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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

Comprehensive education reform has captured tbetan of educational leaders and
policy makers in recent decades. Perceived weaka@sshe American educational system and
a common perception that performance of Americadesits is falling behind performance of
students in other parts of the world have motivgtelity makers and educational leaders to seek
comprehensive school reform models that will enkagducational outcomes. At the national
level, No Child Left Behind (2002) and Race to Tl (U.S. Department of Education, 2009)
represent the politicians’ attempts at reform. Sehkegislative efforts divert federal dollars to
individual states along with mandates to closeaament gaps between sub-groups of students.
Further, the Race to the Top initiative promisesetward states and local districts that
demonstrate a willingness to add creativity anavation to school reform.

Individual states have picked up the baton of refas well. Governors, legislators, and
state education officials have systematically cagmed on platforms of educational change.

The election of a new State Superintendent of Bubgitruction in the state of Oklahoma in

2010 indeed may have been the harbinger of thesiaking to real reform that this state has
seen. Janet Barresi, a dentist and former puthiod educator who was elected to the post after
a 20-year run in the position by retired State $apendent Sandy Garrett, brought with her a
commitment to change. In a March 15, 2011, unwgibf her agenda, Dr. Barresi detailed her
‘3-R Strategyfor public schools: Re-think, Re-Structure, RefofOklahoma State Department

of Education [OSDE], 2011). Anxious public eduoatbfficials, employees, and legislators



waited to see how she would define, implement,iaypbse her agenda. One thing seemed
certain: her affinity for charter schools and hesifion regarding their place on the landscape of
reform would have significant impact during herusmas superintendent.

Dr. Barresi's influence in education and her cotnment to charter schools as a model of
reform in the state of Oklahoma began years befloeewas elected as state superintendent.
Upon retirement after 24 years as a dentist, Dmaé3afounded two charter schools that have
been recognized as top-performing schools, inctythe state’s very first charter school,
Independence Charter Middle School, founded in 2@6Qvell as Harding Charter Preparatory
High School, which opened its doors in 2003. In dlaber of 2010Newsweek2010) selected
Harding Charter Prep as one of the top high schiao®snerica; Dr. Barresi also served as its
board president. In 1999, Dr. Barresi helped er€dtlahoma’s landmark Oklahoma Charter
School Act that opened the door for charter schimo@klahoma. As the state’s Superintendent
of Public Instruction, Dr. Barresi undoubtedly Is&$ her sights on replicating the success seen
in the charter schools she built. What remairisetseen are the strategies she will use to
achieve her goals.

The creation of a Department of School Improvem®&ohool Choice, and C3
Partnership Schools and filling of the positiorEadecutive Director of School Choice (OSDE,
2013) emphasizes the importance that Dr. Barresigsl on the model of charter schools as a
means of reform. These actions make it even mgoarapt that the charter school reform model
will continue to expand in Oklahoma. However, agdiation relative to charter schools is
introduced, discussed, and enacted in Oklahontia,istknown about the effectiveness of
charter schools as a means to enhance studentegawr about factors in charter schools that

lead to student success. Specifically, the caussshmol outcomes must be understood as



decisions are made to expand the charter schogtpee in the state.

Proponents of charter schools emphasize culturaditons in schools as a contributor to
enhanced student outcomes; therefore, a betterstadding of the cultural conditions within
charter schools in the state of Oklahoma is neealéelp educational leaders understand their
potential for success as a means of reform. Tlaioakhip between school culture and student
achievement has been well documented in the litexde.g., Cohen, McCabe, Michelli, &
Pickeral, 2009; MacNeil, Prater, & Busch, 2009ne(rimary cultural factor well documented
as a contributor to student success in the pubhod setting is the level of trust that exists
between faculty and their principal, colleaguesl alients (students and parents) (Bryk &
Schneider, 2002; Goddard, 2003; Hargreaves, 2004gulty trust is predicated on development
of the kinds of relationships that lead to enharm@thboration and mutual goal setting,
conditions that proponents of the charter schooleneent espouse. The relationship between
faculty trust and student outcomes, such as stuatdmévement, has been the focus of
educational researchers over the past several (@adslard, Hoy, & Hoy, 2000; Hoy &
Kupersmith, 1985). Although research does egisupport the theory that there is no
conclusive relationship between collective trust atudent achievement, the research seems to
conclude that there does exist a strong relatipniséiween collective trust and student
achievement in public schools and in private ohGhld¢ schools (Forsyth, 2008; Marsh, 1991;
Tschannen-Moran, 2004). What remains absent ifitérature is an understanding of collective
trust in charter schools and what structural am@uwoizational characteristics may influence
levels of trust in charter schools. The focushid study is to examine whether or not there are
differences in faculty perceptions of the leveldamulty trust in the charter schools in a large

urban district and in traditional public schoolsesd they have previously taught. For purposes



of this study, collective trust and three dimensionreferents of faculty trust that will be
measured.

Studies that exist that examine the relationshipv&en collective trust and school
characteristics have focused primarily on publioeadion (e.g., Bryk & Schneider, 2003). In
addition, a few researchers have studied collec¢tis in the private sector (Van Maele & Van
Houtte, 2010). Differences found in levels of trbstween public and private schools, with
private schools typically exhibiting higher levelscollective trust, have been discussed as part
of the “the sector effect” that results in enhanstdient outcomes (Coleman, Hoffer, & Kilgore,
1982). Although the charter school movement isodehof public school reform, substantial
differences exist in the way charter schools aneléd, operated, and organized. These
differences have been referred to as “the privatimaf education,” and supporters believe that
cultural factors that enhance private school oue®oan, therefore, be achieved in public
charter schools.

This line of study is especially significant inHigof the reform initiatives currently under
consideration by policy makers in the state of @&faa through the newly elected State
Superintendent. As stated, one of Dr. Barresi’'mpry platform issues on the campaign trail was
school reform. As promised, she has aggressivelsrasbd several reforms while working with
the legislature and her own State Board of Edunatioluding legislation that will facilitate the
expansion of the number of charter schools in th&eS

In the fall of 2012, Oklahoma charter schools pem@tion numbered 22, employed more
than 375 teachers in Pre-Kindergarten throudhdrade and served a total of more than 6,700
students (OSDE, 2012). Of the 22 Charter Schoodgeration, 17 are sponsored by a public

school: Oklahoma City Public Schools (13), TulsalRuSchools (2), Choctaw Nicoma-Park



Public Schools (1), and Graham Public Schoolsf{ly; are affiliated with Oklahoma
universities: Langston University (3) and the Umsigy of Oklahoma (1), and one is sponsored
by the Cherokee Nation.

Based on state and national reading and mathessits, Oklahoma has several high
performing charter schools and many high-perfornpuablic schools. Likewise, there are
several charter schools and public schools that baen unsuccessful as measured by the same
assessments. These statistics are not unlikeasdeuhd in charter schools across the country
(Gleason, Clark, Tuttle, & Dwoyer, 2010). Accorglito theNational Alliance for Public
Charter Schoolsvebsite (http://www.publiccharters.org/), 657 %) of the 5,250 charter
schools that opened nationwide between 1992 andl @@€e closed by the end of that same time
period.

Little is known about why some charter schools seedcand others fail. Additionally,
culture and climate indicators in charter schoalgerarely been addressed. Specifically, little is
known about the levels of trust that may or mayenast between faculty and the three referent
groups: principal, students and parents (clieaisd, colleagues in charter schools. Because
charter schools typically are provided funding bg state, and that funding flows through the
individual district where these schools are locatedierstanding why some achieve success
while others underachieve and ultimately fail beesrassential. For example, a public school
district that has a charter school receives funétngach pupil who attends that school through
the state aid funding formula established througtuge. Additionally, and independent of
district funds and oversight, the charter schooy negeive funding through public aid, grants,
and other revenue including private sources as &srtpe school remains a non-profit

organization. The local district, or sponsor, naaghhold up to 5% for administrative overhead



(Oklahoma Charter Schools Act, 2010). In effew, bcal public school district must support
the new charter school financially, although thecteers, the administrators and the students may
be adhering to a different set of rules and expiecta than those in other schools located in the
same district. Additionally, a charter schoolsome cases, has a board independent of the local
board of education. When a charter school opanisusiness, the funding that previously went
to the students and teachers of the schools witigipublic school district must be shared with
the charter school. Consequently, understandireg wbrks and what does not work in a charter
school are important considerations for educatitesders and policy makers. Because findings
confirm the relationship between high collectiveutly trust and enhanced student outcomes,
understanding the level of collective faculty trisOklahoma charter schools is an important
step in understanding the effectiveness of thelseats. Collective faculty trust in groups of
actors in the school enhances the school’s funcgpfyan Maele & Van Houtte, 2009). These
other actors include colleagues, clients (studantsparents), and the principal. To gain a better
understanding of climate indicators in charter stfiahis study explores differences in teacher
perceptions of faculty trust in colleagues, clieatsl the principal in charter schools and
traditional public schools.
Statement of the Problem

With the election of an Oklahoma State Superint@hdf Instruction whose focus is
public school reform, and who has a proven trackne of successfully delivering education
through the vehicle of the charter school modek&drm, an influx of charter schools is
imminent. Research has shown a strong, statistisgghificant relationship between collective
faculty trust and positive student outcomes in pudthools (MacNeil et al., 2009); however,

little is known about levels of collective facultyist incharter schools or if there are differences



in collective faculty trust in charter schools andraditional public schools. If, indeed, charter
schools do become more common across Oklahomaaammation and analysis of trust will be
critical as researchers, educational leaders, ahcypnakers seek to understand factors that
enhance the effectiveness of these schools. Detergnivhether levels of faculty trust differ
across charter schools and whether or not diffe®egist between collective trust in charter
schools and traditional public schools will be Hemal as educational leaders and policy makers
determine how quickly and how widespread the expansight be.
Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to compare teacherepéons of faculty trust in the charter
school where they are currently teaching and thaiceptions of faculty trust during their
previous experience in traditional public schools.

Trust has been defined as “an individual’'s or giswyllingness to be vulnerable to another
party based on the confidence that the latter patbgnevolent, reliable, competent, honest and
open” (Forsyth, Adams, & Hoy, 2011). Collectivadt has been defined further in a number of
ways (Cummings & Bromily, 1996; Schoorman, MayerD&vis, 2007). For example, Mayer,
Davis, and Schoorman (1995) defined trust as tHengmess of a party to be vulnerable to the
actions of another party based on the expectatiatithe other will perform a particular action
important to, irrespective of the ability to momitwr control that other party” (p. 712). Forsyth et
al., defined collective trust “a stable group pdp rooted in shared perceptions that affect the
trustworthiness of another group or individual thaterges over time out of multiple social
exchanges within the group” (p. 22, 2011). Forghgoses of this study, the definition
advanced by Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2000), whaties that “trust is one party's

willingness to be vulnerable to another party basethe confidence that the latter party is (a)



benevolent, (b) reliable, (c) competent, (d) honast (e) open” (p. 556) will be used. The
research questions for this study follow:

Are there differences in teacher perceptions dective faculty trust in charter schools and in
traditional public schools?

Sub questions:

1. Are there differences in teacher perceptions dectiVe faculty trust in colleagues in the
charter school where they are teaching and theaepé&ons of collective faculty trust in
traditional public schools where they have previptsught?

2. Are there differences in teacher perceptions dectve faculty trust in the principal in
the charter school where they are currently te@camd their perceptions of collective
faculty trust in traditional public schools whehey have previously taught?

3. Are there differences in teacher perceptions dectve faculty trust in clients in the
charter school where they are currently teachirhianheir perceptions of collective
faculty trust in traditional public schools whehey have previously taught?

Hypotheses

Research on the sector effect of private schoalEates that collective faculty trust is
higher in private schools than in traditional paldchools which is reflected in a higher stock of
social capital (Coleman & Hoffer, 1987; Colemanffidg & Kilgore, 1982). Because charter
schools share some of the same characteristiasvasepschools and they are established with

the concept of “the privatization of public schoglj” the following hypotheses are advanced:

H1: Teacher perceptions of collective faculty tiascolleagues in charter schools is
higher than teacher perceptions of collective figaumtist in colleagues in

traditional public schools where they have taught.



H2: Teacher perceptions of collective faculty tiasthe principal in charter schools
is higher than teacher perceptions of collectiailty trust in the principal in

traditional public schools where they have taught.

H3:  Teacher perceptions of collective faculty tiastlients in charter schools is
higher than teacher perceptions of collective figaumtist in clients in traditional

public schools where they have taught.

Theoretical Framework

Multiple theoretical frameworks will be used tod@npin this study. Cultural Models
have a focus on the values, beliefs and normsdafictuals in the organization and how these
individual perceptions coalesce into shared orgditinal meanings (Bush 2003). Additionally,
cultural models include rituals that occur, or ddaeccur, within an organization (Harris, 1992).
Collective faculty trust includes the perceptionatta faculty has as a group (Hoy & Tschannen-
Moran, 1999). Consequently, the cultural model pribvide a suitable framework from which
to study collective faculty trust. A specific exgl@ that falls within the Cultural Model
definition is the participative leadership modetidmodel is an attractive model for this study
because it appears to provide opportunity for teeschnd other stakeholders to become involved
in the decision-making process (Bush, 2003, p..183hared decision-making becomes relevant
in light of the fact that decision-making partidijga engenders trust (Mitchell, Ripley, Adams,
& Raju, 2011). Additionally, cultural models pro, in part, that leaders have a central role - -
in fact the main responsibility -- for generatingdasustaining culture within the organization as
well as a responsibility to external stakeholdermintain a school culture that supports

enhanced student achievement (Bush, 1998). Afwaewf trust is established and developed,



enhanced student outcomes will likely result (Fdrs2008). The Collegial Model promotes the
distribution of power to teachers, thus creatiniguating climate that leads to higher student
achievement (Bush, 2003). A connection betweereshdecision-making, or participatory
leadership (Bush, 2003) and trust has been edtellin research (Mitchell et al., 2011). The
Collegial Model further proposes that professiorage the right to share in the decision-
making process and that decisions are reachedrsensus rather than division or conflict
(Bush, 2003, pp. 66-67). A noteworthy differethetween the Cultural and Collegial models is
that the former is driven by the leader who is iynin the establishment of the culture while
the latter is dictated by the perceptions and astaf the teacher. This proposition, then,
consequently lends itself to one referent of coiNecfaculty trust: namely, faculty trust of the
principal. Further, collegiality is “acclaimed asvay for teachers to benefit from the support
and expertise of their colleagues” (Brown, Boyl&&yle, 1999, pp. 319-330). A second
referent of collective faculty trust, faculty trusftcolleagues, is addressed. Clearly the collegia
model works for this study, in part, because ofdbeision-making process and the participatory
nature of collegiality. Bush asserted that outcemecluding a culture of trust, both influence
and are influenced by the nature of the decisiokinggprocess (2003, p. 75). Specifically,
collegial participants in an academic organizatomviewed as equals regardless of their actual
status in the organization, and a consensus anhesg professionals who ultimately share the
burden of decision-making is a natural result dlegpality (Baldridge, Curtis, Ecker, & Riley,
1978). The combination of cultural models as regmésd by the Participative Leadership Model
and the Collegial Model will, in part, provide ttieeoretical framework for this study relative to
the trust between faculty and the principal andltggcand colleagues. Harris (1992) posited in

his description of the Cultural Model that therésesca causal relationship between culture,
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namely, a culture of collective faculty trust, astddent achievement. This ideal becomes
relevant in particular as further studies are atgrad that examine causality. For purposes of
this study, “culture” in the Collegial Model degatibn is closely associated with “trust.”

