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ABSTRACT 

This multiple case study examined one start-up and one conversion charter 

school in California. Eighty hours of classroom observations and thirteen teacher 

interviews were the basis for this descriptive comparative study. The research 

was guided by the following questions: (1) Do classrooms and school structures 

in these two charter schools appear different than traditional public schools; (2) 

Have teachers' methodologies changed since coming to teach at the charter 

school; (3) What are the similarities and differences between these two charter 

schools; and (4) Has teachers' autonomy changed since coming to a charter 

school? 

This study foxmd that in comparison to teachers' previous position, (1) 

Teachers had not changed how they taught; and (2) Most teachers had the same 

amoimt of classroom autonomy. Additionally: (3) Teachers felt their primary 

motivation for innovating within their classroom was themselves, their time, and 

their energy; (4) Teachers did not think teaching in a charter school affected their 

innovativeness; (5) Teachers did not mention autonomy as a factor influencing 

their classroom innovativeness; (6) Teachers believed they had more autonomy 

regarding hiring and budgeting decisions; (7) There were no significant 

differences in the innovativeness between the teachers of the start-up or 
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conversion schools; the conversion school had the most and the least innovative 

teachers; (8) The start-up charter school was slightly more innovative overall 

than the conversion charter school; (9) The two charter schools had more in 

common than they had differences; (10) New consensus-based, teacher-led 

decision-making at both schools intensified the micro-politics and burdens 

placed upon teachers' time, impacting their classroom performance. Unique to 

the start-up: (11) New operational paradigms required teachers to take on 

additional support services resulting in less planning time, teachers' feeling 

overwhelmed, and concern with keeping staff; (12) Parents and students 

influenced teachers to change back to less innovative practices; and (13) A small 

campus, faculty, and number of students appeared to create a family-like 

atmosphere. 

Based on the findings of this study, two imderpinnings of the charter school 

movement, creating innovative classrooms and increasing teacher autonomy 

behind the classroom doors were problematic at these charter schools. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

As we move toward the end of the second millennium, life as we know it is 

changing at an accelerating pace. The beginning of the twenty-first century is the 

simultaneous conclusion of the decade, the century, and the millennium. This 

convergence is ushering in changes in almost every aspect of life. 

For example, consider technology. Less than a generation ago, video 

cassette recorders (VCRs) were relatively new, and computers were foimd only 

in large research facilities. Today, it is common to see people with laptop 

computers more powerful than the computer used to control the first space 

capsule, and most houses have one or more VCRs. Less than ten years ago, 

occupations such as webmasters or server architects were unknown; today they 

are some of the fastest-growing occupations. Ten years ago, the Internet was 

essentially for the military and academicians. At the end of 1994, it was 

estimated there were 6.3 million Internet users worldwide (Abrahms, 1995). Less 

than four years later, in September 1998, the estimate stood at one hundred forty-

eight million Internet users (Nua, Ltd., 1998). 

Careers, and life in general, have evolved significantly during the past 

century. A few areas, however, have remained almost completely tmtouched. 

One such area has been the institution of education. Although there have been 
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minor shifts in the way business is done in schools, the overall picture and 

practices of education have not changed significantly during the past century 

(Boyer, 1983; Cremin, 1961,1988; Cuban, 1993; Goodlad, 1984; Sarason, 1982, 

1990,1996; Sizer, 1984; Tyack, 1990). The list of reforms that have come and gone 

is numerous, but the nimiber that have made a substantive long-term impact on 

classrooms and schools is indeed small (Boyer, 1983; Cremin, 1961,1988; Cuban, 

1993; Goodlad, 1984; Sarason, 1982,1990,1996; Sizer, 1984; Tyack, 1990). 

Overview 

One recent reform in education that has experienced rapid growth has been 

charter schools. In 1990, there were no charter schools in existence. In 1998, 

thirty-two states and Washington EXZ had some eight himdred charter schools 

educating over one hundred thousand students (General Accounting Office, 

1998; Loveless & Jasin, 1998). The number and growth of charter schools indicate 

that this reform movement is impacting a significant number of students and 

adults. Because they are relatively new, charter schools have not yet been 

examined in detail (Fuller, Elmore, & Orfield, 1996; Little Hoover Commission, 

1996). Researchers have not spent extended periods of time observing and 

examining classrooms in these new public schools. 

Over the last century, education reforms such as charter schools have swept 

through this coimtry, yet the educational landscape remains nearly intact. 
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Despite the many "new" and "innovative" ideas associated with reform 

movements, the fallout from these innovations seems to have bypassed the 

classroom. Will charter schools have what it takes to make a difference this time 

aroimd? In this current era of "hyper-reform" (Pogrow, 1996), could the charter 

school movement change education and more specifically, the change classroom? 

Public schools' intractable nature regarding change is at the core of the 

problem in this study (Sarason, 1990), which investigates the apparent paradox 

between the history of reform efforts of the past and the promises of the charter 

schools movement of today. The purpose of this research, which flows from this 

contradiction, is to study the classrooms and structures of two charter schools to 

determine whether it is business-as-usual or if indeed changes are being 

implemented in the classrooms of these two charter schools. 

This study examines a pair of charter schools that have been chosen based, 

in part, on the recommendations of several charter school "experts." The two 

charter schools, although similar in grade level, curriculum, and location, are 

different in one important aspect, how they were formed. In general, charter 

schools fit into one of two categories based on how they were formed: start-up or 

conversion. Initial observations by those familiar with charter schools indicate 

there may be differences between conversion (pre-existing public schools 

converted to charter status) and start-up (newly formed) charter schools 

(Bragato, personal conuntmication, February 29,1996; Kakritz, personal 
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communication, January 15,1996). One of the two charter schools chosen for this 

study was a start-up school that had been in operation for two years. The other 

charter school was a conversion school that had been operating for over seventy 

years and converted to a charter school within the last school year. 

This dissertation is a descriptive multi-case comparative study. Its strength 

lies in the multiple and varied sources of data collected. The main source of data 

came from formal teacher interviews. The interview data were supplemented 

with site and classroom observations. Other data, including docimients, archival 

records, and short surveys, were also used to piece together a picture of what 

was happening behind the classroom doors at these two charter schools. 

