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ABSTRACT

WHEDA A. CARLETOS

EXPLORING THE ROLE OF LEADERSHIP IN THE START-UP CHARTER
SCHOOL SETTING

Under the direction of DIA SEKAYI, PH.D.

While much attention has been given to the call for increased flexibility; to
changing the governing structures of traditional public schools and to the impact of
student performance: less attention has been paid to the challenges that may be faced by
leaders in schools of choice who are charged with leading with greater autonomy in
exchange for increased accountability and improving student achievement (Elmore,
2000). Therefore, the purpose of the study was to explore a group of charter school
leaders’ experiences as administrators in traditional public school settings and their
ongoing efforts to lead with more autonomy and increased accountability as the leaders
of start-up charter schools to determine how the shift in organizational structure and their
experiences in both environments may influence a leader’s ability to lead.

The seven participants in this study were start-up school principals who
previously served as principals of traditional public schools. Four of the principals were

from the state of Georgia and three were principals in the state of Michigan. Fourteen

themes were identified that describe the perception of the start-up charter school

viii



principal’s of their experiences as principals in traditional public schools and

their continuing efforts to lead as charter school principals. Finally, after the
relationships of the codes were established a core phenomenon was identified, the lack of
entrepreneurial readiness. The results of this study indicate a need for authorizers to
improve their ability to evaluate a founders’ experience and entrepreneurial readiness. In
addition, schools of education should include more curriculum specific to opening and

operating a charter school.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

The history of education reform in the United States can be traced back to the
progressive reforms of the 19" century (Gura. 2007). According to Gura (2007), from
the mid 1830s to the late 1840s, transcendentalists such as Ralph Waldo Emerson and
H.D. Thoreau pioneered progressive education for young people. This form of education
emphasized the need for social reform that would lead the individual to self-reliance, and
education was seen as the surest way to permanent and enlightened reform (Emerson.
1842). Similarly, John Dewey, a philosopher, educator and an important member of the
American Pragmatist movement and a major representative of the progressive and

progressive populist, argued for experimental education that would enable children to

learn theory and practice simultaneously (Dewey & Dewey, 1915).

Dewey's influence during the first four decades of the 20" century began to
decline in the time after the Second World War, particularly during the time of the Cold
War, as more conservative educational policies emerged (Tyack & Cuban, 1995). During
this time the administrative progressives rose (Tyack & Cuban, 1995). While influenced
particularly in its rhetoric by Dewey, in practice this offshoot of the progressive
movement was influenced more by the industrial revolution and the concepts of

economies of scale (Tyack & Cuban, 1995). This movement is responsible for many
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features of modern American education including an increase in state and federal
regulations and school bureaucracy (Tyack & Cuban, 1995).

Conversely. during the 1950s many of the reforms in U.S. education stemmed
from the Civil Rights movement and related trends (Tyack & Cuban, 1995). The 1950's
were the beginning of the end of legal school segregation (Tyack & Cuban, 1995). In
1954, the Supreme Court heard the case of Brown vs. the Board of Education of Topeka
(Tyack & Cuban, 1995). This case examined the issue of segregation and this time ruled
that separate educational facilities are inherently unequal (Brown vs. Board of Education,
1954).

In addition to the calls for social justice, a major political concern for the United
States during the 1950s was the Cold War (Tyack & Cuban, 1995). During this time the
United States believed its mission was to prevent the further spread of Communism and
dominate the Soviets in every aspect (Tyack & Cuban, 1995). Explicably, in 1957 when
the Soviet Union launched the Sputnik it provoked an enormous national response, |
particularly in the area of education (Chubb & Moe, 1990). Critics of public education
believed that the United States was losing the race to space because the public schools
failed to effectively educate students in the areas of mathematics, engineering and science
(Chubb & Moe, 1990). Accordingly, nationwide reform efforts in education were
initiated (Chubb & Moe, 1990). The post-Sputnik reforms, which included the National
Defense Education Act (NDEA), increased federal funding and control of public

education (Chubb & Moe, 1990).



From the mid-1960s through 1980, the decline in the scores of high school students on
the national Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) led to more reform efforts

focused on increasing structure, order and rigor in public schools (Koretz, 1987). By the
early 1980s, politicians and educational professionals desired more change, but were
uncertain about what changes were needed (Koretz, 1987). In the midst of a variety of
piecemeal reform efforts. the April 1983 report of the National Commission on
Excellence in Education: A Nation at Risk, amalgamated the disjointed endeavors into a
powerful national movement for academic excellence (Guthrie & Springer, 2004).

