High Imement (High Development) range.
When the Involvement Level (Development Level) ssovere compared to the state
assigned school grade, the two charter schoolsiatjethe High Involvement (High
Development) scores were found to have received stdool grades of A. The
remaining schools received Moderate Involvementd&tate Development). When the
scores for these schools were compared to theasaigned school grades, it was found
that these schools all received state assigneasbkghades of D. The school with the

lowest Involvement Level (Development Level) scofall schools was the one
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remaining charter school. School Profiles, theostdi mean SWCP scores and

Involvement/Development Level are presented in & &bl

Table 9

Participant School Development Levels

School School Type SWCP Involvetfi@evelopment
Number Mean Level
Score

1 Public-Non Charter 230.28 Moderate

2 Public Charter 244.90 High

3 Public Charter 198.67 Moderat

4 Public Charter 246.00 High

5 Public Non-Charter 219.07 Made

6 Public Non-Charter 202.11 Made

The individual profile of mean scores attained hgreschool is reported in Table
10. In the Planning Development sub-domain, scersre between 49.61 and 61.33;
Staff Development, from 50.18 to 62.10; Program éd@wment scores were 51.32 to

63.20; and School Assessment scores ranged fraz8 4260.47.
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Table 10

Profile of Sub-Domain Scores by School

School Sub-Domain Scores

Planning Staff Program School

Development Development  Develept Assessment
M M M M

School 1 55.82 56.46 60.53 57.47
School 2 59.50 62.10 63.20 58.30
School 3 50.39 50.89 55.11 42.28
School 4 61.33 61.33 62.87 60.47
School 5 54.68 55.02 55.59 53.78
School 6 49.61 50.18 51.32 51.00

The data in Table 11 present the Cronbach Alphaegaior the SWCP sub-
domains. The values range from 0.956 to 0.97@atolig extremely high Cronbach

Alpha values.

Table 11

Cronbach Alpha Values for SWCP Sub-Domains

Sub-Domain Cronbach
Alpha
Overall Perception 0.956
School Assessment 0.970
Staff Development 0.967
Program Development 0.970
Planning Development 0.966
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Summary

The SWCP was administered to 161 teachers anch&dtrators from public
charter and public non-charter elementary schoogslarge metropolitan central Florida
county for the purpose of this study. Data werayzed using the Statistical Analysis
Software (SAS). The results of the ANOVA testsicgatked that there were differences
by job category: administrators scored significahilgher than the faculty on the overall
perception and three sub-domains of school wortueil planning development,
program development , and school assessment. Wasrao difference on the staff
development sub-domain. There was no differentedsn the perceptions of
instructional staff by the type of school (publitacter and public non-charter). In

addition, there was no interaction between jobgmateand school type.
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Chapter 5: Summary, Conclusions, Implications, andRecommendations for
Further Research

The purpose of this study was to investigate thegpions of school work
culture of faculty and administrators in public dlkeaelementary schools and public non-
charter elementary schools in an urban metropostanstical area of Central Florida.
The parts of this chapter are (a) summary of st(lygonclusions, (c) implications, and
(d) recommendations for further research.
Summary of Study

As has been previously stated, the body of reseatated to the perceptions of
school work culture of faculty and administratargublic charter and public non-charter
elementary schools in urban areas has been limAésb, the continual change in the
focus of school reform efforts has contributed ttearease in the utilization of the
SWCP, an economical data-gathering tool that offesigiht into achieving school reform
at the individual school level. Limited researehated to the perception of school-work
culture of faculty and administrators exists in lpubharter elementary schools and
public non-charter elementary schools in urbansarea

The purpose of this study was to investigate thregpions of school work
culture of faculty and administrators in public dkaand public non-charter elementary

schools in a large urban metropolitan county oft@eflorida.
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In order to investigate the perceptions of schamlknculture of administrators
and faculty in public charter elementary schoold pablic non-charter elementary
schools in a large urban metropolitan county oft@eérrlorida, the following research
guestions were addressed in this study:

1. Is there a difference in the perception of tisructional staff members (both
administrators and faculty) of public charter elataey schools and public non-
charter elementary schools related to school waltiie in a large urban
metropolitan county of Central Florida?