Context of the Problem 

Several major educational reform movements have surfaced during the 

twentieth century (Cremin, 1961). During the first half of the twentieth century, 

the progressive era was the main reform movement. Notions such as 

transforming schools into social centers for a community and creating self-

directed, child-centered activities in the classroom were outcomes of this era. 

The 1950s began another major reform movement — transformation of the formal 

curriculum. During this time, large sums of federal dollars, particularly through 

the National Academy of Sciences, were used for the development and 

implementation of curricular projects based on notions of inquiry and the logical 
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structure of the disciplines (Bruner, 1960; Ford & Pugno, 1964). Curriculum such 

as Physical Science Study Curriculum (PSSC) and Biological Sciences Curriculum 

Study (BSCS) were the result of this era. 

The third, and current major reform era began in the early 1980s with the 

now historic A Nation At Risk (National Commission on Excellence in 

Education, 1983). This report used data from the effective schools research 

(Purkey & Smith, 1983) to find factors that could be replicated and that would 

distinguish effective from ineffective schools. One strand in the oirrent reform 

era has been a move toward greater local control. Decentralization and a focus 

on local control was also part of reform efforts of the 1960s; however, the 1990s 

have focused this issue of local control around the concept of free enterprise in 

public education. Advocates of free enterprise in education would argue this 

system promotes competition among schools, freedom of choice, and reduction 

in rules and regulations regarding public schools (Friedman, 1962; Chubb & 

Moe, 1990). Some examples currently being implemented include private for-

profit companies managing public schools, voucher programs, charter schools, 

and "home-rule" districts (Nathan, 1996a). Of the many free enterprise options, 

vouchers and charter schools have received the most public attention. 



16 

Vouchers 

The notion of vouchers is not a new one. In fact, philosophers such as 

Adam Smith and Thomas Paine, as early as the eighteenth century, proposed 

vouchers as the fairest way to provide education (Wells, 1993). Their idea of 

vouchers would have provided public funds for parents to use as payment to 

any school they chose for their child (including private schools). However, up 

through the mid-twentieth century, proposals for vouchers never caught on as 

an educatiorial reform concept. 

In the 1950s, economist Milton Friedman (1962) promoted vouchers as a 

free-market mechanism to improve educational inefficiencies through 

competitive forces. Once again, however, the idea of vouchers never took hold. 

In the late 1960s, Christopher Jencks proposed a variation of Friedman's free-

market deregulated version of vouchers (Wells, 1993). Jencks' voucher proposal 

was aimed at helping low-income students gain access to private schools and 

other exclusive schools. Jencks did not advocate allowing the market to dictate 

where students went to school. He structured a system whereby low-income 

students would not only receive the base voucher amount but, depending on 

income, would be given further tuition dollars as an incentive for schools to 

recruit low-income students. Further, wealthy students were not allowed to add 

to the base voucher from personal wealth. This concept never became widely 

accepted. 



17 

In the early 1970s, more voucher proposals appeared. First, in 1970, the 

Center for the Study of Public Policy (CSPP) in Cambridge, Massachusetts 

proposed a voucher program targeting the poor (Coons & Sugarman, 1971). In 

1971, Coons and Sugarman proposed the Family Choice in Education Act 

(FCEA), aimed at allowing more family choice and addressing some of the 

inequities in school funding. Both the Office of Economic Opportunity and the 

National Institute of Education initiated programs to bring federally funded 

vouchers to several schools during the early 1970s without results (Wells, 1993). 

Most of these 1970s voucher proposals were aimed at two problems facing 

public education, "removing the influence of household income on the quality of 

educational opporttmity and offering notably greater freedom of choice in the 

selection of educational programs" (Benson, C. as cited in Coons & Sugarman, 

1971, p. 4). Essentially, the voucher movement of the 1970s attempted to 

eliminate discrimination against poor districts and poor people within public 

education. 

The current, and latest, push for vouchers can be traced to the work of 

Chubb and Moe (1990). In the mid-1980s, they presented empirical evidence 

indicating that private schools were more organized. Based on their data, they 

suggested that the private sector would produce better schools than the public 

sector. Their work focused America's attention on improving public education 

through parental choice and vouchers, thereby allowing the market to improve 
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the education system. Their theory was very much in line with the notion 

presented by Friedman (1962) regarding market forces: competition would be the 

key to improving public schools. 

Friedman (1962) as well as Chubb and Moe (1990) were interested in letting 

market forces improve the system, yet many of the 1990s voucher proposals also 

incorporated features for improving the education of poor and/or minority 

children. This component was more reminiscent of the 1970s voucher proposals 

of Jencks (as cited in Wells, 1993) or Coons and Sugarman (1971). 

The 1990s have blended the free-market ideology and the notion of choice with 

the concept of helping those most in need, i.e., low-income families, in hopes of 

successfully bringing vouchers to public education. The strategy was to 

introduce free-market ideology and the ability to choose by initially providing 

vouchers only to those most in need. Although the current voucher movement's 

goals are broader and combine several ideologies, the lack of success of previous 

iterations suggest caution regarding the future impact of vouchers on public 

schools. Particularly because the current voucher effort often includes 

expenditures of public funds to pay for private school education. This 

controversial feature (Witte, 1996) has made it difficult for vouchers to gain wide 

acceptance among Americans. 

In the early 1990s vouchers were dealt several severe blows. During this 

time several state referenda on vouchers appeared. However, in each case. 
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capped by California in 1993, the referendums failed. Additionally, in 1992, the 

Democrats won back the White Hotise, and President Clinton did not support 

vouchers (Hoff, 1997). 

In 1994 Republicans won a majority in the House and Senate. The political 

stage was set for compromise. A politically viable alternative to vouchers was 

needed to improve and foment change in the public schools. Waiting in the 

wings stood charter schools. 

Charter Schools 

Charter schools were, in essence, deregulated public schools of choice. 