Stirred by the National Commission on Education, the “first wave” of reform
included, but was not limited to, controlled choice for parents and students (Chubb &
Moe, 1990; Moe, 2001). The reforms included the revitalization of vouchers. Voucher
systems, first proposed by economist Milton Friedman in 1955, were further legitimized
by the Ronald Reagan administration in the late 1980s (Moe, 2001). Reagan officials
actively pursued legislation promoting the use of school vouchers (Moe, 2001). The first
wave of reforms also included proposals for engineering better schools, through
management and teacher empowerment (Chubb & Moe. 1990).

This notion of school-based control was not a new idea. In the 1970s, New
England educator Ray Budde (1988) suggested that small groups of teachers be given
contracts or "charters" by their local school boards to explore new approaches. Albert
Shanker. President of the American Federation of Teachers, who in 1988 called for
reform of the public schools by establishing “charter schools™ or “schools of choice™

embraced this idea.



In the late 1980s Philadelphia answered the call and started a number of
schools-within-schools and called them "charters" (Rofes. 1998). In 1991 the idea was
further refined in Minnesota with the passing of the first charter school law — Chapter 265
— H.F. No. 700 - which lead to eight teacher-created and -operated. outcomes-based
charter schools free of most state laws and state and local education rules, for three years
(Rofes. 1998). California followed suit in 1992 (CSBE. 2011). According to the
California Department of Education (CSBE. 2011). the stated intent of California’s
charter school law. Senate Bill (SB) 1448, was to “provide opportunities for teachers,
parents, pupils, and community members to establish and maintain schools that operate
independently from the existing school district structure™ (CSBE, 2011). However, the
legislation limited the number of charter schools to 100, with no more than 10 per school
district (CSBE, 2011). Additionally, SB 1448 said that the California Department of
Education must complete an evaluation of the charter school approach six years after the
effective date of the law—Ilong enough to see a complete cycle of charter approval and
renewal and that funding would follow the student as he or she left a traditional public
school to attend a charter school (CSBE, 2011).

Consequently, critics feared that education would suffer due to the splitting of
funding between charter schools and traditional public schools (Sugarman. 2002). Every
child that transfers to a charter school, takes his or her allocated funds with them to their
new school (Sugarman, 2002). Additionally. critics believed that charter schools would

entice the highest performing and most gifted students from public schools (Sugarman,
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2002: Vergari. 2002). While these reservations persist today. analysis of national charter
school student data indicate that charter schools were and remain densely populated in
communities with high concentrations of low performing students (Ascher & Greenberg,
2003: Fabricant &Fine. 2012: Greene & Forster. 2003; Lubienski & Weitzel, 2010;
Weiher & Tedin, 2002).

Amidst the concerns, the passing of charter school laws continued (Opfer, 2001).
In 1993, Georgia became the third state to pass a charter school law. State Board
Education rule 160 5 1.33 (Georgia Department of Education, 2011). According to the
Georgia Department of Education (1993), the original law stipulated that charter schools
in Georgia could only be conversions of existing public schools. However, in 1995 this
condition was removed and charter schools that did not exist as a local school prior to
becoming a charter school were allowed (GaDOE. 2011). The charter school act was
further amended in 1998 to expand those eligible to be charter school founders (Opfer,
2001). Today there are 28 conversion schools and over 70 start-up charter schools in the
state of Georgia (GaDOE, 2011). Additionally, the Georgia Charter School Commission,
established in 2008, authorized operations and public financing for 17 schools (GaDOE.,
2011). Commission-approved charters receive federal and state dollars, plus a share of
local matching funds, which come from the state allocations of the school districts that
lose students to charter schools (Opfer, 2001).

In May 2011, the authorization power possessed by the Georgia Charter School

commission was halted (Dillon, 2011). In a 4 to 3 decision. the Georgia Supreme Court
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struck down a law empowering the special statewide commission to approve and finance
charter schools (Dillon, 2011). While the ruling has no impact on the 160 charter schools
that were approved by local systems. charter school supporters believe that the decision
ruling undermines the charter movement as it returns control to local boards and reduces
the flow of dollars to charter schools approved at the state level (Dillon, 2011).