2. Is there a difference in perception between aglchdministrators and faculty in
public charter elementary schools and public naarten elementary schools of
school work culture?

3. Is there an interaction between type of schpablic charter elementary schools
and public non-charter elementary schools) andaibgory (administration and
faculty) of the perception of school work culture?

Faculty and administrators of randomly selectedipwharter and public non-
charter elementary schools in an urban metropostatstical area of Central Florida
were the population for this study. Schools wedemtified utilizing the most recent
listing of schools from the Central Florida Pulilistrict. Of the 159 public charter and
public non-charter elementary schools, schoolstified as located outside the urban
metropolitan statistical area of the Central Flaradunty were eliminated from the
selection process. The sample group for this stuatsycomposed of three public charter
and three public non-charter elementary schoots fiee remaining Central Florida

public school district’s elementary schools locateside the urban metropolitan
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statistical area of a Central Florida communitwyrtieipation in the study was voluntary
and extra surveys were made available for teacdratsadministrators who were absent
the day of the faculty meeting and arrangementsenf@dthe surveys to be collected by
the principal and returned to the researcher att@aitly agreed upon time.

The School Work Culture Profile (Snyder, 1988bdljagnostic survey
instrument developed by Snyder as an accompanicoemponent of the Managing
Productive Schools Training program (Parkinson,0)9@rovides a means to measure
the development of work culture and the degreepamdeption of the worker’s level of
participation in organizational practices basedhenfour sub-domains of “a) planning;
b) program development; c) staff development; anasdessment” (Snyder, Acker-
Hocevar, & Snyder, 2000, p. 189). Bruner (19973med to the SWCP as an instrument
that could be utilized to determine the generabrabf whether school work culture is a
hindrance to or support of educational productiaityl quality. The instrument consists
of a six-page booklet including operational defoms, directions for responding to the
instrument, and the 60-item questionnaire. Thestienaire items are presented in
random order and use a five-point Likert scale fatrmith the choices strongly disagree,
disagree, undecided, agree, and strongly agresetwd participant responses that may be
machine or hand scored. Designed for group adtratiisn, the instrument requires 10
to 15 minutes to complete.

The SWCP was returned by 161 of 163 administehed\t= 161 was utilized in
the data analysis. However, there were some ngis&m responses in several

guestionnaires which had minimal impact on the flatings. There a total of 10
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administrators and 151 teachers who returned thstgunnaire. Each of the six
administrations of the SWCP was conducted duringltg meetings.

The data were analyzed using ANOVAs and Cronbaghafor reliability
purposes. Also, an item analysis was performethersub-domain questions.

Summary of Results The SWCP was returned by 161 of 163 administehed
N =161 was utilized in the data analysis. Howetlare were some missing item
responses in several questionnaires which had ralnmpact on the data findings.
There a total of 10 administrators and 151 teaclhbrsreturned the questionnaire. Each
of the six administrations of the SWCP was condiidigring faculty meetings.

Each sub-domain, with the exception of staff depelent, for the administration
of the School Work Culture Profile (Snyder, 1998)¢geed significant differences in the
perceptions of administrators in public charter poblic non-charter elementary schools
and the faculty members of those schools in tleearch.

1. There were no differences in the perceptions dfuietonal staff members
between public charter elementary schools and pubin-charter elementary
schools, in terms of the SWCP sub-domains andvbeat) score. Public charter
and public non-charter school instructional staffponded to the SWCP sub-
domains similarly, therefore, the type of scho@ tespondents worked in, albeit
public charter or public non-charter, did not imipheir perceptions.

2. The data suggest that there were significant diffees in perceptions between
school administrators regardless of the type obsktland the faculty members of
both types of schools in three of the four sub-dasélanning Development,

Program Development, School Assessment) of schot wulture with the
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exception of the sub-domain of Staff DevelopmeFtie mean perception for
administrators in both types of schools was highe¢he three sub-domains than
was that for faculty members.

Administrators in both types of schools and teageboth types of schools
responded similarly; however, administrators araitg members think
differently regardless of the school type. Admirators typically have more
direct input in the three sub-domain areas of RfapBevelopment, Program
Development, and School Assessment as a functimbatsponsibility. The
time requirement of administrators for these aredar more substantial than is
that required of faculty members.