According to a report by the General Accoxmting Office (1998), charter schools 

were public schools that operate under charters, contracts, specifying the terms 

by which they may operate. The basic charter concept was simple. Allow a 

group of concerned citizens including parents, teachers, business persons, or any 

other interested parties to design, open, and operate a school based on their view 

of how to best deliver an education. Hold them accountable for student 

outcomes, and keep the charter schools non-sectarian. Give them the same 

operating budget a public school in the area would receive for each student but 

without many of the strings. Retain dvil rights and safety related regulations, 

but keep these public schools free firom most state education regulations (Walsh, 

1995). Unshackled from regulation, these schools would be able to flourish. 
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proliferate innovation, and, thereby, improve schools and student 

learning/ achievement (Corwin, Carlos, Lagomarsino, & Scott, 1996; Finn, 

Bierlein, & Manno, 1996a; Halpem & Culbertson, 1994; Little Hoover 

Conunission, 1996; Nathan, 1996a; Sautter, 1993). As McCotter (1995) said, "The 

goal of charter schools is to lift restraints from public schools so they can pursue 

innovative teaching methods that will improve student performance" (p. 1). 

Charter schools were meant to be a change from the past, when legislators 

tried to regulate change into existence. Charter schools were based on the notion 

that deregulating schools and teachers was the best way to promote innovation: 

"Charters ... support the notion that educational innovations develop best from 

decentralized, bottom-up sources" (Loveless & Jasin, 1998, p. 14). 

Advocates for charter schools cited a nimiber of reasons for implementing 

these schools. For example, Gary Hart (Hart & Barr, 1996), the state senator who 

wrote the charter school legislation in California, stated, "While charter schools 

are not panaceas for all that ails public education, the authors argue that they are 

powerful tools to spur innovation and systemic change" (p. 37). Other state 

legislators cited improved teaching and learning as the most frequent reason for 

introducing charter school legislation (Nathan & Power, 1996). Wohlstetter and 

Griffin (1998) found state legislators believed charter schools would foment "the 

development of innovative approaches to teaching and learning ... with the 

perceived assimiption that such innovations will produce identifiable 
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improvements in student achievement" (p. 3). A survey of approximately fifty 

percent of all charter schools operating in 1995 found that the charter school 

operators started their schools for one of three reasons: to provide better teaching 

and learning for all kids, to nm the school according to a principle or philosophy, 

or to explore innovative ways of running a school (Medler & Nathan, 1995). 

The original concept of charter schools can be traced to Ray Budde (1988). 

He used the term charter in the mid-1970s. In his book Education by Charter: 

Restructuring School Districts, he put the idea further into the public spotlight. 

In 1988, Albert Shanker (as cited in Nathan, 1996c), then president of the 

American Federation of Teachers, began to promote the idea of charter schools 

after he read Budde's book. During this time, Shanker spoke to a group of 

educators in Minnesota. Ted Kolderie and Joe Nathan were in attendance. 

Kolderie and Nathan subsequently worked with other educational leaders and 

legislators in the area from 1988 through 1991 to pass the nation's first charter 

school legislation (Nathan, 1996a). Since 1991, and particidarly since 1994, 

numerous state statues have been written and passed, freeing charter schools 

from the bureaucratic rules and regulations that usually govern public schools. 

As support for charter schools continued to build backers came from both 

ends of the spectrtun philosophically, politically, and professionally (Lindsay, 

1995; Little Hoover Commission, 1996; Molnar, 1996; Walsh, 1995; Wohlstetter & 

Grifrin, 1998). Enthusiasts included policymakers from both political parties. 
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public educators, parents, and community members. Charter schools had 

become the politically acceptable middle grotmd (Hassel, as dted in Loveless & 

Jasin, 1998; Little Hoover Commission, 1996; Wohlstetter, Wenning, & Briggs, 

1995). To the conservatives, charter schools embodied the view that schools 

needed to be left on their own with less government interference and 

regulations. To the liberals, who also wanted to induce changes in the system 

but did not want public monies to go to private schools operating for religious 

purposes or for affluent students already attending private schools, the concept 

of charter schools seemed to be a compromise between vouchers and the status 

quo of public education. However, creating charter schools, which could 

provide public funds to previously private schools and schools nm as small 

businesses by non-certified teachers and administrators for a profit, was a 

significant change in public policy. 

This wide beise of support may have been a factor in explaining the rapid 

spread of charter school legislation in the initial years of the charter school 

movement. In seven years, the number of states with charter school laws grew 

from zero to thirty-two, and the District of Columbia (RPP International, 1998). 

In Education Week. Walsh (1995) quoted Ted Kolderie: "Charter schools have 

generated 'an impressive level of interest and energy among parents and 

teachers and, in a strikingly bipartisan way among elected officials'" (p. 4). In 

late 1995, Drew Lindsay said, "In the past four years, the charter school concept 
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has had the makings of a legislative juggernaut" (Lindsay, 1995, p. 8). A few 

months later, in early 1996, Chester Finn said, "The charter school movement is 

spreading like wildfire" (Finn, 1996, p. 44). By early 1997, magazines such as 

George were extolling their virtues: "Finally, irmovation will be the norm, thanks 

to charter schools" (Tapper, Wetzler, Mumane, & Levy, 1997, p. 72). 

Various Forms of Charter Schools 

Charter schools, like their voucher cousins, came in many forms, in the 

spring of 1997, twenty-five states had adopted charter school legislation, and by 

the fall of 1998, thirty-two states and the District of Coltmibia had adopted 

charter school legislation (RPP International, 1998). Each state had its own 

unique legislation. For example, in Kansas, charter schools could be set up only 

if they were approved and sponsored by a local school district, employed 

certified teachers, and abided by all of the rules and regulations of traditional 

public schools. Yet, in Arizona, few rules and regulations controlled charter 

schools. Specifically, Arizona law put no restriction on who could operate a 

charter school (as long as the individuals who received the charter had no 

criminal record and their credit report was "fairly" clean) (Lindsay, 1995). 

The California charter law, which was closer to the Arizona version than the 

Kansas version, allowed schools to operate in a fairly deregulated environment. 

For example, California charter schools were not required to follow any laws that 
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pertained to school districts other than the charter school law itself. Each charter 

school negotiated its degree of freedom from district policies with the local 

school board. The charter law stated that charter schools had to make provisions 

for the health and safety of the students, could not discriminate in student 

selection, be non-sectarian, could not charge tuition, and existing private schools 

would not convert to public schools (California Education Code, Section 476(X), 

1992). 