Social psychological and sociological theories alsotribute to the complete theoretical
framework of this study. From a social psycholagjgerspective, trust is seen as an
interpersonal phenomenon whereby trust is vieweshandividual level (Kramer, 1999),
whereas, sociological literature emphasizes tristinva social or group system that emerges
from the interaction of individuals (Parsons, 195X Fector effect” research will also contribute
to the theoretical framework that underpins theng@ration of charter schools as an organization
set apart from traditional public schools. Seefibect is a comparative examination of public
and private (Catholic) schools and may lend soradibility to charter schools as similarities
may exist between charter schools and private $shdde sector effect suggests that many of
the characteristics attributed to private schamish as local decision-making, autonomy, shared
values within the school, school as community, setibol size, explain differences in student
outcomes (Coleman & Hoffer, 1987).

Methods

The purpose of this study is to gain a better tstdading of differences in teacher
perceptions of collective faculty trust in charsehools and in traditional schools where they
have previously taught. An Omnibus Trust Scale ¢at®) (Hoy et al., 2003) survey was
administered to every teacher in all charter schooh large, urban district in the Midwest. The
survey contained two parts. Part | consisted @f@mnibus T-Scale which consists of 26 items
with a 6-point Likert scale that ranges from “sgbndisagree” to “strongly agree.” Sample

items include: “The principal in this school is goatent in doing his or her job,” and “Students

11



in this school care about each other.” The Omnib&ale measures faculty trust in principal,
clients (parents and students), and colleague$ &atiese scales can be interpreted
independently as three sub-scales: faculty trugtimcipal, faculty trust in students and parents
(clients) and faculty trust in colleagues. Becabhsestudy examines differences in teacher
perceptions of collective faculty trust in charsehools and traditional public schools, at the
conclusion of the Omnibus T-Scale portion of thevey, there was an item that asked
respondents whether or not they have also taughtraditional public school. If the response
was ‘no,’ respondents were directed to Part Il,dBmographic questions of the survey. If the
respondent responded ‘yes,’ he/she was asked teeatise questions on the Omnibus T-scale a
second time. The second time, the respondent ska&sldo reflect back on his/her teaching
experience in a traditional public school and wiasatied to answer the 26-item survey from
perceptions of his/her experience as a teachéeitraditional public school setting. Part II
consisted of demographic questions that are reté@vahe study: number of years in the
profession, number of years teaching in a chadeod, faculty gender, faculty ethnicity/race,
and grade level currently teaching (elementarydheichigh school). Paired samples t-tests were
used to test the hypotheses.
Significance of the Study

Oklahoma charter schools are of interest for tvasoes: the State Superintendent of
Instruction, Janet Barresi, has a successful regoi@unding charter schools in Oklahoma, and
the future of Oklahoma’s public education systeny if@ange. It stands to reason that research
must be conducted to determine what differencailltonditions, such as trust, make, if any,
in charter schools and whether or not there aferdifices in teacher perceptions of collective

trust in charter schools and traditional publicaml. As charter schools continue to be a part of
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Oklahoma'’s educational landscape, investigatingtidreor not differences exist between
culture and climate indicators, such as trusthiarter schools and traditional public schools
makes sense; particularly in light of the fact tiiat relationship between collective trust and
positive student outcomes has been establishedghne@search in the public school setting.
According to the OSDE, charter school contractslaapproved for no longer than five
years at a time. To be approved, the charter $chost include criteria by which effectiveness

of the school will be measured (http://ok.gov/sdgéoklahoma-charter-schools-progyam

Because a correlation between cultural factorsstundient outcomes has been established
through extensive public schools’ research, an @xatinon of trust in charter schools is
warranted as plans for additional charter scho@sreade. A further consideration of the study is
to add to existing research and literature thagstigates collective trust in charter schools,
specifically.

As the number of charter schools increases in @kikat) this study could provide
important data for entities such as the departm@gslucation both at the state and national
level. As charter schools succeed or fail acrbescbuntry and as charter schools continue to be
a platform focus for politicians on both sidesloé tisle, understanding whether or not
cultural/climate differences exist between chastdrools and traditional public schools becomes
a worthwhile study. Further, this study might lzduable as a component of a charter school’s

review prior to the reapplication process.

Assumptions

Research supports a strong relationship betweetsle¥ collective faculty trust and
enhanced student outcomes in public schools. Résatso shows a statistically significant

relationship between school size, grade level,ieitlyrof students and faculty, and gender of
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students and faculty and collective faculty trisspublic schools (Hoy, Smith, & Sweetland,
2003). Little research examines culture and clinnadecators in charter schools or the
relationship between size, gender, grade levehi@tly and faculty trust in charter schools. This
position is assumed and serves as the foundatrdhifostudy’s hypotheses.
Definition of Terms
Certified Teacher
A certified position will be defined for purposefthis study to reflect what is commonly
understood to be a certified position in public&tion and as defined on the State Department
of Education’s website:
The Oklahoma State Board of Education shall isscert#icate to teach to any person who:
« Graduated from an accredited institution of highducation that has an approved
teacher education program for the certificatioraaeught;
e Successfully completed a higher education teaathécagion program approved by the
Oklahoma Commission for Teacher Preparation (OCTP);
e Meets all other requirements as established bp#lehoma State Board of Education;
e Successfully passed the three required competetyirations; and
e Has on file with the Oklahoma State Board of Edweea current clear Oklahoma
criminal history record search from the Oklahomat&Bureau of Investigation as well
as a current clear national criminal history recaedrch from the Federal Bureau of
Investigation.
« Has made application to Teacher Certification artahsgtted the appropriate processing
fee.

OR
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« Holds a full out-of-state certificate and meets)\d&ds set by the State Board of

Education. Anything less than full certificationllwequire review by Teacher

Certification. (http://ok.gov/sde/documents/2012@Zcertification-guide-school-staff-

assignments)

Charter School

Charter School is defined on the OSDE website as:
Charter schools are public schools establishedhtract with sponsors. They are
allowed in many states and the District of Columhbiad charter schools are exempt from
many laws and regulations. They often promote aiBpe&urriculum and learning style
and are operated by parents, teachers and otkeested community members.

(http://lwww.ok.gov/sde/oklahoma-charter-schoolsepa).

Collective Faculty Trust

Collective faculty trusis characterized through an examination of teaatationships
among and between various actors including colleagparents, students, the principal, and the
organization (Forsyth, Adams, & Hoy, 2011). Tsatl@mMoran and Hoy define Collective
Trust as “a faculty’s willingness to be vulneratdeanother party based on the confidence that
the latter party is benevolent, reliable, competepén, and honest” (2000). Collective Faculty
Trust refers to perceptions that a faculty has goap (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999).
Clients

Clients is one of three referents in the studye f#érm “clients” refers to parents and

students.
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Socio-Economic Status

Socio-economic status (SES) refers to the incawel lof a student’s family. The low
SES group is comprised of students in a given dalibo qualify for free or reduced lunch.
Ethnicity

Ethnicity refers to an ethnic category to whicst@dent or faculty member identifies
him/herself. Categories include Native Americasiah, African-American, Hawaiian/Pacific
Island, Hispanic, and White/Caucasian.

Summary

When State Superintendent of Public Instructioreg8arresi was elected in 2010, she
brought with her a commitment to reform public eahion. Based upon her history as a state
pioneer of implementing charter schools, legistord educators alike have watched as Dr.
Barresi rolled out her plan. Included in her pregd reform of public education is the expansion
of charter schools in Oklahoma.

Although studies indicate that there is a stragigtronship between levels of collective
faculty trust and enhanced student outcomes ingabhools, little is known about teacher
perceptions of collective faculty trust in charsehools and whether or not differences exist
between teacher perceptions of collective faculigttin charter schools and in traditional public
schools. As charter schools expand under the Ishigeof Superintendent Barresi, a study that
examines this relationship becomes potentially beiaé

The outcome or dependent variable in this stuapliective faculty trust. Teacher
experience in charter schools and traditional pudthools will serve as the independent
variables for this study. While studies confirm thgportance of collective faculty trust as a

cultural condition in traditional public schoolgtle is known about teacher perceptions of
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collective faculty trust in charter schools and tiee or not these perceptions differ from teacher
perceptions of faculty trust in traditional pubdichools. As a means to begin the collection of
data, the Omnibus T-Scale will be administeredviere certified employee in Oklahoma'’s
Charter Schools. A set of demographic items velifcluded in the survey that will allow for
disaggregation of data as a means to examineaeddtips between and among variables.
Chapter Two will provide a review of pertinent taéure relative to this study.
Information provided will include a history of Oklama’s charter school movement as well as
information about Collective Faculty Trust. Chapthree will provide detailed information
about the research methodology including partidgahthe study, the instrument used in the

study, research design, and the established proeethat will be used to conduct the research.
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CHAPTER Il

REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a sumroétie literature regarding charter
schools as a reform movement, the history of chadkeools in Oklahoma, trust in schools, and
some of the theoretical perspectives that lend siedras to trust studies. Specifically, literature
surrounding the two American lines of study relatig teachers’ trust in a school context (Van
Maele & Van Houtte, 2009) will be reviewed and suanized. Finally, the “sector effect” in
trust research will be reviewed. While the seefitect speaks specifically about differences
between traditional public schools compared togiayCatholic) schools, it is plausible that
some assumptions might be made about similarigésd®en private schools and charter schools.

Research suggests that trust is an important eleiméhe development of a learning
community that supports enhanced student outcowmidka, 2007). Further, Brewster and
Railsback (2003) posit that teacher trust of theqgipal is also likely a predictor of the level of
trust that teachers have for students, parentscaliehgues. While most studies of trust have
been done in the public school sector, a bodytefdiure exists that examines levels of trust in
private (Catholic) schools. This body of literawrill lend insight that will provide direction for
this study as well as a rationale to support ba¢hrésearch hypothesis and the proposed
theoretical frameworks. What is absent from litigr@ is any study that specifically examines
trust in the charter school setting. Further, is tthapter a nexus will be provided that attempts
to connect the importance of collective trust tartér schools.

In the review of the literature, the history of tttearter school movement as well as a
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history of Oklahoma charter schools will be briedlyamined, inclusive of its founding as a
public school reform effort as well as the influeraharter schools have had in America. Next, a
summary will be provided of pertinent literaturatlhriefly identifies some of the operational
aspects of Oklahoma charter schools such as clianteation, charter funding, and charter
governance. Next, a summary of the literature distusses trust in schools will be presented.
Information will be provided relative to relationalist from an historical perspective followed
by a discussion of the evolution of collective truBinally, the chapter will conclude with a
summary of the major findings relevant to trussamools as well as the theoretical frameworks
that underpin this particular study.
Part |
History of and Operational Aspects of Charter Schols
The purpose of this section is to provide a daéiniand description of the defining
features of charter schools, to provide a histdrgharter schools as a reform movement, to
review the literature on the history of chartercal in Oklahomaand to discuss how charter
schools compare and contrast to public schoolsitibadlly, this section examines and provides
an analysis of the structure of the charter schamlel in Oklahoma that includes a discussion of
the relationship between the charter school moadelstudent performance outcomes. Included
in the discussion are details regarding the foromatif a charter, charter school funding, and
governance.

Charter School Reform Movement

Charter schools are nonsectarian public schoatbaite that operate with freedom from
many of the regulations that apply to traditionablic school§www.charterschoolcenter.org).

Charter schools operate under a “charter” or agee¢made between leaders of the school and a
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sponsoring entity such as a local group of parengsgroup of businessmen and women
(www.charterschoolcenter.org). The charter estaivigseach school functions as a performance
contract detailing the school's mission, prograoalg, students served, methods of assessment,
and ways to measure success (www.charterschootamgle The basic concept of charter
schools is that they exercise increased autonomstumn for increased accountability. In other
words, charter schools are granted flexibility @cdions such as staffing, curriculum,
scheduling, and compensation in exchange for emabaccountability requirements. Charter
schools are accountable to their sponsors to peogasitive academic results and to fulfill
specific goals outlined in the charter contracta@r schools are held accountable for both
academic results and fiscal practices by the spdhabgrants the charter, the parents who

choose them, and the public that funds themw.charterschoolcenter.orgOne of the reasons

for the formation of a charter school has beenphatnts and other corporate or community
organizations have been dissatisfied with the lpaélic school. As such, the expectation that a
new charter school will produce better academialtesind more sound fiscal practices seems to
be inherent.