3. There was no interaction between type of schooltgoel of job category,
whether administrator or faculty member, for anyhaf sub-domains or the
overall perception. In other words, the percegiohadministrators and faculty
members of both types of schools do not appeage ependent upon whether or
not they work in charter or non-charter public sako
The administrative functions and responsibilitiésumning a school do not
change regardless of the type of school one waork$Nor for that matter, do
instructional tasks and responsibilities changethdreteaching children in public
charter or public non-charter schools.

Conclusions
The conclusions emanating from this research decthe following:

1. Schools are equal regardless of the type of school.
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2. The culture of administrators remains the samerdégss of the type of school.
The same can be said for faculty members.

3. The perceptions of administrators and faculty meshaee not determined by the
type of school in which they work.

4. Administrators and faculty members do perceiveater@spects of school work
culture differently. Program Development, Plannbeyelopment, and School
Assessment are administrative functions, whereaf$ Bevelopment may be
perceived to be more of a personal function.

A commonality exists between public charter schaold public non-charter
schools—in the end, they are schools with the gotpose of educating students. They
are populated with the collection of parents whmkmheir children there and the
teachers, and administrators that work there withset of prescribed functions to
provide a free and appropriate education to abblked. The administrative functions
and responsibilities of operating a school areifferént whether one is an
administrator of a public charter school or a publbon-charter school. Faculty
members in both public charter schools and puldic-charter schools have the same
charge—provide quality instruction that meets tthecational standards set by their
state department of education. The perceptiomslmiinistrators and faculty members
are less determined by the type of school they warkut perhaps, more by what they
do and why they do it. However, their perceptidnsappear to be impacted by the

functions and responsibilities they have withirchal setting.
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Implications

Public charter schools and public non-charter slsheere not perceived to be
significantly different for the individuals, botldministrators and teachers, who work
there, based on the SWCP. Although many discus$iame been held about the need
for charter schools, their role may be one compbimeimproving the educational
outcome for many students who experience difficudtgther environments. The results
indicates that both charter school and non-chadeool instructional staff members
perceive things similarly and share the same vaielased to the perceptions of school
work culture. Very often, within public school tists, charter school instructional staff
may be marginalized and/or viewed as unequalsrefbwe, efforts to mainstream and
encourage cross-institutional collaboration mightlelpful to improve the educational
conditions for all students.

The differences between the administrators andeathidty in the overall
perception, planning development, program develapn@ad school assessment were all
higher for administrators in both charter and nbarter public schools. Based on the
intent of the SWCP, which is to determine how catee the individuals in a school
setting are to the sub-domains, the planning dewveémt, program development, and
school assessment scales indicate that effortstodslfocused on increasing the
collaborative conversations in these areas.

Based on the findings that teacher perceptiosslodol work culture was lower
than that of administrators on three of the folr-domains, there exists a disconnect in
the thought processes of administrators and tescl@r administrators, this has

implications about entrenching a more collaboraimn@lvement in the planning,
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program development, and school assessment. @Gatoas could be focused on
developing inclusionary practices that increaselteainput in meeting schools’ stated
goals, which increases their ownership.

College of education and educational leadershignaras could do more in terms
of placing emphasis on the charter school movemgan alternative for innovative
ideas needed to address the state of the natidnehgonal system.

Recommendations for Further Research

One potential research study might investigateutiagerlying and/or contributory
factors that cause the differences in the perceptid faculty members and
administrators of school work culture related tbc assessment, program
development, and school planning.

Also, additional research could explore the agrednmethe perceptions of school
work culture of faculty and administrators in redjéo staff development to determine the
basis for the similarities. On the other handif stavelopment may be perceived by
teachers as a professional/personal growth aréalitiénal research to investigate the
underlying reasons for this discrepancy is war@nte

Complementary research is recommended that wouldcathe existing database
that could provide more details into the relatiopdietween student achievement and
school culture to determine if school culture igrdtuencing factor upon student
achievement.