State laws, making it possible for charter schools to exist, were categorized 

from sfrong to weak: "Expansive laws [Sfrong laws], in theory, are supposed to 

be more lenient—allowing charter school sponsors to be more risk-taking, and 

approving more innovative schools than states with more restrictive laws" 

(Wohlstetter & Griffin, 1998, p. 23). McCotter (1995) sxmunarized the difference 

between weak and strong charter legislation in this way: "Stronger charter school 

laws are more likely to produce ... innovative teaching practices from 

responsible schools. Weaker laws permit the existence of charter schools but 

take few bold steps to encourage innovation" (p. 1). 

Change and Charter Schools 

As mentioned earlier, the futility of the attempts to change the educational 

system both from within and outside of education dxiring the past century was 

well-documented (Cremin, 1961; Cuban, 1993; Goodlad, 1984; Sarason, 1990). 
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These attempts included many regulations and rules that had been legislated to 

improve education (Wells, 1993; Wise, 1979). 

Perhaps the notion of deregulation, removing many of the educational rules 

and regulations that schools had to follow, was an idea whose time had come 

(Wise, 1979). In the past, educational legislation attempted to produce 

educationcil change through laws that controlled funding, curricultim, pedagogy, 

standards, and assessments. The laws had varied success. However, none of 

these control mechanisms appeared to have caused significant long-term 

improvements (Wise, 1979). Loveless and Jasin (1998) pointed out that unlike 

past legislative, 

attempts to decide what is best—the best management systems, the best 
instructional strategies, and the best curricular policies .... States with 
charter schools grant local educators the freedom to make such 
choices, radically altering the relationship of schools eind school 
systems .... By freeing charters from burdensome governmental 
regulation, advocates believe that educational innovations will take 
root and grow. (p. 14) 

Reforming public schools through deregulated charter schools, may wind 

up on the scrap pile like previous reform efforts, or it may foment the 

substantive long-term change hoped for by so many (educators, parents, 

politicians, and community members). 

The Little Hoover Commission report (1996) outlined the failure of the 

cxirrent system and explained how charter schools might bring together two 

reform notions: 
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The performance of schools in California and across the nation is 
widely recognized as falling short.... Some of these reforms have 
been aimed at improving the existing system by making the 
components work better. Other reforms have touted the benefit of 
eliminating the present system and moving to a privatized system that 
relies on market forces to produce excellence. But a growing 
movement combines elements of both; Charter schools embrace 
private-sector concepts such as competition and customer-focus while 
retaining the accountability and equity that are the foundation of 
public sector activities, (p. 1) 

The Commission suggested that: "The charter movement does provide a 

platform and opportunity for innovative people who are struggling withiii the 

constraints of today's education system" (p. i). 

Charter school legislation sought to improve student achievement as well as 

promote irmovative teaching methods (Corwin et al., 1996; Corwin & Flaherty, 

1995; Datnow, 1994; Dianda & Corwin, 1994; Finn, Manno, & Bierlein, 1996b; 

General Accounting Office, 1995; Little Hoover Commission, 1996; McCotter, 

1995; Sautter, 1993; Wohlstetter at al., 1995; Williams & Buechler, 1993; 

Yamashiro & Carlos, 1996). The background and history leading to charter 

schools, as well as the political compromise associated with this movement, 

demonstrated that charter schools were an amalgamation of ideas and 

philosophies from the past and present. However, the question remained: 

Would charter schools realize their promise for encouraging substantive, long-

term change in public schools as we move into the twenty-first century? 
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Problem 

In public education during the past century, predictable regularities, both 

programmatic and behavioral, have remained the norm in public schools 

(Sarason, 1982). For example, in traditional classrooms, Goodlad (1984) foimd 

that most of a class period was t5^ically spent with the teacher in front of the 

classroom with the students listening to the teacher from their seats. He foimd 

that hands-on/minds-on activities were not the norm in these classrooms, 

particularly in secondary education. The notion of the teacher as the purveyor of 

knowledge remained the norm. The practice of the teacher being the sage on the 

stage instead of the guide on the side was conunonplace. Students as leaders of 

their own education soimded good in theory, but it was not practiced in most 

classrooms that Goodlad and his team visited. 

Like classroom practices, basic school structures had not changed during 

past reform movements. Goodlad (1984) and Sizer (1984) foxmd predictable 

structures including how instructional time was organized; how teachers were 

housed and grouped as teams (or not); how students were grouped, labeled, and 

tracked; how students were expected to behave and the accompanying discipline 

systems; and how parents participated in schooling. 

Charter schools were promoted as a way to break through the 

unchangeable nature of public schools (Amsler, 1992; Bierlein & MulhoUand, 

1994; Corwin, Carlos, Lagomarsino, & Scott, 1996; Finn, Bierlein, & Manno, 
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1996a; Halpem & Ctilbertson, 1994; Little Hoover Commission, 1996; Nathan, 

1996a; Sautter, 1993). In the past, other reforms were launched with comparable 

expectations. Yet the long-term effects of these reforms were not realized. 

Perhaps a deregulated school would create a public school that would move 

beyond predictable practices. There was great hope that charter schools would 

make a difference this time; however, the history of previous school reforms 

suggested caution. 

Purpose 

The purposes of this study were to investigate classroom practices and 

structures in two charter schools within California. To examine, compare, and 

explore the degree to which these two charter schools had practices that differ 

from those imderstood in the literature to be stable and predictable in classrooms 

throughout American public schools for the last century. Additionally, teachers' 

pedagogy was explored to determine whether their classroom practices had 

changed since beginning to teach in a charter school. 

Finally, these two charter schools were compared to determine similarities 

and differences in the classrooms and structtures. As stated earlier, charter 

schools could be divided into two main categories: schools converted from 

previously existing schools or schools newly formed to become charter schools, 

respectively know as conversion and start-up charter schools. Data were used to 
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explore the notion that the amount of irmovation and change was related to 

whether a charter was a start-up or a conversion school. 

Research Questions 

Investigation into the charter school setting focused on two areas: 

classrooms and school structures. Additionally, potential differences between 

start-up schools and conversion schools were explored. Four central questions 

guided the investigation: 

1. Did classrooms and school structures in these two charter schools appear 

any different than classrooms foimd in traditional public schools? 

2. Did teachers feel they have changed their classroom methodology since 

beginning to teach at the charter school? 

3. What were the similarities and differences in the classroom and the 

structures between these two charter schools? 