Typically, charters are granted for a time peribthoee to five years; however, the
length of time for which charters are granted \arfg the end of the term specified in the
charter, the entity granting the charter is resfm@so consider the future of the school by
examining how the school has fulfilled accountapiitandards outlined in the charter. At the
time of review, the sponsor has several optiongeoring the future of the school. The granting
entity may renew the school's charter, may redgfnogisions and standards outlined in the
charter, or may choose to cancel the charter reguft the closing of the school

(www.charterschoolcenter.org).
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History of Charter School Reform Movement

The American charter school movement has roctsnamber of other reform ideas,
from alternative schools to site-based managememnet schools, public school choice,
privatization, and community-parental empowerméadonizio & Kearney, 2012). The term
"charter" may have originated in the 1970s when E@gland educator Ray Budde suggested
that small groups of teachers be given contractstarters" by their local school boards to
explore new approaches to instruction (Addonizig&arney, 2012). In 1974, Budde supported
his assertions with the distribution of his bookkeducation by Chartenyvhich lays out a 10-
year plan for re-structuring local school distritteough reorganization and sustained reforms.
Two reports published in the 19804,Nation at RiskNational Commission on Excellence in
Education, 1983) andl Nation Prepared: Teachers for the*XTentury(Carnegie Forum on
Education and the Economy, 1986) further stimulatedltural shift toward re-organization and
reform in America’s public schools. In 1988, thertileast Regional Educational Laboratory
republished and widely distributed Budde’s 1974 kvor

Support from teacher organizations was evidencezhwin 1988, Albert Shanker, then
president of the of the 907,000 member AmericareFatbn of Teachers, publicized the idea to
the National Press Club, suggesting that locald®aould charter an entire school with union
and teacher approval (Ravitch, 2011). From themsenof 1988 through November of that year,
the Citizen’s League formed a committee that stithe charter concept and in November of
1988, published a landmark charter school propbsélicalled for full-scale reform using charter
schools as the vehicle by which education woulddlazered in American schools (Rollwagen
& McLellan, 1988). Later in that same decade, &telphia started a number of schools-within-

schools and called them "charters.” Some of thene wehools of choice meaning that parents
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could simply make a choice between the local pusaiool or the established “charter” school.
The idea was further refined in Minnesota wherateachools were developed according to
three basic values: opportunity, choice, and resibdity for results.

The Expansion of the Charter School Movement.

The charter school movement expanded rapidly irUthieed States. In 1991, Minnesota
passed the first charter school law, with Califarfallowing suit in 1992. By 1995, 19 states
signed laws allowing for the creation of chartdrsas. As of 2013, 42 states, as well as the
District of Columbia and Puerto Rico, passed chatbool laws
(www.edreform.com/issues/choice-charter-schoolsHegislation/). From the passage of the
first charter school law in 1991 through 2009 08800 charter schools opened in the U.S., and
more than one million students were educated uthdecharter school banner (Weil, 2009).

Charter schools are one of the fastest growingvations in education policy, enjoying
broad bipartisan support from governors, stateslatprs, and past and present secretaries of
education. Since 1994, the U.S. Department of Eiilut has provided grants to support states'
charter school efforts. In his 1997 State of theodrAddress, former President Clinton called
for the creation of 3,000 charter schools by thar @902 (Clinton, 1997). In 2002, President
Bush followed suit and earmarked $200 million tppart charter schools. His proposed budget
line-itemed another $100 million for a new Credithancement for Charter Schools Facilities
Program (Bush, 2002). In 2012, President Obamadgét included an additional $372 million
for charter school expansion. This allocation feasharter schools that achieved positive
results and did not include dollars earmarked énldhdget for charter start-ups, replications, or

expansions (Strauss, 2011)
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Motivation Behind the Charter School Reform Movemen

There are several motivating reasons for the rapgnsion of charter schools, and the
reform movement has resulted in contentious ddieti@een supporters and non-supporters.
Charters are sometimes proposed in districts wiisgguntled parents want options for their
children because of perceptions that children wecpoor quality education in the public school
(Henry, 2001). Some maintain that charter schpaiside flexibility for learning in innovative
and more contemporary ways compared to traditidipgchools. Because charter schools are
generally initiated by parents, teachers, or oaetsigjanizations, they typically are smaller,
aspire to a greater sense of community, and usmattve teaching methods and structures,
including a retooled school day or year (Mooney)720 The debate between traditional public
school proponents and those who aspire to creatéerelop charter schools appears to be
generated by a few issues. First, critics of @rathools, including some teachers’ unions,
maintain that charters skim off students from thesntommitted families and siphon badly
needed money and resources away from traditioridiqoschools (I1zlar, 2013). Secondly,
charter school critics suggest that there is feg Bccountability required for charter schools
(Molnar, 1999). The conclusion drawn by Molnahis analysis of Milwaukee’s charter schools
is a conclusion that seems to be echoed by chaotenol critics across the country. Molnar
stated,

“A review of the accountability aspects of the chiang processes of UWM and the City

of Milwaukee suggests that there are deficiencidsoth. These deficiencies may be

logical outcomes of the Wisconsin charter schowl lBor example, the law requires that

charter schools administer state tests, but doeequire that student performance

standards be specified in charter school contratis.statute also does not specify the
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responsibility of charter school sponsors to inagademic outcomes” (Molnar, 1999, p.

3).
The Influence of Charter Schools in America

Disagreements regarding the future of charter dehea model of reform for American

public education have led researchers, policy nsakard practitioners to look closely at the
effect of this reform on student outcomes. In Join2010, the United States Department of
Education, under the direction of the U.S. SecyepdiEducation Arne Duncan, commissioned a
report that evaluated the impact of charter schacless America. The report, entitfEde
Evaluation of Charter School Impactsas produced as a combined effort between thiutes
of Education Sciences and the Mathematica PoligeReh team. This particular study,
conducted in 36 charter middle schools acrossdtgstcompared achievement of middle-school
students admitted to charter schools through arlptirocess to middle-school students who
applied but were not admitted to charter schooled&on, et al., 2010). This study was the first
large-scale randomized study conducted acrosspteulitates (Paulson, 2010). Key findings of
this study include the following:

e On average, charter middle schools that hold iedexere neither more nor less
successful than traditional public schools in inyimg student achievement, behavior,
and school progress.

e The impact of charter middle schools on studenieaeiment varied significantly across
schools.

e Charter schools serving more low income or low eainig students had statistically
significant positive effects on math test scordsiJevschools serving more advantaged

students — those with higher income and prior agmeent — had significant negative
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effects on math test scores.

e Some operational features (i.e. smaller enrollmantsthe use of ability grouping in
math or English classes) of charter middle schamsassociated with more positive — or
less negative — impacts on achievement (Paulsdr@)20
Additionally, in 2011, the National Charter Sch&dsearch Project Center on

Reinventing Public Education releasiuke Effect of Charter Schools on Student AchieverAen
Meta-Analysis of the Literatura report that compared outcomes of students tkoded
charter schools to those who attended traditionblip schools in America (Betts & Tang,
2011). Betts and Tang’s objective of the projecs weabring rigor, evidence, and balance to the
national charter school debateike many studies of its kind, this particulandgy focused on
whether or not charter schools outperform or uneiégpm traditional public schools. By using
Fisher's inverse Chi-squared test as the primatyssical measure, Betts and Tang compared
elementary, middle, and high school students frbarter schools to their counterparts in
traditional public school settings. The resultggasted what nearly every other study has
suggested: in some instances, charter schoolrggiligarn less than they would in traditional
public schools, and in other instances, charteoacstudents learn more (Betts & Tang, 2011).
These two landmark studies examined the relatipriséiween charter schools and
student achievement. While studies do exist thai$ specifically on grade levels (elementary,
middle, and high school) and on content areas aschath and reading, the general finding in
research is that students who attend charter ssladh outperform and underperform their
counterparts in traditional public schools, depegdin variables introduced to the study (Betts

& Tang, 2011).
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The Oklahoma Charter Schools Act

Legislation passed in 2010 paved the way for aresse in charter schools in Oklahoma.
According to Oklahoma Statute, the purpose of thialidma Charters Schools Act is

to improve student learning, increase learning ojppdties for students, encourage the

use of different and innovative teaching methodsyiple additional academic choices

for parents and students, require the measuremestudent learning and create different
and innovative forms of measuring student learngstgblish new forms of
accountability for schools, and create new protessdiopportunities for teachers and
administrators including the opportunity to be @sqble for the learning program at the
school site. (Oklahoma Statute 70-3-131, Sectib®3)

Section 42.14. of the Act outlines eligibility regpments to make application for charter
schools in a district. The requirements for aggtlan include a minimum average daily
membership (ADM) of the 5,000 students, and a mimmof 500,000 residents in the county in
which the district is located. Additionally, fordéstrict to be eligible to apply for a charter
school, at least one of its schools must be listethe school improvement list as determined by
the State Board of Education as outlined in thenletary and Secondary Education Act of
1965, inclusive of any reauthorization of the ABt$. 70-3-130, Section 42.14.). Although
there are other requirements for eligibility, thésetations alone significantly restrict the
number of districts that can apply. Currentlyileg more than 540 Oklahoma public school
districts, state law allows for only 12 to host tbaschools; those districts include Broken
Arrow, Edmond, Jenks, Midwest City/Del City, MooMustang, Oklahoma City, Owasso,
Putnam City, Sand Springs, Tulsa, and Union Puticools. Annually, in Oklahoma, no more

than three new Charter Schools may be establishedah county
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(http://ok.gov/sde/faqs/oklahoma-charter-schootsgpm). Section 42.16. of O.S. 70-3-130
clarifies the components of the application a distnust submit to be considered for a charter
school in its district. Such components includaeission statement, a description of the
organizational structure, a financial plan, a lgrpolicy, names of applicants and sponsors, a
facility description, grades served, criteria usedetermine effectiveness, and demonstration of
support from district residents.
Part Il

Trust in Schools

The purpose dPart Il — Trust in Schoolss to review the literature relative to two
specific strands of trust in schools. Strand oekational trust,is associated with social
interactions and relationships between individualschools (Bryk & Schneider, 2003). More
specifically, distinct interactions and relatiobahaviors, within the context of relational trust,
are examined between teacher with students, teagtieparents, teacher with colleagues, and
all groups with the school principal (Blau, 1986eitbn, 1957). A second strand of trust
examines collective perceptions of trust in thetevnof a school (Hoy & Kupersmith, 1985;
Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999, 2003). This secdrahd is referred to allective trustand
it examines trust as a normative condition in s¢htwat influences school culture. Studies
indicate that trust contributes directly to studachievement as measured by standardized test
scores (Tschannen-Moran, 2004). In analyzing teathellective perceptions of trust,
researchers related such trust to school outcoowdsas organizational climate (Hoy, Smith &
Sweetland, 2002). This literature review summarfaetings related to both strands of research

and examines the factors that influence the deweéoy of trust.
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Relational trust

Relational trustrefers to trust in educational settings involvihg fulfillment of specific
reciprocal expectations regarding role relationsHietween individuals associated within
schools (Bryk & Schneider, 2002). Respect, comqmetepersonal regard for others, and
integrity are fundamental components that form cammxpectations in educational settings.
Relational trust is about individual social exchespetween actors in a school setting whereby
actors have an idea about behavioral obligatioatttiey have as well as behavioral expectations
they have of others (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2000herefore, relational trust has to do with
individual interpretations of normative behavioetated to the obligations of others (Bryk &
Schneider, 2002). Bryk and Schneider (2002) amd¢hiat relational trust is vital to the
operation of schools and is an essential elemeahuwttcomes to creating an effective school
climate that is conducive to educating studentgjquaarly disadvantaged and minority students.
Bryk and Schneider arrived at a notably differesricdusion than Tschannen-Moran (2004) and
argued that trust does not directly affect stu@ehievement or academic performance, but
instead fosters organizational conditions that miEnsuccess, which in turn support activities
that directly affect learning (Forsyth et al., 2D1Four specific organizational conditions

identified and measured by Bryk and Schneider (R8@bw:

1. Orientation to innovation

2. Outreach to parents

3. Collaborative professional community

4. High expectations and high academic standards

Of the four organizational conditions, outreaclp&oents and high expectations and

academic standards are self-explanatory while tatem to innovation and collaborative
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professional community require some additional dpgson. Bryk and Schneider (2002)
described orientation to innovation as “teachen-da’ attitude and internalized responsibility”
(p. 14), while describing collaborative professioc@mmunity as “collaborative work practices,
personal teaching to improve teaching and schoatatipns” (p. 14).
An Evolution of Trust: Collective Trust

Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (1999) defined trust asrfdividual’s or group’s
willingness to be vulnerable to another party basethe confidence that the latter party is
benevolent, reliable, competent, honest and oged80). Forsyth et al. (2011) further
distinguished between interpersonal and colledtiwst. Interpersonal trust refers to the trust
that a single individual has for another in a gitirathat carries risk. In contrast to relational
trust, collective trust describes a normative ctoadiof schools that has potential to indirectly
influence student learning (Hoy & Tschannen-MorE999). Forsyth et al. (2011) contend that
interpersonal trust is a cognitive process whetbabytrustor evaluates conditions based on
personal experiences and then makes a leap otifathhe trustee will act according to
expectation. While collective trust may be compdamary to interpersonal trust, the two are
distinctly different. Collective trust is defined “a stable group property rooted in shared
perceptions that affect the trustworthiness of la@ogroup or individual that emerges over time
out of multiple social exchanges within the gro(ipbrsyth et al., 2011).

Forsyth et al. (2011) proposed a measure of colettust for three primary reasons.
First, collective trust is distinct from interpersd trust and contributes to understanding
organizational phenomena rather than relationdbepween individuals. Second, a study of
collective trust can be an important predictor igfamizational outcomes. Finally,

conceptualizing and operationalizing trust as éective property of schools provides
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opportunities to consider unigue constructs sucthasogeneity, saturation, density, and
reciprocity” to gain further insight into the solcveorkings of an organization (p. 22). In short,
this work distinguishes between interpersonal asiigctive trust as a unique way to examine
normative conditions of schools that can influestglent learning.

Collective trustefers to a normative condition that is affordecimoinstitution, group,
collective, or profession based on membershipan ghoup and the assumption of shared ideas,
values, and practices (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 199%9)s kind of trust is further defined as
being the result of individuals having confidenkattthe necessary structures are in place within
the organization to ensure a successful outcomg gbschannen-Moran, 1999). Within the
walls of schools, and insomuch as a high levelusdttis assumed to ensure student success,
collective trust becomes a critical factor for gntlsuccess (Hoy, Tarter, & Hoy, 2006).