Nationally, the charter school movement continues to expand (Gross, Bowen, &
Martin, 2012). As of December 2011, there are approximately 5,600 public charter
schools throughput the United States, with over 500 new public charter schools opening
their doors in the 2011-12 school year (Gross, Bowen, & Martin, 2012). These schools
are nonsectarian public schools of choice that operate with freedom from many of the
regulations to which traditional public schools must adhere (Merseth, 2009; Radcliffe &
Scharrer, 2009; Rofes, 1998). Thus, schools that operate under charter laws exchange
increased autonomy for increased accountability. To that end, the charter establishing
each such school is a performance contract which details the school's mission, program,
goals, students served, methods of assessment, and methods of measuring success
(Merseth.2009; Radcliffe & Scharrer, 2009; Rofes, 1998). The durations of charters
granted vary (Rofes, 1998). However, most charters are granted for 3-5 years (Merseth,
2009; Radcliffe & Scharrer, 2009; Rofes, 1998). At the end of the term, the entity
granting the charter — usually a state or local school board - may renew the school's
contract (Merseth,2009; Radcliffe & Scharrer, 2009; Rofes, 1998).

Today, the more than 5,600 charter schools enroll what is estimated to be more

than two million students nationwide. The numbers equate to a 13 percent growth in
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students in just one year. while more than 400,000 students remain on wait lists to attend
the public school of their choice (Gross, Bowen. & Martin, 2012). While charter schools
are one of the fastest growing reforms in the country, there continues to persist ongoing
debates about the relationship between school bureaucracy and school performance
(Bohte, 2001; Bettinger, 2005; Gulosino, 2010). Many still question the role of
autonomy in relationship to school characteristics and outcomes. (Bohte, 2001;
Gulosino, 2010). Opponents of school choice view educational bureaucracies as
beneficial because they manage a wide range of problems and thus make it easier for
teachers to focus on the core task of teaching and leaders are free to truly lead (Gill,
2001; Meier, Polinard. & Wrinkle, 2000; Smith & Meier, 1995). Meier, Polinard and
Wrinkle (2000) argue that failing schools are inundated with complex problems: higher
poverty, a higher proportion of disadvantaged students, teen pregnancy and immigrant
students. School bureaucracy exists to respond to the problems faced by schools’
clienteles, prevent discrimination, favoritism or fraud. and to maintain minimum
academic standards (Wrinkle, 2000). Conversely, proponents of school choice continue
to blame large educational bureaucracies for the performance shortfalls in American
public schools (Chubb & Moe, 1990; Bohte, 2001). Chubb and Moe (1990) argued that
large educational bureaucracies contributed to performance shortfalls in American public
schools by reducing the discretion of school-based personnel. Boyd (1976) contended
that rules imposed on schools by local, state, and federal authorities, caused teachers to
depart from what they might otherwise do, and thus to behave in ways that contradict or

fail to take advantage of their professional expertise and judgment. Similarly, Nathan and



Power (1996) reveal the frustrations of teachers who have tried to be innovative, only to
encounter bureaucratic systems unwilling to listen to new, promising ideas. Bohte
(2001) believed that along with expertise in their subject matter, teachers needed the
autonomy to exercise discretion in applying that expertise to the infinitely varying
individuals and circumstances that make up their jobs. For that reason, proponents of the
reform movement called for increased school autonomy and the decentralization of
school control (Bohte, 2001; Boyd, 1976; Chubb & Moe, 1990).

Despite the competing claims, every year, 400 charters are granted and new
charter schools open their doors seeking principals equipped with the skills to complete
the tasks of leading with more autonomy and increased accountability (Dakarai, 2008).
Additionally, countless numbers of the existing charter schools need new principals to
replace founders or other leaders each year (Lake, 2008). Anyone can open and operate a
charter school, yet research shows that that only 13 percent of charter school leaders
moved into their current positions from jobs outside education (Lake, 2008). Most
charter school leaders are professional educators (Lake, 2008). The vast majority -74
percent - earned their highest degrees in traditional educational training from colleges of
education (Lake, 2008). These figures suggest that there exists a source.from which to
recruit potential charter school leaders, traditionally trained educators (Lake, 2008).
However, in the face of the growing demand, research also asserts that running a charter
school poses different challenges from running a traditional public school (Hess, 2000;

Lake, 2007).