4. Did teachers feel their autonomy had changed since coming to teach at the 

charter school? 

As history had shown, attempts to change the public school experience 

through legislative fiat or by any entity had proven substantially unsuccessful. 

This study of two charter schools examined whether they were different or more 

innovative than the traditional public classroom described in the research 

literature. Would these charter schools be powerful enough to foment change 
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within their own system? Finally, this study also compared a charter school 

starting from scratch and one converting from an existing school into a charter 

school. 

Methodology 

This dissertation was a comparative multi-case study involving two charter 

schools. The two primary data sources were classroom observations and in-

depth teacher interviews. Additional data were collected through school-wide 

observations as well as a review of documents and archival records. The intent 

was to gather information about the classrooms and structures of the charter 

school. 

For the classroom observations, the work of Loxmsbury and Qark (1990) in 

conjimction with the work of Goodlad (1984), Cuban (1993), Sizer (1984), Boyer 

(1983), Cremin (1988), Tyack and Cuban (1995), and Sarason (1990) along with 

the author's personal experiences provided the foundation to describe the 

predictable regularities found in the public school classroom (see Chapter Three 

for further details). These regularities were compared to those observed in the 

classrooms and structures of the two charter schools. As an example, one 

regularity, teachers at the front of the classroom, suggested common practices 

such as teacher-directed discussions, students' listening/asking questions 

(Cuban, 1993; Goodlad, 1984; Sizer, 1984). 



Teacher interviews were another focus of data collection. Teachers to be 

interviewed, as well as observed teaching in their classrooms, were chosen to 

provide a cross-section of core academic teachers at both schools. Over a one-

month period, thirteen teachers were formally interviewed for a total of 

approximately fifteen hours. Twelve of the thirteen teachers were also observed 

teaching a minimtmi of three complete class periods. Additionally, nineteen 

other teachers' classrooms were each observed for at least one class period. A 

total of eighty hours of classroom observations was completed for this study. 

Overview of the Data Analysis 

Initial analysis of the observation and interview data began in the field. As 

the site visits progressed, they led to more focused questions and observations 

including when and whom to visit. 

While in the field, the observer's comments were recorded and used to 

stimulate the critical-thinking process regarding what was being observed. As 

described by Bogdan and Biklen (1992), short summaries that linked together 

what was being observed, including the observer's comments, were used to 

clarify and stimulate thoughtfulness about the study as it progressed. 

The analysis for this qualitative study used computer-assisted data analysis 

for storing, sorting, and retrieving items. The data for this study also included 

"the pages of descriptive materials collected in the process of doing fieldwork 
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(interview transcripts, field-notes, official data, subjects' written memoranda, 

etc.)" (Bogdan & Biklen, 1992, p. 175). Observer memos, think pieces, comments, 

diagrams, and the insights gained while out in the schools were recorded and 

treated as data. 

All of the interviews were transcribed for use in the database. After 

entering all of the data in the computer, it was read several times to generate a 

list of codes. The data were then sorted into individual files based on the list of 

codes. For example, a comment made by a teacher might be coded three 

different ways, and therefore the comment would be copied into the three 

corresponding files for each of the codes. Within each code's file, the comments 

of the interviewee was labeled for future reference. This allowed for easy sorting 

and retrieval of the coded data. Findings, based on themes that were uncovered 

from the coding categories, were developed and are reported in Chapter Four 

and Five. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The introduction of this chapter was written in the first person. This style 

was used to help disclose the mindset (and biases) of the author as he chose the 

topic of this study. 

Introduction 

As a teacher for the last decade, I typically spent my limch break in my 

classroom helping students. During one particular day, the students had just 

completed a project and I decided to venture down to the teachers' cafeteria. As 

I walked into the cafeteria, the familiar groups of teachers were scattered aroimd 

the room. It was already fifteen minutes into the Itmch period, which meant I 

could walk right up to the serving area and order. After exchanging greetings 

with Gloria (she had been serving the teachers for over a decade and was like a 

mom to us), I had to make a big decision. With which of the groups scattered 

around the room would I sit? I was not in the mood for sports talk so I 

wandered over to an eclectic group of teachers and puUed up a chair. That 

decision, in retrospect, was the beginning of a process that led to this study. 

My arrival went tmnoticed because the other teachers were in the middle of 

an intense discussion. My ears immediately perked up. They were talking about 

some new school reform. Apparentiy one of the teachers had read an article 
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about how California had recently enacted a law that allowed teachers and 

others to develop an independent tjrpe of school called a charter school. 

Although I never read this article, from the discussion, I learned that these were 

schools free from district and state rules and regulations and would allow the 

teachers the freedom to teach as they thought best. 

The teachers at this table were old friends, and most had taught for at least 

a decade. The level of enthusiasm among these veterans that day was much 

higher than usual. As the bell rang (telling us we had seven minutes until class 

began), we rose, robot-like, and as seeds in the wind we dispersed to our 

classrooms. 

Over the years at this high school, there had been several teachers who, 

whenever we bimiped into each other in the hallways would, almost by habit, 

bring up the proverbial question, when are we going to start our own school? It 

was our way of saying we were ready to try something different. During these 

years, it was assxmied we would have to start a private school, and we knew that 

would be no easy task. It had always been our little joke, our secret dream. 

However, the next time I bumped into a teacher who was involved in this 

limchtime conversation, the topic shifted from an elusive dream to a more 

concrete question: When were we all moving to California to open a charter 

school? At the time, there was no charter school law in Arizona, but we could 

dream. This time, however, our potential option had a name attached to it. 
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"Charter Schools." We were moving a step closer to our reality. For us (after all 

of those years of dreaming), the thought of being able to start our own school, 

while at the same time being paid by the state, was exciting. 

During this same time period, 1 was completing the course work for my 

doctorate. One of the final courses dealt with educational reform and the 

ciirriculum. 1 had been reading the work of authors such as Sizer, Goodlad, 

Sarason, Tyack, and Cuban and thinking to myself how much effort had gone 

into changing American schools over the past century. Yet, schools compared to 

those of the late nineteenth century, were not that much different. 