Further, trust involves the reciprocal relationsthigt may exist between groups. For example,
when high levels of trust exist between a facuftgt the principal, the faculty consequently
demonstrates higher collective teacher efficacyclwhas a causal effect on student
achievement, culture, and climate (Goddard e2aDQ).

Recent literature on collective trust in schooldudes four referents: faculty trust in
students, faculty trust in colleagues, facultyttiragrincipal, and faculty trust in parents
(Forsyth et al., 2011). Previous to the Oklahossearch conducted by Forsyth and his
colleagues, parents were treated as a refereatolty trust (2011). Forsyth et al. (2011)
characterized parent trust as a distinct referemigwith the primary forms of parent trust being
“parents as trustors and principals (individuaisachers (groups) and schools (organizations) as
trustees” (p. 23). Forsyth et al (2011) also eatéal trust to include students as the trustor.

“Student trust in the principal and student trasteiachers” were included as distinct referent
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groups (Forsyth et al., 2011, p. 24). Howeverabee teacher trust of parents and teacher trust
of students were so highly related, Hoy and Tschafvioran (1999) suggested combining
parents and students into one referent group,ftdieHoy and Tschannen-Moran (1999) found
that the dynamics of trust in each relationshiphaghly correlated, even though they have
different characteristics (Hoy & Tschannen-Mora®99). Therefore, teacher trust of parent
and student will be combined in this study andrdefias “clients.” A conceptual definition of
trust includes five characteristics: benevolenekalbility, competency, honesty, and openness
(Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999). Benevolence is @xgld as a consideration for the needs of
another party and a willingness to promote thderests (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999).
Reliability reflects the consistency and predidigbof positive behaviors (1999). Competency
refers to the skills and abilities needed for #ekt and honesty is a commitment to the truth and
promises made (Hoy & Tschannen, 1999). In othedg,drusted people expect others to be
accountable for their actions and likewise tak@oesibility for their errors. Openness includes
transparency in decisions and operations throughrate and timely communication and
sharing of control (1999). Important to undemsit#s that trust, in general, “is necessitated by
risk, a trustor, and a trustee” (Forsyth, et 12 p. 20). Without risk, there is neither a need
for, nor the possibility, of trust (Mayer, et @995). When examining collective trust, the
trustor is always a group, i.e. faculty, parentisgdents; whereas, the trustee can be an individual,
a group, or an organization (Forsyth et al., 2011).

Because collective trust includes group perceptaingrious actors, principal, teachers,
parents, and students, that influence the normatweitions of schools, understanding the
relationship between collective trust and studehtevement is important. In the past decade,

Hoy and colleagues established a consistent bodysefirch that examines the importance of
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trust and its consequences for schools (Forsyah,2011; Goddard et al., 2001; Hoy &
Kupersmith, 1984, 1985; Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1998ter et al., 1989). Bryk & Schneider
(2002) posited that trust directly affects acadepaidormance. Likewise, Forsyth et al. (2006)
measured the effects of parent trust and faculist ion a set of school outcomes, including
academic performance. What they concluded wasrthatrious and meaningful ways, levels of
trust in schools can directly affect academic pannce (2006). Additionally, Mitchell and
Forsyth (2005) investigated the relationship betw8ES, school level, external trust, and
internal trust on academic achievement. Theydadbhat academic performance was directly
predicted by SES, external trust, and internakitruglitchell and Forsyth (as cited in Hoy &
DiPaola, 2008) defined external trust as a “mathmalacombination of parent trust of school,
parent trust of principal, and student trust ohpipal” (p. 17). Internal trust was defined as a
“mathematical combination of teacher trust of pipat, teacher trust of clients, and teacher trust
of colleagues” (Hoy & DiPaola, 2008, p. 17). Thésdings indicate that trust is a normative
condition that influences the effective operatidschools that leads to improved student
outcomes.

In summary, collective trust is important becausepresents a collective perception of
stakeholders in a school community, including ppats, teachers, and clients (parents and
students). Additionally, trust is dynamic in naturethat there are varying degrees of trust and
varying levels of trust depending on the context e situation (Lewicki & Bunker, 1995). As
such, trust is an essential element for organimatibealth, an element that functions as a
lubricant and a glue, both facilitating and soltfy relationships within an organization (Hoy &

Tschannen-Moran, 1999).
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Faculty Trust

According to Forsyth et al. (2011), faculty trushkes up the bulk of trust research
Collectively, researchers characterize facultytttiough an examination of teacher
relationships among and between various actorkidmg colleagues, parents, students, the
principal, and the organization. Hoy’s and TscleamiMoran’s (1999) study of faculty trust
distinguished between individual faculty percepsi@md the perceptions that a faculty had as a
group. They were interested in “trust at the atile, not at the individual level” (p. 189). At
that time, no existing measure of trust was fodrad tonsidered collective faculty trust relative
to students, teachers, principal, and parents yHurst al., 2011). Forsyth identified faculty
trust as a study that specifies “the teaching fs@s the trustor group with trustees consisting of
clients (parents and students) and teaching cale=aschool groups), principals (individuals),
and schools (organizations)” (p. 23). Researchave found that faculty trust in clients,
colleagues, principals, and schools is statisticatid positively related to student achievement
(Goddard, Tschannen-Moran, & Hoy, 2001; Hoy & Hamnd997; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy,
1998). One of the most common instruments useth&asuring faculty trust in schools is the
Faculty Survey developed by Tschannen-Moran and(B0§3) called the Omnibus T-Scale.
The questionnaire is based on a 6-degree LiketeSeul is applicable for elementary, middle,
and high schools. Additionally, the Faculty TrG8sile measures several distinct areas of trust
including faculty trust in the principal, facultsust in colleagues, and faculty trust in clients
(Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999). As stated earliecduse faculty trust in parents and faculty
trust in students are highly correlated, the meastifaculty trust in client includes faculty trust

in both parents and students (Hoy & Tschannen-Mdr@89)
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Collective Trust and Charter Schools

Hargreaves (2002) asserted that times have chaet@ye to public trust in schools. In
the past, village ties, family loyalty, and religgobligation secured the public’s trust in schpols
however, today’s society is much more complex, tanst cannot be assumed. Hoy and
Tschannen-Moran (1999) maintained that waning frusociety, in general, stems from
significant changes in the level of expectatiorggarding equality, a more informed general
public, and an insistence upon accountability. @aachools, as a model of reform, have been
motivated by enhanced expectations from variougestalders concerning accountability for
student outcomes. However, this pressure from varsbakeholder groups and pressure from
high-stakes accountability measures as a meansasure success of schools have the potential
to ultimately undermine normative conditions in@als that lead to student success, primarily
trust.

Faculty trust is an important normative conditiarschools that has positive
consequences for student learning (Hoy & Hannur719Consequently, understanding the
collective trust of teachers for principal, studgmblleagues, and parents within charter schools
is imperative for understanding their effectivengé$swever, little is known about collective
trust in charter schools. Given contradictory fimg concerning student outcomes in charter
schools, looking at school conditions, such ad,tthat influence learning may be an important
step in understanding the effectiveness of chadieools. In other words, a potential explanation
for differences in effectiveness of some chartéosts over that of others may be related to
differences in normative conditions, such as faculist, within schools that foster and support

student learning.
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Theoretical Framework

The school sector effect is a theoretical framewbskussed in literature may be relevant
to this study. The school sector effect explaiffeignces in a variety of outcomes between
public schools compared to private (Catholic) séhoo private religious schools (Coleman &
Hoffer, 1987). The sector effect suggests thatynwdithe characteristics attributed to private
schools such as local decision-making, autonomgreshvalues within the school, school as
community, and school size explain differencesudlent outcomes.

One of the most important early studies of secti@cein the United States was
conducted by James Coleman and his colleagues X 498# University of Chicago. This study
focused on test-performance in high schools andladed that there were positive school
impacts on the achievement of all students whadée Catholic school, but larger impacts for
blacks, Hispanics, and students from low SES backgts who attended those schools
(Coleman, Hoffer, & Kilgore, 1982; Hoffer, Greele§,Coleman, 1985). Enhanced outcomes
included higher morale among teachers in privateasls (Corten & Dronkers, 2006; Patchen,
2004), and a greater chance of developing a sdr@ronunity among teachers within Catholic
schools (Holland, 1993).

Differences in students’ performance across diffesehool sectors—specifically,
public, private religious, and private nonreligiaehools—has long been an important topic in
the sociology of education (Hallinan, 2006). Inart years, debate over the merits of each
sector has increased between advocates and ofischiool choice, as exemplified by current
struggles over educational vouchers and their iaatibns for public policy and politics.
Although charter schools have not commonly beemsidened in studies of sector effect, many

of the characteristics of charter schools paraharacteristics of private schools. For example,
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as noted, charter schools are commonly developeunajler groups of parents or community
members who share a common belief: traditionalipdghools are not meeting a specified
need. Consequently, and as a result of this commaed, an organizational value culture is
likely inherent (Schein, 2004). This foundationalture is reflected in a “higher stock of social
capital for private (Catholic) schools as comparegdublic schools” (Coleman & Hoffer, 1987).
Further, private schools’ autonomy in decision-mgkand freedom from many state and federal
constraints appear to parallel the conditions afr@r schools. As such, the sector effect studies
are relevant to this study and provide an approptens through which to view trust in charter
schools. In all of these findings, it is proposieat school sector influences the collective trust
that exists in schools.

In defining theCultural Mode| Harris (1992) posited that the leader of an omgion is
the central figure in developing the culture ofttbeganization. Further, cultural models include
rituals that occur, or should occur, within an ergation. Educational managers, then, are those
who by position or perception are capable of shiapinal in educational institutions. As the
model is transferred to the school setting, thegypial becomes the central figure and is largely
responsible for creating and developing a trustulture. Teacher trust is a latent condition that
surfaces through interactions perceived as opearesipreliable, competent, and benevolent
(Tschannen-Moran, 1999). If the principal routinahd systematically interacts with teachers in
this manner, trust is developed. Further, accgrtbriHoy (2001), cooperative behavior results
from trust without which the organization’s effe@ness and efficiency is severely hampered.
Trust, then, is linked to cooperative behavior tiesults in effectiveness and efficiency and
causally impacts student achievement. Accordingadicka (2007), trust is “the ‘lubricant’ in

efficient operations” in a school setting (p. 14).
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TheCollegial Modelprovides as its foundation that teachers in ac&utnal setting be
participants in decision-making. This model is #mtithesis of the more formal and centralized
top-down decision-making process that was commahari980s and 90s. The model of
collegiality maintains that power is distributedaiod among teachers by the principal, resulting
in a trusting culture. Recently, there has besmawed interest in distributed leadership.
According to Lumby (2003), distributed leadershiaies many features with collegiality in that
the emphasis is on power and decision-making amagffort that should be shared among
some or all of the members of the organizationlle@ml models assume that the professionals
within the organization have both the expertise #wedright to share in the broader decision-
making. Shared decisions are likely to be bettfarmed and much more likely to be effectively
implemented. Collegiality is also acclaimed asagy Wor teachers to benefit from the support
and expertise of their colleagues (Bush, 2003)a $chool, the principal serves as the gatekeeper
to programs, initiatives, values, and the partitgaof the teachers. As such, a principal who
opens the gate to collegiality will likely bendfiom higher levels of trust.

Social psychologicaheories view trust as an interpersonal behawndranceive of it as
a psychological state (Kramer, 1999). This viewmp@ consistent with the interpersonal or
relational trust definition as it is an individyagrception and characteristic. In contrast,
sociological theories emphasize the systemic lel/eiewing trust as a quality of a social system
(Parsons, 1951). This is consistent with the d&im provided for collective trust. The cultural
and collegial models along with social-psycholobarad sociological theories are relevant
frameworks that undergird this study. Additionallye school sector effect may have relevance

regarding trust in charter schools.
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Chapter Summary

The trust that exists in a particular school helpsonly to shape the culture of that
school, ultimately it may be one of the most caticomponents in the pursuit of effectiveness.
While research has been broad and has produceeneedf the relationship between collective
trust and enhanced student outcomes, the resesaatisent regarding trust that may or may not
exist in the charter school setting.

The evolution and development of charter schoatsgroduced a school system that is
much different than the public school system. Ggakm to be different, funding and
governance are different, and even the admissimtesgs itself separates charter schools from
public schools. New England educator Ray Buddeusmah activist Albert Shanker were
instrumental in advancing the national charter sthmovement beginning in the early 1970s
and continuing throughout the 1990s. In the €@fg, Minnesota and then California passed
the first charter school laws, paving the way faede states, and subsequently dozens of others,
to create charter schools that would serve thesetnhterested citizens. A national focus on
charter schools was highlighted in speeches bydenaisClinton in 1997 and then again by
President Bush in 2002. Millions of dollars welle@ated for the creation and development of
charter schools across America. In 1999, Oklaher@aidmark Oklahoma Charter School Act
opened the door for the establishment of charteras in the state.