Further studies, including a more diverse sampleaoticipating schools, could
be more useful in terms of generalizability of gtedy findings. Demographic factors

such as race/ethnicity, length of service in curesmsignment, gender, that were included
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in this study only as a means of data gatherirdetermine the characteristics of study
participants, may be useful in ascertaining if éhare significant influences based on
those characteristics.

This study investigated three specific public chastchools that were randomly
selected. There are differences in the majoritghalrter schools and elite schools of any
type, whether they be charter, private, or pubtin-gharter. An investigation of
similarities or differences in these types of s¢h@ould be conducted to determine
whether the results of this study are comparable.

The majority of charter schools are by design sendiian the typical non-charter
public school. Since previous literature extols ¥irtue of small schools and their
impact on student achievement (Oxley, 1994; Sha@b69), schools of both types
sharing characteristics that could be matchedrmmgef student enroliment may be
studied to determine whether school size may hafugeinced the results of this study.

This study was conducted in one school districhinithe state of Florida.
Additional research may be conducted on other dafistricts within the state of
Florida, of both greater or smaller sizes, to dsthlwhether or not the findings are
similar.

Other areas of potential research could investitedindings of school work
culture in other states. Different states havgingrstate policies that influence the
perception of charter schools and may or may nohbee receptive and inclusive of the

charter school movement.
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The SWCP was written in 1988 and the verbiage @irtdividual items may have
changed and may need updating to reflect the lagggbased on the current emphases

and policies regarding education systems in thegnmte
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Appendix A (Continued)

e Chance for Success—an index that combines infoomdtom 13 indicators
spanning an individual's lifetime, career to cra@helicators include family
income—percentage of children from families witbame at least 200% of
poverty level in 2006; parent education—childrethvat least one parent with a
secondary degree in 2006; parental employment—ehmildith at least one
parent working full-time and year-round in 200@giuistic information—children
whose parents are fluent English speakers; presenoollment—three- and
four-year olds enrolled in preschool in 2006; kirgdeten enrollment—eligible
children enrolled in kindergarten programs in 2081émentary reading—fourth
grade public school proficient on NAEP in 2007; diedschool mathematics—
eighth grade public school proficient on NAEP ir©Z20high school graduation—
public high school students who graduate with dodia in the class of 2004;
postsecondary education—young adults enrolled stggoondary or with a
degree in 2006; adult education attainment—adulis avtwo- or four-year
postsecondary degree in 2006; annual income—awgiitisncomes at or above
national median in 2006; and steady employment—tadulabor force working
full-time and year-round in 2006.) Florida earne@+ain 2008 (p. 3) and a C in
20009. (p. 2)

e Providing Opportunities for Success—an index tlagteres the importance of
education throughout a person’s lifetime, carearalle (indicators include
preparation in early childhood, the performanaté public schools and
educational and economic outcomes in adulthoodrjdd earned a C+. (p. 4)

e Elementary and Secondary Performance—the K-12 Aehient Index, an index
that examines 18 distinct state achievement measelated to reading and math
performance, high school graduation rates, andebats of Advanced Placement
exams (indicators includé"4rade made—percent proficient on NAEP in 2007;
8" grade math—percent proficient on NAEP in 2007 gdade reading—percent
proficient on NAEP in 2007;”89rade reading—percent proficient in reading on
NAEP in 2007; 4 grade math—scale score change on NAEP in 200gr&de
math—scale score change on NAEP in 2087gehde reading—scale score
change on NAEP in 2007"grade reading—scale score change on NAEP in
2007; reading gap—4grade NAEP scale score in 2007; math gaP-gi&de
NAEP scale score in 2007; reading-gap chang®grdde NAEP 2003-2007;
math-gap change—"8grade NAEP (2003-2007); math excellence—percent
advanced on8grade NAEP in 2007; change in math excellence—auerc
advanced on NAEP (2003-2007); graduation rate—pudaihools class of 2004;
change in graduation rate—public schools 200-26@yh AP test scores—scores
of 3 or higher per 100 students in 2006; and cham@é®> scores—change in high
scores per 100 students 2000-2006.) Florida ear2tin 2008 (p.5) and a C in
20009. (p. 2)