As I completed my course work and began to ponder what I might study 

for my dissertation, 1 became more and more interested in the charter school 

movement, which seemed to be gaining momentum daily. By now, charter 

schools were coming to Arizona, and the newspaper headlines boasted of charter 

school opportunities. Headlines in the local paper read: "Anyone may apply to 

head a state-funded school" (Tapia, 1995). My cohorts and 1 could finally open 

the school we had always dreamed and talked about starting. Also in the fall of 

1995,1 read an Education Update newsletter from the Association for 

Supervision and Curriculum Development that highlighted the blossoming 

charter school movement. The lead story (Willis, 1995) on charter schools began, 

"Do schools that are free to innovate achieve better results" (p. 1)? Later, the 
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story went on to say, "Charter schools can take advantage of this freedom to 

offer innovative programs" (p. 1). 

As I read these stories about the promise charter schools held, I pondered, 

this time, would this reform be different? I decided to investigate charter 

schools. Might they actually make a difference in instructional practices and 

how schools operate; would they be iimovative? 

Charter School Research 

To determine what need there might be for research on charter schools and 

to gain an insight into what had been learned in the current literatiure on charter 

schools a review of the charter school research was conducted. The research was 

reviewed in two sections: (1) charter school research completed by the late spring 

of 1996 when the framework for this study was formed and the field data were 

collected and (2) charter school research conducted since the simuner of 1996. 

Research Prior to Summer 1996 

In the spring of 1996, charter schools were still in their infancy. It had been 

just over three years since the first charter school in the coimtry had opened. 

Searching the literature on charter schools revealed that almost all of the studies 

that had been done as of the spring of 1996 were reports of statistical information 

(Medler, 1996). T)^ically these reports looked at quantifiable descriptors of 

charter schools to describe these schools to policjnnakers/politicians. These 
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reports often included statistics such as the number and t5rpe of schools, the 

demographics of the students attending, the schools' emphasis and goals, the 

demographics of the teachers and staff, the schools' size, the governance 

structure, and/or the wording of the charter documents. The reports were 

tj^ically based on surveys or brief site visits (Dianda & Corwin, 1994; Fitzgerald, 

1995; General Accounting Office, 1995; McCotter, 1995; Medler, 1996; Medler & 

Nathan, 1995; MulhoUand & Amsler, 1992; MulhoUand & Bierlein, 1995; Urahn & 

Stewart, 1994; WiUiams & Buechler, 1993). There were, however, a few studies 

that actuaUy conducted research on operating charter schools. 

Freedom and Innovation in California's Charter Schools. 

Corwin and Flaherty (1995) conducted a research study on charter schools 

based on five roimds of maU-in questionnaires (surveys) from California 

administrators and teachers during the 1994-95 school year. Approximately 

twenty-eight charter school administrators (of the sixty-seven California charter 

schools then operational) and a comparison group of forty public school 

administrators completed up to four rounds of questiormaires. One round of 

questionnaires was also sent to every charter school teacher in California (four 

htmdred thirty-five). Two himdred thirty teachers (approximately fifty-three 

percent) completed the questiormaire (survey). No site visits or personal 

contacts were made with the administrators or teachers. 
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In addition to completing the first research study on charter schools of its 

kind, Corwin and Flaherty (1995) examined questions that were closely related to 

this dissertation. Specifically, their project indirectiy looked at the practices 

within the classrooms of charter schools through questionnaires to 

administrators and teachers. The study "fociised on school autonomy, 

organizational approaches, and classroom innovations being implemented" (p. 

5). The study reached findings based on two populations, charter and public 

school administrators as well as charter school teachers. 

The first set of findings (Corwin & Flaherty, 1995) was based on the analysis 

of the questionnaires of the charter school and comparison public school 

administrators: (1) Charter schools seemed to have more autonomy than their 

comparison schools. However, in the area of instructional approaches, the 

increase in autonomy was small; (2) Although the charter schools seemed to 

have more autonomy in some areas than the comparison public schools, the 

impact on the amoimt of innovative practices occurring in the classrooms was 

xmclear; (3) Examining teachers' fireedom to teach in charter versus public 

schools revealed, "There is only a small ratio difference between the two samples 

with respect to whether teachers are freer to teach" (p. 31); (4) High autonomy 

charter schools had much more freedom than low autonomy schools (p < .01), 

yet there was "no distinguishable difference" between high- and low- autonomy 

schools with respect to the "amotmt of teacher experimentation" (p. 41); (5) More 
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charter school administrators than the comparison administrators thought their 

school's autonomy impacted the amoimt of innovation; and (6) The necessity of 

charter school status on being innovative was imclear. All charter school 

administrators thought implementing the innovation "staffing" (the labeled used 

in the study) required charter status; however, the administrators were much 

more divided about whether charter school status was needed to implement 

"instructional" innovations. The authors stated, "Many administrators do not 

believe that charter status is needed to implement the innovations their school is 

implementing" (p. 71); (7) The amotint of autonomy a charter school had seemed 

to have some effect on the amoxmt of innovation in the school: "High-autonomy 

schools are promoting parent involvement and introducing schedtding changes 

twice as frequently as low-autonomy schools .... However, the differences are 

negligible with respect to most of the other types of innovations" (p. 72). In fact, 

low-autonomy schools, overall, were more likely to use the classroom 

instructional innovations than high-autonomy schools. 

Corwin and Flaherty (1995) also reached several findings based on the 

questionnaires of the charter school teachers: (1) "By small but consistent 

margins, the same types of schools that give teachers opportunities to influence 

decisions also demand more of their time" (p. 49); (2) "Three out of four charter 

school teachers said they experiment more in the classroom" (p. 50); (3) 

Autonomy of the school did impact the teachers' experimentation, but not as 
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might be expected. Teachers in the low-autonomy schools experimented more 

than teachers in high-autonomy schools: "Teachers in low-autonomy schools are 

slightly more likely to say they are freer to teach as they wish than those in high-

autonomy schools" (p. 51). Consequently, the amount of experimentation and 

freedom to teach perceived by these teachers seemed to correlate, if at aU, 

inversely with the amoimt of school autonomy; (4) 

Working in a charter school seems to have changed the way teachers 
organize and deliver instruction .... With respect to specific 
iimovations, teachers report extensive use of cooperative learning, 
especially in elementary schools, and use of multi-age grouping 
patterns and self-pacing by students, both of which are compatible 
with cooperative leanung. The emerging pattern suggests students-
centered instruction, (p. 61) 

(5) "What seems more striking is that relatively few teachers consider the 

charter structure to be essential for the changes they have made. They view the 

charter-school setting as valuable but not essential for what they are doing" (p. 