This chapter also provided a summary of trusthosls. Teacher and student
confidence, practices, relationships, and sucaesaliinfluenced by and influence trust.
Specifically, collective trust as defined in thizapter is the primary construct that will be

studied.
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CHAPTER 1l
RESEARCH METHOD

Research Design

This study explores the social context of learnmgharter schools to determine if there
are differences in teacher perceptions of collectiust in charter schools and traditional public
schools. This quantitative study tests teachergmians of differences between four dimensions
of faculty trust in charter schools and in tradiabpublic schools in a large, urban district ia th
Midwest. Four dimensions of faculty trust are amaty: overall collective faculty trust, faculty
trust in principal, clients (students and parerdgsy] colleagues (Hoy & Kupersmith, 1985). Data
was also gathered concerning demographic charsiiterof grade level, years of teaching
experience in both public and charter schools,ieitlyrof faculty, and gender of faculty to
further interpret the findings.
Research population

The sample was drawn from a large urban distrithénMidwestern United States. The
district was selected because it contains the samgenber of charter schools in this Midwestern
state and because it contains a diverse studegitvaitid demographics representative of the
larger district. According to the district’'s welssiit is a “multi-cultural district serving
approximately 43,000 students” (OKPS, 2013). Sttslen this district attend 55 elementary
schools, 17 secondary schools consisting of misicheols and high schools, 4 special centers,
and 13 charter schools. In 2012-13, the distnigpleyed approximately 4,600 administrators,
teachers and support personnel. The student gapula comprised of 3% Asian, 5% Native
American, 20% Caucasian, 27% African American, 4n&b6 Hispanic individuals. Thirteen

percent of the student population has disabiliespecial needs, and 28% are English Language
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Learners. Socio-Economic Status (SES) is defisati@ percentage of students in the district
who qualify for free or reduced lunch. In thistdid, the free and reduced percentage is 91.2%
(http://okcps.schooldesk.net/LinkClick.aspx?fileBt=RulLk4-
8hcHQ%3d&tabid=1623&mid=4676).

According to a district document that was publisheNovember of 2012 entitle2D11-
12 Statistical Profilg2012), 43,201 students were in the district ih22Q2, and 4,759 of the
total population of students attended charter sishoé total of 357 certified staff members
worked in the 13 charter schools in 2011-12. TBeHarter schools in the district consist of two
elementary schools, three middle schools, andHalr schools. Additionally, two schools serve
students in elementary and middle grades, one sstudents in middle and high school grades,
and one school serves elementary, middle and leigho$ students. For purposes of this study,
grade levels were examined independently becauaends collected at the individual teacher
level. Faculty sizes range from 11 certified staf63 certified staff, and enroliment ranges from
187 to 546. In accordance with State statutetehachools cannot “limit admission based on
ethnicity, national origin, gender, income levasabling condition, English proficiency,
measures of achievement, aptitude, or athletiatgbfOklahoma Charter School Act, 2010).
Additionally, students who reside within the bounes of the school district may be enrolled by
a charter school as well as students who transfertihe district

(http://www.ok.gov/sde/fags/oklahoma-charter-scegmogram#Whp

Data source
Survey data were collected in the spring of 20bMnfcertified faculty teaching in charter
schools in this urban district. Because princifiadm three charter schools declined to

participate in the study, the sample for this stadysisted of 346 certified faculty in ten charter
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schools in the district. Invitations to participatethe study were sent to each potential
participant through school email addresses provimethe district. Three email addresses were
returned as “undeliverable,” so the sample wasaedtio 343 certified faculty. Qualtrics
software was used to distribute the survey ancécbtlata. Faculty members were asked to
voluntarily complete the survey through a link pd®d on the email.

It was the intent of the researcher for all surkesponses to be returned electronically
directly to the researcher through Qualtrics. Aftistributing the survey by email several times,
an error was noted in three of the schools. Norteeturveys distributed to those schools
reached their intended recipient because of fikstablished in the schools. After several
attempts to diagnose delivery problems, plans wexde to distribute surveys during a faculty
meeting on each campus. The researcher distrilgeslirvey, explained directions for
completing the survey (including the voluntary agpe participation), and collected completed
surveys. The data from these surveys was then addbd data that was collected through
Qualtrics.

Of the 343 possible participants, 165 usable resg®were received resulting in a
response rate of 48%. Of these 165 responsexfifé faculty members had experience in
both charter schools and traditional public schadtsvever, missing data reduced the usable
responses of teachers who had taught in both cleartetraditional public schools to 89
participants

Measures
Omnibus T-Scale
Faculty Trust was measured using the Omnibus Baalke (T-Scale) (Hoy &

Tschannen-Moran, 2003). The scale is a 26-iterapgirt Likert type scale. Items on the scale
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can be divided into three subscales: teacheritmygincipal, teacher trust in clients (students
and parents), and teacher trust in colleagues.drResychoices range from “strongly disagree”
(coded as one) to “strongly agree” (coded as Siajmple items include whether teachers agree
or disagree with statements such as, “Teachetsdgrsthool trust the principal” and “Teachers in
this school do their jobs well.”

Subscales of the Omnibus T-Scale

Faculty trust in principal . The Omnibus Trust T-Scale measures the quality of
relationships between faculty and the principalieQions ask faculty the support, openness,
dependability, competence, and honesty of the ipahc Higher principal trust indicates that
faculty respect and trust the leadership of theqypial.

Faculty trust in colleagues The Omnibus Trust T-Scale measures the quality of
relationships among teachers. Questions ask feahtiut their colleagues’ openness,
commitment to students, honesty, competence iol#ssroom, cooperation with each other, and
reliability. Higher faculty trust suggests thatui#ty perceive their colleagues as being open,
honest, reliable, competent, and benevolent i theughts and actions.

Faculty trust in clients. The Omnibus Trust T-Scale measures the qualitpagé
interactions between faculty and parents/stude@tgestions ask faculty about parents’ and
students’ reliability in their commitments, parsuopport, parent honesty, and parent openness.
Client trustworthiness suggests that teachers perparents and students as being open, honest,
reliable, competent, and benevolent in their santgractions with faculty.

Reliability and validity of the Omnibus T-Scale
The Omnibus T-Scale is a short operational measutgee dimensions of faculty trust

(trust in principal, trust in colleagues, and tmunstlients — students and parents), which can be
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used for either elementary or secondary schools.rélabilities of the three subscales typically
range from .90 to .98 (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 20G3ctor analytic studies of the Omnibus
T-Scale support the construct and discriminantigliof the concept (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran,
2003).

Structural and organizational school characteristis

When exploring the differences between teachergpéiams of collective trust in charter
schools and traditional public schools, distingaizational characteristics may influence
organizational trust in schools because of theacteons that take place among the members of
the organizations (Van Maele & Houtte, 2009). #@nigational value culture (Schein, 2004),
organizational size (Beyer & Trice, 1979; Hall, dsbn, & Haas, 1967), and organizational
group composition (Pfeffer, 1997) all influencestroutcomes in schools. For purposes of this
study, years of teaching experience in both trawldi public and charter schools, gender, and
race/ethnicity of faculty are relevant.

Race/ethnicity of faculty was measured based omtia@entification of themselves as
American Indian/Alaska Native, Asian, Black/AfricAmerican, Native Hawaiian/Pacific
Island, Hispanic/Latino, or White/Caucasian. Faculere asked to choose as many indicators as
they believed described their ethnicity. The etityiof the student body has been associated
with school outcomes (Ainsworth-Darnell & Downe@9B; Hallinan, 2000). Where
populations of the student body are dissimilahedomposition of the faculty, student
outcomes and cultural norms such as collective tnay be influenced. Specifically, a shared
ethnic identity serves as the basis for trustitgti@nships (Kramer, Brewer, & Hanna, 1996).

Data concerning gender of faculty members was gatheBryk and Schneider posit that

a teacher’s gender may influence trust relatiotbiwischools (2002). Further, a workplace’s
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gender composition may influence workers and omgiunal outputs (Randel, 2002; Reskin,
McBrier, & Kmec, 1999). Additionally, Maddux andd@ver (2005) found that men place trust
primarily in others with whom they share group exgece. Consequently, it might be
hypothesized that the presence of men within & istaeases the trust in colleagues but lowers
the trust in school actors with another role, foaraple, the principal (Van Maele & Van
Houtte., 2009).

Additional variables that are considered in thiglgtinclude total number of years of
teaching experience and number of years facultg ta@wght in a charter school. According to
Adams and Jean-Marie (2011), time to build capdsign important condition to support reform
efforts. In a charter school setting, total yedrexperience teaching and number of years
teaching in a charter school may be related toltiatuwst in principal, colleagues and clients
due to the fact that faculty need time to adjushtodevelopmental stages that eventually lead to
a changed culture. In a charter school settingeshanderstandings and goals may lead to a
more cohesive school culture facilitating trusaasorganizational component. Number of years
teaching in the schools indicates opportunity todoee familiar with and integrated into the
school’s culture.

Analytical Technique

Differences between faculty perceptions of collexfiaculty trust were analyzed by
means of paired samples t-tests. The units dysisaare teachers within charter schools in this
urban district in the Midwest. The referents afuity trust are the overall trust measure, faculty
trust of principal, faculty trust of clients (stude and parents), and faculty trust of colleagues.
The paired samples t-tests were used to comparaghas of the paired samples: teachers who

have taught in charter schools and traditional ipigdhools and their perceived Collective
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Faculty Trust in Principal, in Colleagues, and irefits in the charter school in which they are
currently teaching and in the traditional publibsal where they previously taught. The
Shapiro-Wilk (S-W) test was used along with skevsreesd kurtosis statistics to test for
normality (Appendix A). Homogeneity of variancesnaso tested by reviewing the ratio of raw
score variances.
Summary

This quantitative study was designed to gain ebettderstanding of differences in
teacher perceptions of collective faculty trustiarter schools and traditional public schools in
a large, urban district in the Midwest. The dimensiof faculty trust in charter schools include
an overall trust score, faculty trust of princidalGulty trust of clients (students and parentsy a
faculty trust of colleagues. Structural and orgational characteristics that are relevant to this
study include grade level, ethnicity of facultynder of faculty, and years of teaching

experience of faculty in traditional public and dlea schools.
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CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS

The purpose of this section is twofold: to preghetresults of the statistical analyses of
the data of this study and to compare results thghhypotheses for the study. The analyses and
the comparisons will be made relative to the thiscakframeworks identified in Chapter | and
Il. The first step of the investigation was toahtdescriptive statistics for each of the variable
of the study. These values are presented in Hable 4.4 below.

Descriptive Statistics

The survey used in this study was distributed t® @4arter school teachers. One
hundred sixty four usable responses were recemed 48% response rate. Of the 164
respondents, 104 had taught in both a charter $emaloa traditional public school setting.
These 104 teachers who have taught in both settirggthe focus of this study. The N from
Table 4.4 ranges from 79 to 89 for the paired sasplhe difference in the N range and the
total number of respondents that taught in botlitehand traditional public school settings
resulted from respondents not providing resporsesultiple survey items. Only cases with
complete data for a particular measure were includealculations.

Of the respondents in the sample, 29.5% were s2g), and 70.5% were female. (N
=67) (Table 4.1). Seventy-eight of the responda@stified themselves as White/Caucasian,
four self-identified as Black/African American, svself-identified as American Indian/Alaska
Native, four identified themselves as Asian, oriéidentified as Pacific Islander/Native
Hawaiian, and seven self-identified as HispanidA@atRespondents were allowed to choose

more than one category, resulting in a total of 4dlP-identified categories chosen.
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Approximately 23% of the respondents taught in eletary grades (first through fifth), 22%
taught in middle grades (sixth through eighth), &&é taught in high school grades (nine
through twelve).

Total years of teaching experience was varied. ©ng/respondent indicated that he/she
was a first year teacher. The highest percentageesachers had two to five years of teaching
experience (26%, N = 26) and 21 or more years pérence (26%, N = 26). Interestingly, 50%
of the respondents in this sample (N = 49) hadriféwer total years of teaching experience,

and 50% had more than 10 years of experience (8) €T4ble 4.2).

Table 4.1 Gender

Gender
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative
Percent
Male 28 17.9 29.5 29.5
Valid Female 67 42.9 70.5 100.0
Total 95 60.9 100.0
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Table 4.2 Total Years of Teaching Experience

TOTExp
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative
Percent

0-1 1 .6 1.0 1.0

2-5 26 16.7 26.5 27.6

6-10 22 14.1 22.4 50.0
Valid 11-15 15 9.6 15.3 65.3

16-20 8 5.1 8.2 73.5

21 + 26 16.7 26.5 100.0

Total 98 62.8 100.0

Concerning total number of years teaching in atenachool setting, the category with
the highest percentage was in the two to threegagagory (33.7%). The next highest category
was the four to six year category (25.5%) follovilgydthe seven to ten year category (16.3).
Approximately 13% of the respondents were in thigst year of teaching in a charter school,
and 11% had eleven or more years of teaching imager school setting. Of the respondents in
this study, 72.4% had six years or less of teacmraycharter school, and 88.8% had ten years or

less (Table 4.3).
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Table 4.3 Total Years of Experience Teaching in al@arter School

CharScExp
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative
Percent
0-1 13 8.3 13.3 13.3
2-3 33 21.2 33.7 46.9
4-6 25 16.0 255 72.4
Valid

7-10 16 10.3 16.3 88.8
11 + 11 7.1 11.2 100.0
Total 98 62.8 100.0

Collective Faculty Trust. The unit of analysis was the charter school tegaherefore,
scores were tested at the individual level. Thamrend standard deviation of faculty responses
of their perceptions of collective faculty trustieecalculated for each referent group as well as
the overall trust score for teacher perceptionsotiective faculty trust in charter schools and
traditional public schools. Findings indicate tteicher perceptions of collective faculty trust in
charter schools (N=79; M = 124.28, SD = 16.7;) Wwaher than teacher perceptions of
collective faculty trust in traditional public sable (N = 79; M = 93.35; SD = 23.3); Also, scores
for teacher perceptions of collective faculty trimsthe three referent groups: principal in charter
schools (N =87; M =40.77; SD = 8.3) and principairaditional public schools (N =87; M =
28.83; SD = 9.64); colleagues in charter schools @9; M = 40.0; SD = 5.09) and colleagues in
traditional public schools (N = 89; M = 30.67; SI8:06); and clients in charter schools (N = 89;

M = 43.72; SD = 7.52) and clients in traditionabpa schools (N = 89; M = 34.62; SD = 10.23),
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were higher in charter schools than in traditignalic schools (Table 4.4).