e Nation Receives Passing Grade on Achievement,ustitBhrely—points are
awarded on this index based on three distinct aspéstudent achievement:
current levels of performance, improvement oveetiand achievement equity
between poor and nonpoor [sic] students. Floradaed a C. (p. 6)

e Standards, Assessments, and Accountability whidicates whether the state has
policies enacted across subject areas and graels i@vdicators include
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Appendix A (Continued)

academic content standards—standards adopted aotbesubjects during 2007-
2008; English/language arts, mathematics, scieamwbsocial studies/history
standards are clear, specific, and grounded irecbiat all levels; revision
schedule—state has regular timeline for revisiagadards in all core subjects;
supplementary resources—materials elaborate odatas in all core subjects
and materials were provided for particular stugegulations; test items used to
measure student performance across grade levelspleaghoice and short
answer items across grade levels; extended-resjtens& across subject areas,
portfolios of student work; alignment of assessméntacademic standards;
vertically equated scores on assessments in gBafles English and math;
formative assessments or item banks provided toatdrs; state ratings—state
assigns ratings to all schools on criteria othantAYP; statewide student ID—
state has a statewide student identification systewards—state provides
rewards to high-performing or improving schoolssissance—state provides
assistance to low-performing schools; sanctionste-s@anctions low-performing
schools). Florida earned a B in 2008 (p. 7) anéd am2009 (p. 2)

e Transitions and Alignment—education alignment peidindicators include
early learning—state early standards aligned with2kmeasures; school-
readiness definition—state formally defines schiealdiness; school-readiness
assessment—readiness of entering students asssslsedt-readiness
intervention—programs for students not deemed rdddgergarten standards—
learning expectations aligned with elementary;eg®l readiness—state defines
college readiness; college preparation—college pgpired to earn a high
school diploma; course alignment—credits for higha®l diploma aligned with
postsecondary system; assessment alignment—higllsatsessment aligned
with postsecondary system; postsecondary decisitigh-school assessment
used for postsecondary decisions; work readinesste-Kt12 system defines
work readiness; career-tech diploma—state offegh bchool diploma with
career specialization; industry certification—K-&s path for industry-
recognized certificate or license; and portablelitse—K-12 pathway to earn
career-tech credits for postsecondary). Floridaedha C in 2008 (p. 8) and a C+
in 2009. (p. 2)

e The Teaching Profession—efforts to improve teackingicators include
accountability for initial licensure—substantialursework in subject area taught,
test of basic skills, test of subject-specific kiedge and pedagogy, student
teaching, and other clinical experiences duringheatraining; discouraging out-
of-field teaching—parental notification of out-aéld teachers and a ban or cap
on the number of out-of-field teachers; evaluateacher performance—formal
evaluation of all teachers’ performance requiréadent achievement is tied to
teacher evaluation, annual basis for teacher etiahs evaluators of teachers
receive formal training; teacher education prografremkings/results published
for teacher preparation institutions, programs aotable for graduates’
classroom performance; data systems to monitortgtalinique identification
number assigned to each teacher by state, linkéeand student records by
course/subject and state assessment results; i@dotentry and transfer
barriers—alternative-route program for teacher araton, teacher-license

149



Appendix A (Continued)

reciprocity or portability arrangement with othéate(s), teacher-pension
portability across state lines; teacher-pay parityaeher salaries at least equal to
comparable occupations; districts report schoadllsalaries for teachers; pay-
for-performance programs rewards teachers fomgisiudent achievement;
differential role for teachers formally recognizeyistate; incentives for teacher-
leadership roles; incentives for teachers to eational-board certification);
incentives and allocations/building and supportiagacity—managing and
allocating teaching talent—fully licensed teachérghly-qualified teachers, first-
year teachers, and national board certified teadnacked by state data systems,
by school poverty level; incentives to teacherskivay in targeted schools, to
board-certified teachers working in targeted t@aghssignment areas, to board-
certified teachers working in targeted schools, angrincipals working in
targeted schools; supports for beginning teachemgdetion program for all new
teachers funded by state, mentoring program faneal teachers funded by state,
mentoring program standards for selecting, trainamgl/or matching mentors,
reduced workload for all first-year teachers; pssienal development—formal
professional-development standards, professionadldement financed by state
for all districts, districts/schools required td aside time for professional
development, and professional development alignédlacal priorities; school
leadership—standards for licensure of school adstratiors, supervised
internship for aspiring principals, induction or my@ing program for aspiring
principals; school working conditions—program tduee or limit class size
implemented by state, student-teacher ratio madiatementary schools is 15:1
or less, state tracks condition of school facsitistate reports school-level
information on climate and working conditions, stahposes penalties for school
violence, and state finances program to reducedetaence. Florida earned a
C in 2008 (pp. 9-10) and a B in 2009. (p. 2)