56). 

The 1995 Corwin and Flaherty finding regarding the teachers' opinioits on 

their use of irmovative practices in the classroom was problematic in several 

ways. For example, their findings regarding innovative teaching practices were 

based on their use of the term innovation. Most of the irmovative practices the 

authors cited came from the progressive era (early 1900s) and alternative schools 

movement (1960s, 1970s, and 1980s). Yet, the authors used these practices as 
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exemplars of present-day innovation in the classroom. They did not explain that 

the innovations cited were from an earlier era. 

The authors (Corwin & Flaherty, 1995) concluded their analysis of the 

teachers' questionnaires by stating, "Therefore, while charter schools seem to 

facilitate change, we can't be sure they are causing it" (p. 62). Overall, the 

findings of this study did not affirm a correlation between a school or teacher's 

autonomy and the amoimt of classroom innovation in a charter school. 

Little Hoover Commission Report 

Perhaps one of the most influential reports — especially in the state of 

California — as of the spring of 1996 was published in March of 1996 by the Little 

Hoover Commission. The report was prepared for the governor and members of 

the California legislature. This report involved fieldwork as well as other data-

gathering techniques, including: 

More than 70 experts with diverse backgrotmds on an advisory 
committee, the Commission conducted 36 hours of working group 
sessions to identify key issues and possible solutions .... In addition, 
the Commission convened two public hearings, one in Los Angeles 
and one in Sacramento, to explore issues with education leaders, 
academic experts, labor interests and parent representatives .... The 
Commission also reviewed literature from across the nation, 
conducted ntimerous interviews with experts and received input from 
many who heard about the study as it progressed. Finally, and 
perhaps most importantly, the Commission visited 26 different charter 
school operations throughout the state, meeting with principals, 
teachers, staff, parents and students, (p. 8) 
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There was no description of the length or othor details regarding the 

methodology of the on-site visits other than a statement that there were "on-site 

inspections" (Little Hoover Commission, 1996; p. 1). The Commission further 

stated: 

While falling short of the numbers surveyed on paper by other 
research organizations, the Commission believes the in-depth and on-
site nature of its inqtiiries contributes strong evidence for the analysis 
of the charter school movement in California, (p. 20) 

The Commission's "goal was to determine how the experiment [charter 

schools] is progressing and identify any obstacles to the full exploration of 

alternatives promised by the charter school concept" (Little Hoover Commission, 

1996; p. 8). This report did not look into the classroom to "give an overall 

assessment of the performance of charter schools to date" (p. 28) or to explore 

start-up issues and other "obstacles" for charter schools. 

To assess how charter schools were progressing the authors used "eight 

yardsticks" (Little Hoover Commission, 1996; p. 28). One yardstick relevant to 

this dissertation was academic innovation: 

A major goal of the law is to encourage the use of different and 
irmovative teaching methods and curriculum. Implicit in this 
statement is the subsidiary goal of increasing learning opportunities 
for students through different approaches that match different 
learning styles, (p. 27) 

The authors (Little Hoover Commission, 1996) used two paragraphs per 

school to briefly describe some of the irmovative practices being used by each of 
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six charter schools. They summarized their description of these six charter 

schools by stating, "These few anecdotal examples hardly do justice to the wide 

range of innovation that can be foimd at many charter schools" (p. 39). 

However, they also said, "forming a charter is sometimes a school's response to 

overwhelming conditions and poor academic achievement. But almost as often, 

the charter concept is picked up by schools that are already busy experimenting, 

reforming and reaching for excellence" (p. 36). 

Their overall recommendation was positive: "The Little Hoover 

Commission believes it is important for the State to provide that support and 

continue the process of moving from a rules-based structure to an outcome-

based system, with charter schools as one option" (1996, p. ii). The Commission 

used the following quote from Gary Hart, author of the original charter school 

legislation: 

California earned a reputation as an innovator by being willing to take 
chances. We took a chance on charter schools, and evidence is pouring 
in that they work. With the 1996 legislative session under way, it is 
time to launch the next stage in the charter schools odyssey. (Little 
Hoover Commission, 1996; p. 2) 

The statement by Senator Hart that "evidence is pouring in that they [charter 

schools] work" (p.2) may have overstated the evidence, at least based on the 

studies at that time. 
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Hudson Institute Study 

In July of 1995, the Hudson Institute began a two-year charter school study 

involving thirty-five charter schools from seven states (Finn, et al., 1996a): 

Its purpose is to analyze the start-up problems encountered by charter 
schools, consider how these can be solved, and identify the policy 
environments that make it more and less likely that such solutions will 
succeed or the problems abate, (pg. 1) 

The focus for the first year of the study was primarily issues related to starting a 

charter school (Finn, et al., 1996a). 

In each of the seven states studied, the state level officials involved with 

charter schools were interviewed. The investigators also used these state-level 

officials to gain access and to lead the visits to the charter schools. The state 

official who led the site visits and the thirty-five charter schools received 

financial compensation for participating in the study. 

The study's initial results were released in January of 1996 (Finn, et al., 

1996a). The first phase was originally scheduled for release during the summer 

of 1996, but the authors "were repeatedly asked whether we could share any 

prelimiiiary findings sooner" (pg. 1). The initial report was written primarily for 

top-level state decision-makers. The authors were interested in getting their 

preliminary findings to the legislators and school board members prior to the 

upcoming school year. 
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In part one of the initial report titled, "Siirprises/' the authors' state, "In this 

section we confess to some things that surprised us about charter schools as we 

have visited and learned more about them. We also try to dispel some myths 

and imwarranted allegations we have encoimtered" (Finn, et al., 1996a, p. 2). Of 

the surprises listed by the authors, the one that relates to this dissertation 

involved the category, "Terrific, often unconventional, teachers." The authors 

stated, "Excellent teachers flock to charter schools. Some of them accept lower 

pay, and most want no involvement with the teachers' xmions" (p. 2). The 

overall summary of their initial report was "As we visited these schools, we 

encoimtered some surprises that tend to dispel some m5rths and misconceptions 

about charter schools" (p. 1). 