Table 4.4: Collective Faculty Trust: Descriptive Satistics

Descriptive Statistics

N Minimum  Maximum Mean Std. Skewness Kurtosis

Deviation

Statistic ~ Statistic Statistic ~ Statistic  Statistic  Statistic  Std. Error Statistic Std. Error

OmniTCharter 86 74.00 156.00 124.4651 16.64770 =777 .260 .201 .514
OmniTPub 90 38.00 143.00 93.8333 22.80166 -.186 .254 -.521 .503
FACTCLCharter 98 21.00 60.00 43.6735 7.79873 -.695 .244 .584 483
FACTCLPub 94 10.00 57.00 34.7979 10.15109 -.257 .249 -.673 493
FACTPRINCharter 92 8.00 48.00 40.7717 8.21029 -1.926 .251 4.048 498
FACTPRINPub 96 8.00 48.00 28.6354 9.38994 -.403 .246 -.304 .488
FACTCOLCharter 97 27.00 48.00 40.0412 5.18595 -.465 .245 -.467 .485
FACTCOLPub 94 11.00 48.00 30.4681 8.05719 -.090 .249 -.436 493
Valid N (listwise) 79

Paired Samples T-Test

Before paired samples t-tests were run, assumpivens tested to ensure that the
conditions of normality, homogeneity of variancegdandependence were met. The assumption
of normality was tested and met for the distribn@iloshape of the paired differences. Review of
the S-W (Shapiro-Wilk) test for normality (SV50 df=86, p=0.002) and skewness7) and
kurtosis (201 of the overall trust measure in charter schoontsthe skewness (-.186) and
kurtosis (-.521) statistics for the overall measargaditional public schools suggested that
normalities of the paired differences were reastma®/hen tested individually, each variable
tested reasonably close to normal with the excemfaollective faculty trust in principal in
charter school. The skewness (-1.926) and kur{dsi98) fell outside of the +1.0 to -1.0 values
that are traditionally accepted as normal. Histograf both the overall trust measure in charter

schools and traditional public schools, howeveggest a relatively normal distributional shape
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(Appendix A). Homogeneity of variance was testgadyiewing the ratio of raw score
variances. The ratio of the smallest (276.89h&largest (519.84) variance was less than 1:4;
therefore, there is evidence of the equal vari@sseimption. The individuals were not
randomly selected; therefore, the assumption cfpeddence was not met. Consequently, this
creates a potential for the increased probabifity dype | or Type Il error.

After assumptions were tested and confirmed, gaenples t-tests were conducted to
compare teacher perceptions of collective facuitgttin the charter school where they are
currently teaching and collective faculty trustheir previous experience in a traditional public
school. Four referent groups were considered: vieeatl trust score, collective faculty trust in
principal, collective faculty trust in colleaguesd collective faculty trust in clients (Table 4.5)

Findings reveal a statistically significant diffaoe in scores for overall collective faculty
trust in charter schools (M = 124.28; SD = 16.7 @aditional public schools (M = 93.35; SD =
23.3); t(78) = 9.914; p = .00, d = 1.13. Findintgmoaevel statistically significant differences in
collective faculty trust in principal in charterrsmls (M = 40.77; SD = 8.3) and traditional
public schools (M = 28.83; SD = 9.64); t(86) = &54 = .00, d = .92; collective faculty trust in
colleagues in charter schools (M = 40.0; S = 5&08) traditional public schools (M = 30.67; SD
=8.06); t(88) = 9.40; p = .00, d = 1.02; and adiilee faculty trust in clients in charter schools
(M =43.72; SD = 7.52) and traditional public sclsoM = 34.62; S = 10.23); t (88) = 6.84; p =
.00, d =.73. The effect sizes for the overallttacore (d = 1.13) and two of the three referent
groups (principal, d = .92 and colleague, d = 1\0@)e large based on Cohen’s (1988)
conventions with scores higher than .8. The eBex of collective faculty trust in clients (d =
.73) was medium based on Cohen’s conventions etesizes with scores between .5 and .8

considered medium effect sizes. These effect siees calculated using Morris and DeShon’s
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(2002) equation thus correcting for dependence éatvwneans.

The mean increase for overall trust measure w&23@ith the 95% confidence interval
for the difference between the means of 24.71 @ti33 The mean increase for collective
faculty trust in principal was 11.94, with the 9%¥nfidence interval for the difference between
the means of 9.16 and 14.72. The mean increas®llective faculty trust in colleagues was
9.33, with the 95% confidence interval for the eiffnce between the means of 7.35 and 11.28.
The mean increase for collective faculty trustliards was 9.10, with the 95% confidence
interval for the difference between the means 46 @&nd 11.74. In summary, the results of these
paired sample t-tests revealed that faculty peiweatf Collective Faculty Trust (CFT) was
higher in charter schools than faculty perceptib@IeT in traditional public schools in the
overall measure of collective faculty trust andilhreferent groups (principal, colleagues, and

clients) thus confirming the hypotheses.
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Table 4.5: Collective Faculty Trust

Paired Samples Test

Paired Differences
95% Confidence
Interval of the

Mean Std. Std. Difference Sig. (2-
Deviation Error  Lower Upper t df  tailed)
Mean
Pair1 OmniTCharter -  30.9240% 27.72427 3.11922 24.7141F 37.1339£ 9.914 78 .000
OmniTPub

Pair FACTPRINChartel 11.9425Z 13.0360% 1.39761 9.16417 14.7208¢€ 8.545 86 .000
2 FACTPRINPub
Pair FACTCOLCharter 9.32584 9.35873 .99202 7.3544(C 11.2972¢€9.401 88 .000
3 FACTCOLPub
Pair FACTCLCharter - 9.10112 12.5580¢€ 1.33115 6.4557311.746516.837 88 .000
4 FACTCLPub
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION
Summary of the Study

The purpose of this research was to compare tegehneeptions of faculty trust in the
charter school where they are currently teachirttheir perceptions of faculty trust in
traditional public schools where they previouslyght. Trust was defined as “an individual’s or
group’s willingness to be vulnerable to anothetybased on the confidence that the latter party
is benevolent, reliable, competent, honest and’offensyth, et al., 2011). The reason for
studying teacher perceptions of collective factiiygt, rather than relational trust, was to gain a
better understanding of cultural/climate conditiomsharter schools. As opposed to relational
trust, collective trust is a normative conditiorsithools that has been shown to have a positive
effect on student outcomes (Forsyth et al., 20C@)lective trust was defined as “the willingness
of a party to be vulnerable to the actions of aepflarty based on the expectation that the other
party will perform a particular action important torespective of the ability to monitor or
control the other party” (Mayer, Davis, & Schoorm&f95). Forsyth et al. further defined
collective trust as “a stable group property roatedhared perceptions that affect the
trustworthiness of another group or individual thaterges over time out of multiple social
exchanges within the group” (2011). Collectiveui¢trust was then operationalized as overall
collective faculty trust in charter schools andlitianal public schools and as faculty trust of

principal, faculty trust of colleagues, and facuhyst of clients (parents and students).
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While there are studies that examine faculty tofishultiple referent groups in public
schools and in private schools, no studies weradon the literature that specifically compare
the perceptions of collective faculty trust of teexs who have taught in both the charter school
and the traditional public school setting. Muclkm®wn about the goals of charter schools as a
method of reform (Kolderie, 2008) and about thatrehship between charter schools and
student outcomes (Betts et al., 2011). Howevelh ewidence in the literature that supports
enhanced student outcomes in charter schools @fiah, 1997) and evidence in the literature
showing lower student outcomes in charter schatsoanpared to traditional public schools
(Zimmer et al., 1999), it is important to gain dtbeunderstanding of “what goes on” inside
charter schools that can explain those differernaéte is known about what actually happens
inside charter schools, specifically the experisrafethe teachers and students who are involved
in charter schools. This study was meant as aroefplry study to begin to understand culture
and climate within these schools. This understantiay be the foundation to a better
understanding of differences in student outcomessacschools. Consequently, this study is a
foundational study that appears to be among teetbrinvestigate the perceptions of teachers
who have had teaching experience in charter sclamaldraditional public schools. This study
sought to add empirical evidence through spedigotetical frameworks regarding collective
faculty trust, faculty trust of principal, facultsust of colleagues, and faculty trust of clients.

Extant theoretical knowledge and prior empiriegearch in public schools and private
schools on the constructs of this study led toetlimgootheses. Specifically, the hypotheses in
this study were confirmed: (1) teachers in thislgtwho have taught in charter schools and
traditional public schools perceive collective fiigdrust in colleagues to be higher in charter

schools than in traditional public schools whemythave taught; (2) that teachers in this study
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who have taught in charter schools and traditipodlic schools perceive that collective faculty
trust in the principal is higher in charter schablan in traditional public schools where they
have taught; and, (3) that teachers in this stuidy have taught in charter schools and traditional
public schools perceive that collective facultystrin clients is higher in charter schools than in
traditional public schools where they have taudhirther, results showed that in this sample of
teachers who have taught in charter schools atrddiitional public schools, perceptions of
overall collective faculty trust is higher in cherrschools than in traditional public schools
where they taught.

Prior research on collective trust has investiggedeived faculty trust between
multiple referent groups in both the traditionabjpe school setting and the private school
setting (Van Maele et al., 2009). A primary thethgt underpins those studies is what Van
Maele et al. referred to as the ‘school sectoe@f{2009, p. 564). School sector research looks
closely at differences in student outcomes in traaal public schools and private (Catholic)
schools based upon organizational characterigtidds 8s school culture (Van Maele, et al.,
2009). The reason that sector effect is an ap@tepiramework for this study is that charter
schools are established with many of the same gloaisnotivate the establishment of private
schools, and the charter school reform movemeuitesn referred to as the “privatization of
public education.” These goals include enhancedraumy, freedom from bureaucratic
restrictions such as hiring/firing obligations, opfunity to establish student achievement goals,
freedom to choose curriculum to match establisloadsg and the opportunity to establish a
mission and vision that are closely aligned witikeholder views and preferences. Because of
the similarities of many of these characteristiesMeen charter schools and private schools,

charter schools may, indeed, have the potentiatioeve the “sector effect” that charter school
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proponents espouse such as an enhanced schooécuBpecifically, findings from this study
support the idea that charter schools may actballgble to foster some of the same
culture/climate characteristics in private schodl®@nsequently, and if the assumption is correct,
there may be a greater chance of developing a séreenmunity among teachers in charter
schools just as there is in private schools (Bkge, & Holland, 1993). The finding that teacher
perceptions of collective faculty trust was highrecharter schools than in traditional public
schools for all referent groups supports this aggiom. What is not known is whether or not
there is a relationship between enhanced faculst tn charter schools and student outcomes.

Using the frameworks of the Cultural and Collegraddels provides further
understanding of the findings of this study. Beestlss study sought to gain a better
understanding of the culture/climate of charterost$ in this district, the Cultural and Collegial
models are appropriate frameworks. Additionallyrdyth et al. (2011) emphasize that collective
trust, as a normative condition rather than singpigeasure of relationships among individuals,
is a key indicator of the health of an environmentenhancing student learning. Explaining
findings through the Cultural and Collegial modeftances the understanding of collective trust
as a normative condition.

According to the Cultural model (Harris, 1992), thader of an organization is a central
figure in developing the culture of an organizatiSpecifically, this culture is developed and
enhanced by establishing ritual in an organizatian leads to group cohesiveness. As the key
educational leader in a school, the principal hasopportunity to influence the culture of the
organization through practices that lead to enhdwodlective trust. A statistically significant
difference between teacher perceptions of the stippmenness, dependability, competence and

honesty of the principal in the charter school weriey are teaching and their perceptions of the
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principal in traditional public schools where thegve previously taught suggests that these
teachers perceive actions of the principal in tleseter schools to be more conducive to a
shared culture than in their previous experiencetimditional public school.

A sense of community, or shared culture, holds igw implications for student
achievement due to findings in the literature thagiport a positive relationship between cultural
characteristics, such as collective faculty traat] student outcomes (Forsyth et al., 2011).
Additionally, Van Maele et al. add that organizaabgroup composition plays a critical role in
determining trust within schools (2009). Van Maelal. supports Zucker’s work (1986) when
he states that social similarities affect the lefelust one puts in others. Consequently, one
might assume from the findings of this study thiaksholders within these charter schools share
a cultural identity that leads to greater levelsafective faculty trust. What is not known is how
organizational group composition and charactesstiithin charter schools differ from group
composition in traditional public schools. Additadly, actions and attitudes of the principal or
how structural and organizational characteristidhe organization support the actions/ attitudes
of the principal are not a part of this study. ®fere, additional research is needed to more fully
understand this finding.