e Reaching the Parity Line—an original analysis by BPE Research Center that
finds that public school teachers nationwide ma&keéhts for every dollar earned
in 16 comparable occupations. Florida rankel @8 of 50 states and the
District of Columbia. (p. 11)

School Finance—equity and spending indicatorsugiolg wealth neutrality
score—relationship between district funding andalgaroperty wealth; McLoone
Index—actual spending as percent of amount neexdkdrg all students to
median level; coefficient of variation—amount o$plarity in spending across
districts within a state; restricted range—diffazemn per-pupil spending levels at
the 98" and 8" percentiles; adjusted per-pupil expenditures (PPafjalysis
accounts for regional cost differences; studentsléd at or above national
average—percent of students in districts with PP& above U.S. average;
spending index—per-pupil spending levels weightgthie degree to which
districts meet or approach the national averagexXpenditures; and spending on
education—state expenditures on K-12 schooling@ereent of state taxable
resources. Florida earned a C+ in 2008 (p. 12)sa@din 2009. (p.2)
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Appendix B: The School Work Culture Profile

151



Appendix B (Continued)

Directions:  Please read each sentence carefullgataimine the extent to
which it describes what occurs in your school. idatk the extent of your agreement with
each statement by shading the space on your asswet that best represents your

response.

1 = Strongly Disagree
2 = Disagree

3 = Undecided

4 = Agree

5 = Strongly Agree

1. The school administration and the staff idengibals to improve the school each
year.

2. The staff development program builds the schodjsacity to solve problems.
3. Instructional programs are guided by learning dijes.

4. Work groups (committees, department teams, graak ¢goups, etc.) are
assessed on their contribution to the achievenfesthmol goals.

5. Data about student achievement, school servicepagiams are analyzed by
the professional staff to aid in identifying schdelvelopment goals.

6. Staff development programs provide opportunitieleéon new knowledge.

7. The readiness level of students is considered whkatting/developing
instructional programs.

8. Staff members provide constructive feedback to ediclr regularly.

9. Staff development programs provide opportunitiegraxtice newly learned
skills.

10. Parents participate in identifying school goals.

11.Work groups monitor and revise their work throughipdic assessment of the
progress made toward goals.

12.Instructional programs are planned cooperativelyhigyprofessional staff.
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Appendix B (Continued)

1 = Strongly Disagree
2 = Disagree

3 = Undecided

4 = Agree

5 = Strongly Agree

13. Staff development programs are designed to faladult learning.

14. Students have input into school development goals.

15.Individual staff members alter their work pattenmsesponse to feedback.
16. Instructional programs facilitate student mastdriearning objectives.

17. Staff members have opportunities to develop sfollsvorking successfully in a
group/team.

18. School evaluation is based on school goals.

19.Tasks are identified for accomplishing school depeient goals.
20.Classroom organization and activities facilitatedsint learning.
21.School evaluation includes assessment of studém\ament data.

22. Staff members have opportunities to learn by waykiooperatively with
colleagues.

23.Teachers identify learning expectations for stuglent
24.School time is structured to provide for coopemtnork activity.
25.School evaluation is a cooperatively planned system

26. Students are provided with reinforcement, correstj\and feedback on their
performance.

27.Staff members are supervised and/or coached régular
28. Professional staff members are assigned to wotdams.
29.Work groups are assessed on the extent to whick group goals are achieved.

30. Students engage in cooperative learning activities.
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Appendix B (Continued)

1= Strongly Disagree
2 = Disagree

3 = Undecided

4 = Agree

5 = Strongly Agree

31.Professional staff members participate on schodewask forces and/or
committees.