Some of the challenges are the same (Joyce, 2009). Both charter and regular
public school leaders are responsible for shaping a school’ s vision, fostering trust
between adults and students, managing resources well, and balancing the inevitable
pressures inside and outside the school’s environment (Joyce, 2009). But research
suggests that being a charter school leader brings other demands and challenges not often
faced by principals of traditional public schools (Joyce, 2009). Hess (2000) claims that
principals working in centralized schools are mainly seen as managers responsible for
executing policy directives; however, principals in decentralized schools- with more
autonomy- operate as independent executives making policy for their own communities.
Research also indicates that autonomy and decentralization greatly increases the time
demands on school leaders and the need for more attention to finances. (Cranston, 2000,
Gawlick, 2007; Joyce, 2009). Critics of school-based management point out that
educators are inadequately trained in business and finance and lack the skills and interest
necessary for the fiscal responsibility of managing a school (Picus, 1999). When
surveyed, charter school principals reported that they struggled with finance and they
believed that they needed to be more aware of their school finances and budgets than
their traditional school counterparts (Garza, 2010; Gawlick, 2007; Joyce, 2009; Stiles,
2005). Research reveals that fiscal mismanagement tends to lead to school debt or
spending out of compliance of school, district, state, and/or federal policies and laws
(Berne, Moser & Stiefel, 1999; Picus, 1999; Reyes & Rodriquez, 2004).

Moreover, Williams (1997) asserts that working in quasi-market conditions may

isolate charter school leaders from administrative colleagues and intensify their role.
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This new role intensity takes the form of an increased focus on marketing their schools’
programs and services. engaging parents, raising funds. securing and managing facilities
and negotiating with their district- all leadership roles that are not typically associated
with traditional public school leaders (except engaging parents) (Campbell & Grubb,
2008; Hallinger & Hausman, 1993).

Furthermore, some research suggests that the challenges faced by some charter
school principals of being besieged by business tasks is intensified for start-up charter
school leaders (Buddin & Zimmer, 2007; Garza, 2010; Pack, 2008). Moreover, research
reveals that charter school founders sharé a lack of entrepreneurial readiness (Broillette,
2002; Cobb & Suarez, 2000; Lockwood, 2004; Triant, 2001). Consequently, the absence
of those skills leads to financial instability and in many cases school closings (Triant,
2001).

Research also suggests that isolation from administrative peers amalgamated with
the absence of a network of district support, such as a central office or operations staff to
take care of facilities, building and budgets, student recruitment and personnel screening,
charter school leaders may have limited time to focus on instructional and school
improvement matters when compared to their traditional public school counterparts
(Campbell & Grubb, 2008; Hallinger & Hausman, 1993; Wells, 1988).

In contrast, there exist competing claims about the implications that autonomy and
reduced bureaucracy have on a principals’ capacity to attend to instructional matters
(Merseth, 2009; Cravens, Goldring & Pefialoza, 2009). Merseth (2009) contends that

autonomy and reduced bureaucracy of choice schools suggests that choice school leaders,
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compared to traditional public school principals, may be more likely to attend to
instructional leadership because they are freed from administrative, compliance and
management tasks that are often required in complex, centralized organizations.
Likewise, they may be more likely to focus on those behaviors that are associated with
student learning to meet both accountability demands and market competition (Merseth,
2009).

Similarly, Cravens, Goldring & Pefialoza’s (2009) uncovered differences between
challenges faced by charter schools that are affiliated with parent organizations and
charter schools with no affiliations. However, they found no pronounced differences
between charter, private or public schools in challenges faced by principals (Cravens,
Godring, & Peiialoza, 2009).

Despite the competing claims concerning instructional leadership, evidence shows
that charter schools students show a tremendous range in academic achievement (Center
for Research on Education Outcomes, 2009). At both the elementary and middle school
levels. there are some positive effects for both reading and math (CREDO., 2009).
However. there are no substantial differences between charter and public school students
at the high-school level (CREDO, 2009). Most notably, in some cases charters failed to
meet annual yearly progress targets established by the federal No Child Left Behind law
at lower rates that there traditional school counterparts (CREDO. 2009; Fabricant & Fine,
2012: Lubienski & Weitzel, 2010). Consequently, in light of inconsistent claims about

that role of autonomy and principals’ ability to lead, more information is needed
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concerning the autonomy and independence from a school system and the possible
associated opportunity costs and unintended results.