The Collegial model is also an important framewimkunderstanding findings from this
study. The Collegial model suggests that poweribigied within an organization leads to shared
decision making and an enhanced school culturealgeccharter schools are established as a
means to enhance local control and autonomy, om@gsume that stronger perceptions of
collective faculty trust in charter schools indesiteacher confidence in the decision-making
processes of the school and stronger relationfi@pgeen stakeholders. Stronger relationships

among stakeholders are evidenced in higher coleésiculty trust in each of the three referent
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groups (principal, colleagues and clients). Ihiefesting to note that the strongest effect size
was noted in faculty trust in colleagues (d = 1,.@8@)owed by faculty trust in principal (d = .92)
and then faculty trust in clients (d = .73). Usthg Collegial model as the theoretical framework
provides a more thorough understanding of theiogiships within these schools. It suggests that
teachers are supportive of decisions made in theot@nd of the processes to make those
decisions. However, little is known about actuaqices in the school that lead to an enhanced
school culture. Additional research is needed teustand how decisions are made, what part
teachers have in the decision making process, awdchllaborative efforts within these schools
actually lead to culture that promotes collectiaeuity trust.
Implications

Every school in every district aspires to develagtt students who achieve
academically. It is probable that student achiex@nand positive student achievement
outcomes are high on the list of goals for all ediomal leaders. As a normative condition that
promotes positive student outcomes (Forsyth é(dll), trust, then, becomes a crucial
component of a school’s culture.
Implications for Practice

Driscoll and Kerchner (1999) state, “trust... ie ine qua norof the relationships in
which social capital resides” (p. 390). Where Higels of trust, and thus social capital, resides,
students perform better on high stakes testing §aatj 2003) and the probability of dropping
out is reduced (Croninger & Lee, 2001). As trgsam essential element in establishing and
developing a school environment conducive to enddustudent outcomes, gaining a better
understanding of the higher perceived collectiuvsttthat occurs in charter schools compared to

traditional public schools in this study is imparta Foremost in this reasoning is that research
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on climate and culture in charter schools is reédyi scarce; particularly in the state that is the
foundation of this study where the first chartdi@a opened in 2000. As more research is
conducted that reveals both the indicators of frusharter schools as well as the determinants
of trust in charter schools, decisions can be ni@ded, in part, on that data. In order for policy-
makers, law-makers, and state and local schodlialito make data-informed decisions about
hiring, new charter school formation and approaatj charter school renewal, a body of
research and data must be developed that helpsde guch decision-making. What this study
did was confirm and advance the hypotheses thait four referent groups (overall trust, trust in
principal, in colleagues, and in clients), teaghenceived collective faculty trust in the charter
school where the subjects currently teach is higjeam in the traditional public schools where
they previously taught. In other words, findingsnir this study suggest that there may be
important differences in the culture and climatelwdrter schools and traditional public schools
that can explain differences in learning outconReactitioners who truly seek to maximize
student outcomes in their schools and districtstinesware of the culture and climate in their
schools, and they must understand how to sustétures that support educational goals.
Additionally, practitioners who seek to hire anthre the most qualified teachers must
understand the importance of sustaining a culturera/teachers feel valued and supported.
Findings from this study suggest that these chadleool teachers appear to be more satisfied
with the culture/climate of the school where they eurrently teaching than in their previous
positions in traditional public schools. Howevdt|d is known about what led these teachers to
teach in the charter school setting and whetheobtheir perceptions are sustainable. It was
also interesting to note that 50% of the teachetke charter schools in this study had less than

10 years of total teaching experience and 50% hae than 10 years of total teaching
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experience. An additional finding of interest iatthpproximately one-fourth of the teachers in
this study had two to five years of total experegrend approximately one-fourth of the teachers
in this study had a more than 20 years of totallea experience. What is not known is how
this distribution of total years of teaching expeaie differed across schools and whether or not
faculty composition influenced levels of trust retschools. This study provides a very
foundational understanding of differences in teag®eceptions of the culture and climate of
charter schools and traditional public schoolsia district, and additional research is needed to
further understand these findings.
Implications for Research

As noted, research on trust in public schools atisu Additional studies support the
value of trust in private schools and its assodiatgact. What appears to be clear, from the
findings in this study, is that teacher perceptiohthe culture and climate in charter schools
where the participants in this study currently tescdifferent from the their perception of the
culture and climate of the traditional public sclsowhere the participants of this study
previously taught. This finding holds importantplieations for future studies as a potential
explanation for differences in student outcomessgcharter schools. It also holds important
implications for studies seeking to understand exyain teacher retention and the influence of
culture/climate indicators on teachers’ decisianedntinue in the profession. What is not
known is why teachers in this study chose to teéac¢he charter school setting and whether or
not there are differences in teacher charactesistiteachers in these charter schools and
traditional public schools in this district.

Because this is a foundational study, there areyrmaplications for research. A closer

examination of organizational and structural chi@@stics such as age of the school, size, SES
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of the student body, and governing structure aed thfluence on collective trust is needed.
Additionally, a better understanding of the chagastics of the referent groups (principal,
colleagues, and clients) that were examined induidy would add to the body of literature that
currently exists relative to characteristics tlead to positive school outcomes. To understand if
there are differences in characteristics or ledderstyles of principals who choose to lead in
charter schools and whether or not a causal rekttip exists between the characteristics of the
principal in a charter school and the trust thatkers have for the principal becomes important
as charter school formation expands across the atat the nation. This study’s findings
confirmed the need for a better, more clear undedihg of the organizational structures,
processes, beliefs, and values that may or mag»aist that result in the trust that is perceived to
exist in the charter schools that were examined.
Limitations

There are several limitations that must be adddessthis study. The first limitation is
the fact that selection bias may be a factor irfitigings of this study. Although the majority of
teachers who participated in this study had expeddeaching in both the charter school and the
traditional public school setting (104 out of 1@pondents), no data is available that would
indicate why each teacher left the traditional pubthool to teach in a charter school. For
example, there may be a number of reasons forcagedeaving employment with a traditional
public school and gaining employment with a chastdrool. Possible reasons for leaving
include dissatisfaction with the traditional puldichool in which they were teaching,
opportunity to be a part of something “new,” agreatwith the philosophy or vision of the
school, or negative reasons such as poor work qmeaface at the previous school such as non-

renewal of a contract or termination. If a teachias dissatisfied with a traditional public school
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teaching experience or was terminated or non-redeive/ould stand to reason that he or she
would view each of the referents in a more favardight in the current charter school setting;
especially the principal of the current school.pitglly in any school setting, the principal is
primarily responsible for personnel decisions rdgay teachers. Consequently, teachers who
are terminated or non-renewed may have a bias vdsgonding to questions about trust relative
to the principal. Additionally, if an individuagacher in the traditional public school setting was
influenced to resign and gain employment in a @rathool setting because of a perceived lack
of vision in the traditional public school or besalof a perceived agreeable philosophy at a
charter school, a bias may also exist when respgradi survey items about trust. An additional
consideration is that approximately one-fourthraf teachers in this study had more than 20
years of total teaching experience. Additional aesk is needed to understand why these
teachers left traditional public schools to teacth icharter school setting later in their careers.
Additional research is needed to understand wighexa choose to teach in a charter school and
how characteristics of faculty in charter schoaftuence the culture/climate of the school.

A second limitation of this study is that threetloé thirteen charter schools in the district
elected not to participate in the study. The tls@®ols that opted out represent 23% of the total
number of charter schools in the district. Sifeedtudy was conducted at the individual level,
however, the impact of this limitation was smdlhe fact that all schools in this study were part
of the same district is another limitation of thedy. Since charter schools vary significantly
across districts and across states, findings chnbengeneralized to the population of teachers in
charter schools in this district.

A third limitation of this study was that the syuilself is foundational in that little

information on collective faculty trust in charsghools is available. Therefore, additional
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research is needed to understand collective fatuisy in other districts. Suggestions for further
research include a larger sample size and resaarols districts where data could be
aggregated to the school level. Understanding azgdanal and structural characteristics and
their relationship with the culture and climatetoé school could lend important insight into the
success or lack of success of charter schools itipleusettings.

Future Studies

An investigation of the levels of faculty colleativrust in charter schools and traditional
public schools as perceived by teachers who haaghtan both settings revealed that collective
trust is higher in charter schools compared tqothteic schools where they previously taught.
Additionally, the study revealed that perceivedufactrust of all three referent groups that were
analyzed; colleagues, the principal, and cliestsjgher in charter schools compared to the
traditional public schools where the subjects taudhhile these conclusions seem to support
the idea that charter schools may actually achsewee of the benefits of privatization (Van
Maele et al., 2009) specifically, that charter sthamay be able to “mirror” some of the
characteristics of private schools resulting inarded culture to support student learning, an
investigation of additional climate/culture indioeg in charter schools as well as the reasons that
teachers choose to leave public schools to teacharter schools is important and merits
additional study.

This study is focused on levels of trust. Theeeraany other peripheral lines of study
that could be examined, refined, and expandediolild be of value to investigate the
relationship that structural and organizationalrabteristics such as gender of students and
faculty, ethnicity of students and faculty, socmeomic status of students, age of the school,

grade level, or governing structure may have oerlkesf trust in the charter school setting.

64



Additionally, and since charter schools are expagdicross the country, an investigation of the
characteristics of the principal in charter scha@alsld aid charter school policy makers and
those who hire leaders as they make decisions &beaership in schools. This study reveals
that among teachers who have taught in chartero$emal traditional public schools settings,
their perceived trust of the principal in the ckadchools in which they taught is higher
compared that of the principals in traditional paischools where they taught. Consequently, it
makes sense to investigate the causes of thatroatc&inally, an exploration of the conditions
that may or may not exist in charter schools comgbéo traditional public schools could be
important in determining reasons for a percepti@t exists that colleagues, the principal, and
clients are more trustworthy in the charter sclsatling than in the traditional public school
setting.

With findings in the literature that support enheshstudent outcomes in charter schools
as compared to traditional public schools (Finalgtl997) and findings in the literature that
support lower student outcomes in charter sché@is in traditional public schools (Zimmer et
al., 1999), it is important to understand factorthin charter schools that influence student
outcomes. With more than two million children (Lew2013) currently educated in charter
schools across the country and many more chateotcopening each year, educational leaders
and policy makers are making important daily decisithat influence educational outcomes for
these children. Given the expanse of the chartesdanovement, educational leaders and
policy makers must come to a better understandinghyg differences exist in student outcomes
across charter schools. Charter schools oper&te@uously, and tremendous differences exist
between charter schools and charter school lavessithe country; therefore, gaining a better

understanding of factors that lead to enhancecdestuslitcomes in charter schools is imperative.
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APPENDIX B

Introduction to Teacher Survey
Dear Charter School Faculty Member,

| am currently conducting a study concerning callfictimate indicators in charter schools in
Oklahoma. As a faculty member in a charter schgml, can provide valuable information about
charter schools as a means of school reform. hematoday to invite you to participate in this
study by completing a brief survey. This surveyl aslk your impression about the
culture/climate of your school. Your input will lpgprovide a better understanding about
conditions in schools that can lead to studentessc

The survey is a short survey that will take appragely 10-15 minutes to complete. Your
participation in this study is completely voluntallyyou choose to participate, you may answer
any of the questions or all of them. If you decyd@ want to stop your participation, you may do
so at any time. All responses will be returned gnoously so that no one can connect your
answers to you directly. No one from your schodrom your district will see your answers or
know whether or not you have chosen to participatbe study. Only aggregated findings will

be included in reports. If you choose to parti@pabmplete the survey and place it in the box at
the back of the room. If you choose not to partitép leave the survey blank and place the blank
survey in the box.

We appreciate your consideration of becoming agjaint in this important study. If you have
guestions about the study, please feel free tcacbtite researchers at the following phone
numbers: Dr. Curry (918-520-9217) or Sean McDar{#18-520-9815). If you have questions
about your rights as a research volunteer, cotacshelia Kennison, IRB Chair, 219 Cordell
North, Stillwater, OK 74078, 405-744-3377 or irb@tae.edu

Sean McDaniel, Doctoral Candidate Dr. KatherinerguAssistant Professor
Graduate College of Education Graduate Colledgedofcation
Oklahoma State University Oklahoma State Universi

Stillwater, OK Stillwater, OK

*PLEASE FEEL FREE TO DETACH THIS PAGE FOR YOUR RECO RDS.
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APPENDIX C

Sample Copies of the Surveys

Directions: Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the
following statements about the charter school in which you are currently
teaching by circling the number that best represents your opinion. Your
answers are confidential.
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1.1. Teachers in this school trust the principal.

1.2. Teachers in this school trust each other.

1.3. Teachers in this school trust their students.

1.4. The teachers in this school are suspicious of most of the principal’s
actions.
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1.5. Teachers in this school typically look out for each other.

1.6. Teachers in this school trust the parents.

1.7. The teachers in this school have faith in the principal.

1.8. Teachers in this school are suspicious of each other.

1.9. The principal in this school typically acts in the best interests of
teachers.
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1.10. Students in this school care about each other.
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1.11. The principal of this school does not show concern for the teachers.
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1.12. Even in difficult situations, teachers in this school can depend on each
other.
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1.13. Teachers in this school do their jobs well.

1.14. Parents in this school are reliable in their commitments.

1.15. Teachers in this school can rely on the jpaic

1.16. Teachers in this school have faith in the integrity of their colleagues.

1.17. Students in this school can be counted on to do their work.

1.18. The principal in this school is competent in doing his or her job.

1.19. The teachers in this school are open with each other.

1.20. Teachers can count on parental support.

1.21. When teachers in this school tell you something you can believe.

1.22. Teachers here believe students are competent learners.

1.23. The principal doesn’t tell teachers what is really going on.

1.24. Teachers think that most of the parents do a good job.

1.25. Teachers can believe what parents tell them.

1.26. Students here are secretive.
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" c|&| B8 |3 ¢
Directions: Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the e | g g ® | &
following statements about the charter school in which you are currently | < | § = |2 <
teaching by circling the number that best represents your opinion. Your g ; ; O-E
answers are confidential. ° 7 | %© e

> £ |3
® o
o
2.1 Teachers in the school are able to get through to the most difficult 1 |2 |3 4 |5 |6

students

2.2 Teachers here are confident they will be able to motivate their students. |1 |2 |3 4 |5 |6

2.3 If a child doesn’t want to learn teachers here give up. 1 |2 |3 4 |5 |6
2.4 Teachers here don’t have the skills needed to produce meaningful 1 (2 |3 4 |5 |6
student learning.

2.5 Teachers in this school believe that every child can learn. 1 |2 |3 4 |5 |6
2.6 These students come to school ready to learn. 1 |2 |3 4 |5 |6
2.7 Home life provides so many advantages that students here are boundto |1 |2 |3 4 |5 |6
learn.

2.8 Students here just aren’t motivated to learn. 1 |2 |3 4 |5 |6
2.9 Teachers in this school do not have the skills to deal with student 1 12 |3 4 |5 |6
disciplinary problems.

2.10 The opportunities in this community help ensure that these students 1 |2 |3 4 |5 |6
will learn.

2.11 Learning is more difficult at this school because students are worried 1 |2 |3 4 |5 |6
about their safety.

2.12 Drug and alcohol abuse in the community make learning difficult for 1 12 |3 4 |5 |6

students here.

2.13 Do you have experience teaching in both a charter school and traditional school setting?
____yes ____ no

Important: If you answered “no” to the above questbn, please go to question 5.1 of this survey and
answer the last 5 questions. If you answered “ye$d this question, please continue on to the next

page.