32.Supervision of teaching is based on cooperativddntified goals and emerging
needs.

33. Students are provided with sufficient time to secte learning tasks.
34.Work groups report periodically on progress toghkool leadership team.

35. School-wide task forces and committees work toeahschool development
goals.

36. Supervision helps teachers to solve instructionalblems.
37.Resources are used to meet school goals.

38.Commonly held beliefs, values and norms are carsistith school development
goals.

39.Individual staff members are assessed on the dégrekich individual
performance goals are achieved.

40. Staff members observe and coach each other,

41.Work group plans are reviewed by the leadershimtea

42.Parents serve as a resource to the school’s itisinat program.

43. Supervision builds and maintains professional esteem.

44.Individual staff members are assessed on theiriboion to work group goals.

45.High performance expectations exist for each robeig (for example: teachers,
counselors).

46. Supervision reinforces strengths in current jobdgrarance.
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Appendix B (Continued)

1 = Strongly Disagre€
2 = Disagree

3 = Undecided

4 = Agree

5 = Strongly Agree

47.Community resources are used in the school’s iostmal programs.

48. Individual staff members are assessed on tbaitribution to overall school
goals.

49.Work group leaders have opportunities to devel@eiic leadership skills.

50. All staff members develop individual performancealgao contribute to school
development goals.

51. Student achievement data are used to assess aahbrte performance.
52.The school’s budget reflects prioritized schoollgoa

53. Each staff member’s performance goals are reviemittdthe school’s leadership
team.

54. Staff members share their ideas and concerns faovmmg work productivity in
their work group.

55.The school’s leadership team helps work groupsitceed.

56. Periodic feedback from sources outside the sclsoaéed to modify work
practices.

57.Individual performance goals for staff memberslared to the school’'s
development goals.

58. Staff member’s problem solve, plan, and make dewsstogether in productive
ways.

59. Staff members function as a resource to each other,

60. Student achievement is assessed in relationei@ll school goals.
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Appendix C: School Work Culture Profile Response Séet
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Appendix C (Continued)

Date.
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|- Sehoct Werk €ulture Drofile

Karolyn J. Snyder @ 1997
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Appendix D: Revised Response Sheet
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1.

4.

Appendix D (Continued)

SWCP Response Sheet

Demographic Information

Job Category 2. Gender 3. Typé chool
_____ Administrator _____ Male Non+téapublic Charter
_____ Teacher ____ Female Private
Race 5.  Length of experience in cumeassignment
White ______Hispanic Non-White ____0-5years _____6-10years
_____ Black/African American 11 -15years 16 -20years
Other (Please specify) 21 -25years 21+ years
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Appendix D (Continued)

ections:

Please use the legend below to record your answaaah corresponding question and number in the

guestionnaire. For example, if you Strongly Disagnéth question 1, write a 1 beside number 1; if Birongly

Agree, write a 5. Use the same process for al fiwssible responses for each question.

1 = Strongly Disagree

2 = Disagree

3 = Undecided

4 = Agree

5 = Strongly Agree
16. 31.
7. 32.
8. 33.
9. 34.
20, 35.
2. 36.
22. 37.
23. 38.
24, 39.
25. 40.
26. 41.
27. 42,
28. 43.
29. 44,
30. 45,
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Appendix E: Final Response Sheet
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Appendix E (Continued)

SWCP Demographic Information

1. Job Category 2.  Gender 3.  Type of School
Administrator Male _____ Non-charter public Charter
Teacher ____ Female _____ Private
5. Race 5. Length of experience in current assignment
____ White _____Hispanic Non-White _____ 0-5years _____6-10vyears
Black/African American 11 - 15 years ____16-20years
_____ Other (Please specify) 21+ years
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Appendix E (Continued)

Directions:

Please use the legend below to record your answer to each corresponding question and number in the
guestionnaire. For example, if you Strongly Disagree with question 1, write a 1 inside the symbol; if you
Strongly Agree, write a 5. Use the same process for all five possible responses for each question.
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u
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~

w
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I
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1=Strongly Disagree =Disagree 3= Undecided 4= Agree 5=Strongly Agree
1 Q 2 3 <:> 4 A
O O A
9 10 O 11 A 12<:>
13 14 O 15 A 16<:>
17 18 A 19 Q 20<:>
21 22 23 <:> 24 O
25 26 <:> 27 28 O
29 30 <:> 31 Q 32
33 34 A 35 Q 36
38 Q 39 A 40
41 42 <:> 43 44
D
O /\
)
O
»