Problem Statement

While much attention has been given to the call for increased flexibility; to
changing the governing structures of traditional public schools, and to the impact of
student performance; less attention has been paid to the challenges that may be faced by
leaders in schools of choice who are charged with leading with greater autonomy in
exchange for increased accountability and improving student achievement (Elmore,
2000). Charter schools have been touted as a reform effort that can significantly change
how education is conducted (Carnoy, Jacobabsen, Mischel, & Rothstein, 2005; Chubb
and Moe, 1990; Finn & Manno, 2000). Itis believed that the flexibility given to
charter schools will allow charter school leaders to be more innovative in their
pedagogical and curricular approaches (Meyers, 1998; Stepp, 1999), and that this
innovation will result in improved student achievement (Carnoy, Jacobabsen, Mischel, &
Rothstein, 2005; Chubb & Moe, 1990; Finn & Manno, 2000). However, research
indicates that the increased autonomy granted to start-up charter school principals may
create new and unfamiliar role demands (Campbell and Grubb, 2008; Cravens, Goldring,
& Pefialoza, 2009; Hallinger & Hausman,1993). Research also suggests that the demand
on start-up charter principals may have intended and unintended consequences such as
problems engaging parents and raising funds; managing resources; managing facilities;

negotiating with districts; and intermittent focus on curriculum (Campbell & Grubb,
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2008; Chubb & Moe. 1990; Cravens, Goldring, & Pefialoza, 2009; Hallinger &
Hausman.1993; Meyers, 1998; Stepp, 1999).

At the same time, Nearly 100 districts now have at least 10 percent of public school
students in charter schools. These numbers illustrate that charter enrollment growth
remains strong. And with approximately 420,000 more students across the country
hoping for an additional seat in a charter school, the impact on student performance is
crucial. Therefore, more information is needed to broaden the understanding of school
leadership with greater autonomy and increased accountability by examining the
experiences of former traditional school principals who are now the leaders of start-up
charter schools.

Purpose of the Study
The purpose of the study was to explore a group of charter school leaders’ experiences as
administrators in traditional public school settings and their ongoing efforts to lead with
more autonomy and increased accountability as the leaders of start-up charter schools to
broaden the understanding of the changes in role demands and challenges that may occur
as a result of leading in a decentralized school setting.
Theoretical Framework

The theoretical perspective that guided this study is skills management (Katz.
1974). Robert Katz identified three types of skills that are essential for a successful
management process: Technical, Conceptual and Human or interpersonal managerial
skills. Technical Skill involves process or technique knowledge and proficiency.

Managers use the processes, techniques and tools of a specific area. Technical skills are
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most important for first-level managers. but for the top managers, these skills are not
significant requirements. As you progress through a hierarchy from the bottom to higher
levels. the significance of the technical skills diminishes. Conceptual skill involves the
formulation of ideas. It is the ability or knowledge of managers for abstract thinking that
allows them to see the whole through analysis and diagnosis of different states and to
predict the future state of the business as a whole. These skills help top managers to look
outside from the goals of single business elements and make decisions that will satisfy
overall business goals (Katz., 1974). Conceptual skills are most vital for top managers.
less so for mid-level managers. and not as significant for first-level managers (Katz,
1974). Lastly. human or interpersonal skills involve the ability to interact effectively
with people (Katz, 1974). These skills enable managers to motivate employees for better
completion of their tasks, to make more effective use of human potential in the business.
Interpersonal managerial skills are essentially equal in importance within all hierarchical
levels in the company (Katz. 1974).

According to Katz (1974), a manager's level in the organization determines the
relative importance of possessing technical, human, and conceptual skills. As the charter
school movement continues to grow and administrators and teachers continue to enjoy
the autonomy to exercise discretion in applying their expertise to the markedly varying
individuals and situations that make up their jobs (Bohte, 2001), the organizational
structure of school may determine the importance of having and utilizing the varying

management skills (Crowson & Boyd, 2001).
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Likewise, Chubb and Moe (1990) assert that the role of principals under a
centralized school district is mainly that of a lower-level manager and instructional leader
implementing district policies and decisions from the district bureaucracy. Assuming this
categorization is accurate, the skill set required of traditional public school principals
would involve methods, processes. procedures or technique knowledge and proficiency
(Katz, 1974). Whereas under a decentralized system principals become independent
executives responsible for managing and organizing the business of their organization;
establishing processes and procedures; making policy for their own school communities
and building capital through risk and/or initiative (Hess, 2000). Daniels (1995) declared
that this new entrepreneurial role for principals requires an increase in leadership skills
and proactive behavior to affect change. Moreover. decentralized system principals
assume the responsibility of seeing the enterprise as a whole; of recognizing how the
various functions of the organization depend on one another; and of extending the
visualization to the relationship of the school to the rest of the industry, the community
and the external political. economical and social forces. Consequently. because of the job
requirements of a decentralized system principal, conceptual skills® importance increases
proportionately. At this level of management. conceptual skills become crucial for the
manager's job and the organization as a whole (Crowson & Boyd, 2001; Katz, 1974).