Please answer the following questions about your§eThis section contains the last five questions on
the survey and should take only a minute to complet
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5.1 My genderis

male female

5.2 | have been teaching a TOTAL of:

0-1 year 2-5 years 6-10 years 11-15 years
years 21 or more years

5.3 My total number of years teaching in a charter school setting is:

0-1 year 2-3 years 4-6 years 7-10 years
years

5.4 The grades that | teach include (please circle all that apply)

PreK-K 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th 9th 10th

5.5 My race/ethnicity is most closely described as (please circle all that apply):

White/Caucasian Black/African American Asian  Native Hawaiian
American Indian or or Other Pacific
Alaska Native Islander

Thank you for completing the survey!!!
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APPENDIX D

Oklahoma City Public Schools IRB Application

Resecarch Application to Oklahoma City Public Schools

Type or print ncatly. Applications may be typed on a blank page with cach question
identified as numbered below. All statements and signatures must appear on the pages.
For assistance please call the Planning, Rescarch. and Evaluation Department at (405)
297-6811. Applications for rescarch are evaluated by a commitice of district
administrators sclected on the basis oftheir relationship to the nature of the rescarch. It is
our intent to respond to rescarch applications within four weeks. however, in some cases
the actual response time may vary because of scheduling conflicts. Please note: rescarch
involving direct access to students 1s not scheduled after March 1.

1 Projeet Fitle: Organizational and Structural Characteristics and Collective Faculty Trust in Oklahoma
Charter Schools

<+ Applicant's Name: Douglas Secan McDaniel. Sr.
@ Academic ur Professional Affiliation (If Any) Oklahoma State University Doctoral Program

viat Applicants Mailing Address: 14516 Fossil Creek Lane
Oklahoma City OK 731

s
@1 Applicant’s F-Mail Address: medanicls@amustangps.org
= Home Phone Number: 918-520-9815 ., Work Phone Number: 405-376-2461
Grraduate students must compleie questions 7 through 10, below.

i Dean of vour College: Dok Condl

I Advisor's Name: Dr. Katherine Curry

@ Advisor's Signature: W a ;W&M"-b-(——ﬁ\i

av-Advisor's Phone Number:__ QIS)s9217

Involvement of Oklahoma City Public Schools

nn Nuniber ol Subjects: w0400
11 Subject Selection Criteria: all OCPS Charter School teachers

aiv Total Instructional time per subjeat that will be required by this rescarch: none
ta OCPS Schools involved: all Charter Schools

15 - When do you plan to conduct this research? Spring 20143
;161 What potential risks arc there lor participants in your rescarch??
There are no risks associated with this research that woukd not ordinarily be encountered in duily lile.

Participation is veluntary, and those who choose to participate will simply complete a short on-line survey.
The survey will tike approximately 5-7 minutes o complete.
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on What provisions have you made to reduce these risks and to provide services in the event participants
are harnred in any way be your research?

Data will be returned directly to the researchers through Qualtrics software. No identifiers will be

coltected Hnking responses fo individual participants, Only aggrepated findings will be reported. Data will

be stored on the Qualtrics server through a password protected site. on a password protected computer in a

o Are there any potential benefits to the parficipants?

There are no direct benefits to participants. However, findings in the Hterature suggest that faculty trust and
efficecy that exist in a particular school not only help to shape the culture of that school, ultimately these
climate indicators may be one of the most critical components in the pursuit of effectiveness. While research
has been broad and has produced evidence of the relationship between climate indicators {collective trust
and collective efficacy) and enhanced student outcomes (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999), the research is
absent regarding trust and efficacy that may exist in_the charter school setting. As the number of charier
sehools increases in Oklahoma and across the country, this study could provide important information for
entities such as Departments of Education both at the State and National levels. As charter schools succesd
or_{ail across the country and as charier schools continue to be a platform focus for politicians on_both sides
of the aiske. understanding these climate/culture indicators and the relationship between ong or more of the
identified structural and organizational characteristics becomes a worthwhile study. Further. this studv may
offer insioht inte characterisnes/components ofcharter school review prios to the reapplication process.

a1 Are there any potential benefits to the school system?
See response to (18)

< Research conducted in the Oklahoma City Public Schools shall be done under condisions of informed
consent. State specificatly how you intend to inform your participants of this condition.
Information about the study and informed cousent information will be included in an email sent to
certified faculty at their district email addresses, Participant rights (including volumary aspect) will be
included. Pardcipants will indicate consent/apreement to participate in the survey by actually completing
the survey. If the faculty member does not wish to participate, hefshe can decline participation. and a
reminder email will not be sent. A copy of the invitation to participate and the survey (with consent) are
included in this application.

en State spectfically how you intend to debrief the participants in this research:

Information about the study will be specifically outlined in a recruitment email sent to potential participants,
esgarchers will provide contact information so that participants can contact them directly if they have
questions about the study.

o State specifically how you will inform your participants they may withdraw at any time during the
research:

Participant riehts (including voluntary aspect) will be included. The consent document informs

participants that they may withdraw from the study at any time. Participants will indicate

consent/agreement to participate in the survey by actually completing the survey. If the faculty member

does not wish fo participate. he/she can decling participation, and a reminder email will not be sent, A

copy of the invitation to participaie and the survey {with consent) are included in this application.
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Research Praposal

Please attach a formal, typed copy of your research proposal with these areas clearly
identified and fully developed:

Purpose: Be concise but specific. Describe the problem you intend to study and your
general research strategy.

Methodology: Describe exactly how you intend to conduct the research. Describe, in
detail, the subjects, the materials, the experimental design, and the procedures.
Instruments: Your proposal should include a copy of any instrument that you intend to
administer.

Your signaturce helow indicates your agreement with the following statement: "l
intend to conduct the proposed research in exactly the manner described. The data
gathered will be used solely for the purposes of this research project.”

e .&%&W aal 47‘;; ﬂ WM ah 11-22-13

applicant's sig gmm%{m'a, date

Please return four copies of this form and four copies of your research proposal to:

Oklahoma City Public Schools

Planuing, Research, and Evaluation Dept.
413 NW. 129Gt

Oklahoma City, Ok 73103

85



APPENDIX E

Oklahoma State University IRB

HANDWRITTEN FORMS WILL NOT BE ACCEPTED
APPLICATION MUST BE SINGLE SIDED — DO NOT STAPLE

APPLICATION FOR REVIEW OF HUMAN SUBJECTS RESEARCH

| SUBMITTED TO THE
i OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD IRB Number
Pursuant to 45 CFR 46

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY

— -

| Title of Project: Organizational & Structural Characteristics and Collective Faculty Trust in Charter Schools
1

|
Private IState IFederal
P = Statle Fede

Agency: Grant No: OSU Routing No:

Type of Review Requested: [ ] Exempt Expedited []Full Board

Principal investigator(s): / acknowiedge that this represents an accurate and-complete description of my research.
/f there are additional Pls. provide information on the additional Pls continuation page form located on the URC website.

Sean McDaniel - MCZ(? 10/23/2013
Name of Primary Pl (typed) ignature of Pl Date

School of Educational Studies o Education a

Department Coliege

14516 Fossil Creek Ln. OKC 73134 818-520-9815 mcdaniels@mustangps.org

Pl's Address Phone o E-Mail

Required IRB Training Complete: Bl Yes I No l

(Training must be completed before application can be reviewed)

Dr. Katherine Curry e e BAd  Cac. 101232013

Name of Co-PlI (typed) ignature of Co-Pl (b Date

School of Educational Studies Education

Department College

306 Willard R 918-520-9217 katherine.curry@okstate.edu

Co-Pl's Address Phone _____ E-Mail o
| Reguired IRB Training Complete: X Yes I No

|_(Training must be completed before application can be reviewed)

Advisor {(complete if Pl is a student): / agree to provide the proper surveillance of this project tc ensure that the

rights and if: of the bj are properiy protected.
Or. Katherine Curry M&c@_—ai.pbl—u, __10/23/2013
Advisor’s Name (typed) Signature of Adviser ¢ >y Date
School of Educational Studies Education
Department College
306 wWillard o 918-520-9217 katherine.curry@okstate.edu
Advisor's Address Phone o E-Mail
Required IRB Traiming Complete; X Yes [T No

(Training must be completed before application can be reviewed)
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APPENDIX F

IRB Modification

Oklahoma State University Institutional Review Board

Date Monday, March 17 2014 Protocol Expires: 172902015
IRB Appicalivn Mo, ED13153
Preoosal Tillke. Drganizalional & Slrucural Charaster stos and Cooective Faouty Trostin

Charter Sckanis

Reawvigwed ard Ezpadited

Procsssed as ——
Modification

Slatus Recommended by Heviewon sl Approved

Pr neipal

Imvastigaton s

Sran Mellaniel Kathering Surmy
146401 5 30Pnd F Ave A0 Willard

Coweta, DK 74428 Siilhwater, CK 74072

The reguested maod fication to th s RS onotacol has baeen aporoved. Fleasa noks that the Cl:'i!_'ll"lﬂ
eapireton date of the orotocol hes not ckarged Tre IRB office MUST be ratified ie weidng when o
prajectis complete - Allapproved projests are subject to moniloring by the IRE

The final versians of any prated recruitment, censenlt and asgent documente bearing the IRE approve!
shamp Are altached o s el Thess are the vecaens Thal mos! be ased dang e shiay

Thez mevisweris! had thess commients

Mcslification to sobait partizipants in persea at Santa Fe Soautt 2cacal and "o TS Qroup ot
parficipanis ta complata the surveys in person

Rignature

Sl
PN i IMonday, March 17,2074
Sheliz Kenmison, Chair, Insdiutanal Review Board [ae
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APPENDIX G

TEACHER PERCEPTIONS OF COLLECTIVE FACULTY TRUST IN CHARTER

SCHOOLS AND TRADITIONAL PUBLIC SCHOOLS

PURPOSE The purpose of this study is to compare teacher perceptions of the faculty trust in the charter school where they are currently teaching and their perceptions of faculty

trust during their previous teaching experience in traditional public schools.

PROBLEM STATEMENT

Research on the
effectiveness of the charter
school model as a means of
reform has shown mixed results
(Betts et al., 2011) with students
in some charter schools
outperforming their peers in
traditional public schools and
students in some charter schools
underperforming as compared to
their peers in traditional public
schools. Little s known,
however, about factors inside
charter schools, specifically the
culture/climate of the school
that could potentially influence
student outcomes.

Research supports an
understanding of the
culture/climate of the school to
explain student outcomes
(MacNeil et al.,, 2009). For
example, MacNeil et al. (2009)
found a statistically significant
relationship between collective
faculty trust and positive student
outcomes i traditional public
schools. What is not known is
whether there are differences in
faculty perceptions of collective
faculty trust in charter schools
and in traditional public schools.

If charter schools become
more common an understanding
of culture/climate indicators,
such as trust, will be critical as
researchers, educational leaders,
and policy makers seek to
understand factors that enhance
the effectiveness of these
schools. Understanding whether
there are differences in teacher
perceptions of collective faculty
trust in charter schools and
traditional public schools will be
beneficial as the State
Department of Education and
the state legislature determine
how quickly fnd how widespread
expansion might be.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Are there differences in teacher perceptions of collective faculty trust in charter schools and traditional
public schools?

Sub questions:

1 Are there differences in teacher perceptions of collective faculty trust in colleagues in the charter
school where they are teaching and their perceptions of collective faculty trust of colleagues in the
traditional public schools where they have previously taught?

2. Are there differences in teacher perceptions of collective faculty trust in the principal in the charter
school where they are teaching and their perceptions of collective faculty trust of the principal in the
traditional public schools where they have previously taught?

3. Are there differences in teacher perceptions of collective faculty trust in clients in the charter school
where they are teaching and their perceptions of collective faculty trust of clients in the traditional
public schools where they have previously taught?

HYPOTHESES: Research on the sector effect of private schools indicates that collective faculty trust is higher in private
schools than in traditional public schools which is reflected in a higher stock of social capital (Coleman & Hoffer, 1987;
Hoffer & Kilgore, 1982). Because charter schools share some of the same characteristics as private schools and they are
established with the concept of “the privatization of public schooling,” the following hypotheses are advanced:

H1: Teacher perceptions of collective faculty trust in colleagues in charter schools is higher than
teacher perceptions of collective faculty trust colleagues in traditional public schools where they
have previously taught.

H2: Teacher perceptions of collective faculty trust in the principal in charter schools is higher than
teacher perceptions of collective faculty trust in the principal in traditional public schools where
they have previously taught.

H3: Teacher perceptions of collective faculty trust in clients in charter schools is higher than teacher
perceptions of collective faculty trust in clients in traditional public schools where they have
previously taught.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK Cultural Models have a focus on the values, beliefs, and norms of individuals in the
organization and how these individual perceptions coalesce into shared organizational meanings (Bush, 2003). The
Collegial Model further proposes that professionals have the right to share in the decision-making process and that
decisions are reached by consensus rather than by division or conflict (Bush, 2003, pp. 66, 67). ‘Sector effect’ research
will also contribute to the theoretical framework that underpins the examination of charter schools.

METHODOLOGY An Omnibus Trust Scale (T-Scale) (Hoy et al., 2003) survey was administered to every teacher in the
charter schools in a large, urban district in the Midwest. The survey contained two parts. Part | consisted of the
Omnibus T-Scale which consists of 26 items with a 6-point Likert scale that ranges from “strongly disagree” to “strongly
agree.” The Omnibus T-Scale measures faculty trust in principal, clients (parents and students), and colleagues. Each of
these scales was interpreted independently as three subscales: faculty trust in principal, faculty trust in clients, and
faculty trust in colleagues. Part Il consisted of demographic questions that are relevant to the study; number of years in
the profession, number of years teaching in a charter school, faculty gender, faculty ethnicity/race, and grade level
currently teaching (elementary, middle, high school). Paired sample t-tests were used to test the hypotheses.

FINDINGS Paired samples t-tests revealed that faculty perception of CFT was higher in charter schools than in
traditional public schools in the overall measure of CFT and in all referent groups (principal, colleagues, clients) thus
confirming the hypotheses. Effect sizes were large (Cohen, 1988) for overall CFT for charter and public schools and two
of the three referent groups (principal and colleagues) and medium one of the referent groups (clients). Overall CFT and
all three referent group differences were statistically significant at .000. Assumptions for normality and homogeneity of
variance were tested and met. The histogram for faculty perception of CFT of the principal in the charter school was
skewed. These findings may provide a foundation for further research investigating why some charter schools are
successful and others are not and what causes the differences between charter schools and traditional public school
perceptions. The study may also guide policymakers, lawmakers, and state department officials.
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