OO0 Q©éODDD

S O

53 54 55 56
57 58 59 60
Planning Staff Program

Development

Development

Development

Assessment

Total Score
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Appendix F (Continued)

Appendix F: Request for Permission to Conduct Fieldest
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Appendix F (Continued)

Wayne A. Quin
XXXXX
XXXXX

May 20, 2009

XXXXX
Principal
XXXXX
XXXXX

Dear XXXXX,

As | have shared with you in previous conversatibasn a doctoral candidate at the
University of South Florida, College of EducatioBart of the requirements for
fulfillment of the degree is the completion of ady involving serious inquiry that will
either lead to new knowledge or expand the exidtage of knowledge as it relates to a
specific question. For the purpose of my studyillilbe looking at school-work culture.

| am writing to request your permission to enlist team of sixth grade teachers at your
site to participate in a field test | will be corting in complete anonymity for the
purpose of ensuring that the administration ofsilmey instrument and answer
document is convenient and has clear, easy to stashel instructions. Please accept this
request for your permission to administer the fielst at your site at a date and time to be
arranged with/by you.

Enclosed please find a brief description of thgopse of the study as well as the survey
instrument itself for your review. | thank youadvance for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Wayne A. Quin
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Appendix G: Letter of Permission to Use the SchoalVork Culture Profile
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Appendix G (Continued)

Dr. Karolyn ). Snyder

October 28, 2012

Mr. Wayne A. Quin
Assistant Principal
XXXXXXX, FL

Dear Wayne:

| am very pleased to learn that you have complétedtudy of the school
work cultures in schools of Central Florida, anel mrady to defend your
dissertation. We have talked often about yourystadd the importance of a
school’s work culture for its achievements.

Please know that you have my approval, as the aofftbe instrument, to
use theSchool Work Culture Profileor data gathering in your dissertation.

| look forward to reading the results of your schommparisons in your
dissertation, and hope that a copy will come my.way

Best wishes for your dissertation defense.
Karolyn J. Snyder
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Appendix H: Request Letter to Principals to Particpate in Study
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Appendix H (Continued)

{Name}
{Address}
{City, State, Zip}
{Date}

{Name, Principal}
{School Name}
{Address}

{City, State Zip}

Dear {Principal’'s Name}:

I know you and your teachers are busy at this tifigear as | too, am in the mist of this year’s

FCAT administration, as well as preparing for grathn and the close of the school year. | have
spent over 15 years working in this district: seyears teaching and eight as a school-level
administrator. | am asking you to please take va feinutes to review this letter and the

accompanying survey that was designed to deterthimgperceptions of school work culture of

administrators and teachers. If possible, | wdildelto meet with

» classroom teachers,

« other certified teachers who are on staff wipansibilities that may be outside of the
classroom (i.e., reading coaches, mentors, dissjatc.),

» Guidance Counselors,

« and building administrators.

The patrticipation of the faculty in this study wéthntribute to the knowledge base on school work
culture in public schools. The responses are anong; the data is confidential, and the total
time needed is10 more than 20 minutes before or after school, dimg a school faculty
meeting Refreshments will be provided to the participatingteachers. | do not need any
student contact

This survey will be administered as part of a sttmyompare the perceptions of teachers and
administrators of school work culture in varioupdg of public schools. The survey is based on a
school’s organizational practices in four sub-dammag) planning; b) program development; c)
staff development; and d) assessment. The distiicapprove the study once the names of the
participating schools are submitted and | will thrasent you with a copy of that letter prior to
the arrangement of a date to administer the surdewill follow-up with a telephone call to
discuss the possibility of presenting this sun@ydur teachers and administrators. | wish you
and your staff a successful FCAT administratiofNatme} Elementary.

Sincerely,

Wayne A. Quin
Ph.D. Candidate
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