However, management scholars (Koen & Crow. 1995: Mainiero, 1986: Tosi &
Tosi. 1986: Winch & McDonald, 1999) contend that advancing from a technical position
to @ managerial one is difficult because. not only does one have to retain one's technical

knowledge and competence. but one must also develop new. managerial knowledge and
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skills. Further management scholars (Bigelow, 1991; Carroll & Gillen. 2002; Katz. 1555;
Kotier, 1982; Mintzberg, 1973; Whetten & Cameron, 1983) charge that it is this set of
managerial skills, coupled with technical skills. which enables managers to manage
effectively. Accordingly, this theoretical perspective was employed to aid in delineating
the varying responsibilities, knowledge and skills necessary for carrying out managerial
functions in varying school environments.
Research Questions
Accepting the findings that local school accountability, as well as policy
initiatives that call for increased school autonomy have placed increasing demands on
principals (Bagley, 2006; Cravens, Goldring, & Pefialoza, 2009; Garza. 2010; Gawlick,
2007; Grubb & Flessa, 2006; Joyce. 2009; Zimmer & Buddin, 2007), the following
questions guided this study:
1. How do start-up charter school principals describe their experiences as school
leaders?
2. How do start-up charter school principals compare their experience as principal in
a charter school to their experiences as principal in a traditional public school?
3. What past experiences do start-up charter school principals believe best prepared
them for their role as a school leader in a start-up charter school?
Procedures
The goal of a grounded theory study is to discover the participants’ main concern
and how they continually try to resolve it. Grounded theory does not aim for the truth, but

to conceptualize what's going on by using empirical data (Glaser & Strauss, 1967).
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Therefore. for the purpose of this study, the researcher borrowed the data analysis phases
from grounded theory (Glaser & Strauss, 1967) and a qualitative study of start-up charter
school leaders in Georgia was conducted.

A criterion for selection to participate in the study was start-up charter school
leaders who were previously administrators in a traditional public school. School leaders
were identified using the Georgia Charter School Association membership contact
information, the Georgia Department of Education list of start-up charter school leaders
and the United States Department of Education list of start-up charter schools. An email
soliciting participation was distributed to all Georgia charter school leaders. Miles and
Huberman (1994) assert “By looking at a range of similar and contrasting cases, we can
understand a single-case finding, grounding it by specifying how and when and, if
possible, why it carries on as it does. We can strengthen the precision, the validity, and
the stability of the findings™ (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 29).

Stemming from existing research on school reform, school leadership and
decentralized school districts an instrument was designed and data on experiences,
responsibilities, decision-making, school structure, and school governance were
collected, using in-depth interviews and charter petitions (Bamburg & Andrewa, 1990;
Brouillette, 2002; Carroll & Gillen, 2002; Cravens, Godring, Pefialoza, 2009, Grubb &
Fless, 2006; Povich, 2008, Spillane & Diamond, 2004). All participants were required to
give informed consent. Additionally, to maintain confidentiality of the data and

anonymity of participants, the participants received aliases. Once the interviews were
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conducted, the interview response data were transcribed verbatim and stored for
qualitative analysis. Additionally. a content analysis and latent codes were employed to
analyze charter petitions from the participating charter school.

Analysis of the data proceeded in stages. Using open coding, information was
segmented to form categories of information about the phenomenon being studied. Using
the constant comparative analysis approach, attempts to saturate the categories ensued
until the new information obtained no longer provides insight into the category. Within
each category, subcategories were identified and the data was explored to dimensionalize
the properties. The coding process called axial coding followed. Specifically, a central
phenomenon was identified; strategies specified; causal conditions explored; context and
intervening conditions identified; and consequences delineated. Finally, propositions or
hypothesis were specified that state predicted relationships. This is called selective
coding (Corbin & Strauss, 1990).

Finally, a priori coding was used to analyze the charter petitions of each
participant’s school. When dealing with a priori coding, the categories are established
prior to the analysis based upon some theory. Professional colleagues agree on the
categories, and the coding is applied to the data. Revisions are made as necessary, and the
categories are tightened up to the point that maximizes mutual exclusivity and
exhaustiveness (Weber, 1990).

Educational Significance
With approximately 420,000 students across the country hoping for an additional

seat in a charter school every year 400 charters are granted and new charter schools open
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