The Struggles and Toys of Trailblazing 

Another, smaller study of charter schools was reported by Raywid (1995), a 

prominent author on alterrmtive schools for several decades. She reported on the 

nascence of two charter schools in Jefferson Cotmty, Colorado. Her report 

involved fieldwork (she visited the schools and interviewed at least the 

principals of the two schools), but the depth of the report was lacking and the 

methodology and backgrovmd on how she gathered the information for the 

article were absent. She began by pointing out the long history of alterriative 

schools in Jefferson County; 
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More than two decades ago, Jefferson Coiinty formally acknowledged 
the varied needs of its youngsters and the diversity of educational 
values among its residents. It did so by establishing three alternative 
schools Two were qtdte open and progressive ... [and the other 
was] a traditional, back-to-basics school, (p. 555) 

All three schools thrived, and by the late 1980s all had twice as many applicants 

as could be enrolled. 

Raywid (1995) went on to describe charter schools as a vehicle to promote 

innovative pilots: 

The arguments in favor of charter schools presented in Colorado and 
elsewhere were that a combination of state laws and regulations, 
coupled with district reqiiirements and constraints, made the school 
too homogeneous and interfered with soimd education. Innovative 
pilot schools were thxis needed, (p. 556) 

She reviewed the charter process for these two charter schools, including the 

trials and tribulations the schools had to overcome to become chartered. She also 

conducted interviews with the principals, which occurred about three months 

after the schools opened; reviewed the schools' written materials, including one 

school's charter proposal and the other school's brochure; and reported on three 

classroom observations. Rajnvid did not elaborate on the number or length of 

her classroom observations. Her article briefly described the process of starting 

two charter schools and some of the schools' highlights. It was not a study that 

reported what was happening in the classroom. 

The research on charter schools as of the spring of 1996 provided no in-

depth case study of working charter schools. As Medler (1996) stated: "School 
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leaders at all levels are becoming aware how little information is available on the 

experiment [charter schools], on charter schools' performance thus far, and plans 

for the future" (p. 26). Based on the paucity of research regarding charter 

schools, and on the charter school classrooms in particular, it was evident that 

there was a need for an in-depth case study of charter schools and their 

classrooms. More specifically, one of the central goals of charter school 

legislation was to foment innovation and this dissertation examined how 

teachers at two charter schools changed in their desire and ability to innovative 

in their classrooms. Several studies had briefly examined the various ways 

charter schools had organized themselves; however, little work had been done 

on what was occturing behind charter school classroom doors. This dissertation 

looked behind the classroom door through classroom observations and in-depth 

teacher interviews. 

In reviewing the charter school literature, it was evident that the alternative 

schools movement was a predecessor to charter schools. It was also evident that 

this movement held lessons and parallels that could be insightful for this study 

of charter schools. 

Historical Parallels: Alternative Schools 

Charter schools had an older sibling, alternative schools of the 1960s and 

70s (Nathan, 1996a; Wells, 1993). These alternative schools had their own 



48 

ancestor, the progressive education era of the 1920s and 1930s (Cremin, 1974; 

Neumann, 1994). Several of the key progressive era concepts and philosophies 

such as child-centered and social-reform curriculum influenced the earliest 

alternative schools of the 1960s (Cremin, 1974; Neumann, 1994). 

The first of the alternative schools of the sixties were known as free schools 

and were mostly private. By the end of the sixties, they evolved into the first of 

the public alternative schools known as open schools. Although private free 

schools peaked in 1970 (Wells, 1993), many different versions of public 

alternative schools blossomed over the next decade. 

Various types of public alternative schools developed during the 1970s; one 

method of classifying them was based on curricular emphasis, teaching method, 

and school climate (Wells, 1993). Using these three criteria, five categories of 

public alternative schools were developed by Wells. The categories included 

open schools, learning centers or theme schools, schools without walls, schools 

within schools, and continuation schools. 

Of these five tj^es of public alternative schools, the open school was the 

most prominent in the late sixties and early seventies. As the seventies 

progressed, the theme schools (to become magnet schools in the early eighties) 

and the continuation schools (at-risk alternative schools) became the two leading 

types of public alternative schools (Wells, 1993). 
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Like other alternative schools, theme schools were schools of choice. The 

students chose to attend the school, and these alternative schools were often the 

most racially integrated schools within a district (Wells, 1993). When the Magnet 

Schools Assistance Act of 1984 (as cited in Wells, 1993) provided federal grant 

money for districts that used magnet schools to desegregate, theme schools 

quickly adopted the magnet connotation and, as a result, theme schools all but 

disappeared (Wells, 1993). 

During the eighties, Theodore Bizet's (1984) Coalition of Essential Schools 

(CES) built on the notion of the school-within-a-school concept and made it their 

own, with the result that schools within schools were no longer considered 

alternative schools. Also as the eighties progressed, the conservative era took its 

toll on the remaining, more radical, alternative schools such as open schools and 

schools without walls (Wells, 1993). 

By the middle eighties, theme schools had converted to magnet schools, 

most open schools and schools without walls had closed their doors, and CES 

had consumed schools within schools. This effectively left only one of the 

original five types of alternative schools, the continuation school. 

By the 1990s, the term alternative schools in essence became synonymous 

with at-risk, continuation-type alternative schools. The movement, which had 

started as a broad umbrella covering various types of public school alternatives, 

was now widely identified as a one-dimensional reform focused on a small 
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segment of the public school population. One of the leading advocates of charter 

schools, Joe Nathan, who also participated in the alternative schools movement, 

echoed this concern of charter schools becoming a narrow, one dimensional 

solution, educating only the most diffictilt students (Nathan, 1996b). 

Several articles from the early 1970s (Cremin, 1974; Fantini, 1974; Salz & 

Smith, 1974; Smith, Barr, & Burke, 1976; Stretch, 1970), as well as several look

back articles by prominent alternative education authors (Gregory, 1988; 

Kellmayer, 1995; Neumann, 1994; Raywid, 1995; Wells, 1993) were reviewed to 

further explore the alternative schools movement. This review of the literature 

on alternative schools from the last four decades revealed similarities, questions, 

and lessons for charter schools. The following is a stmimary of those lessons, 

similarities, and questioris raised by the review of the alternative schools 

literature: 

1. Originally, alternative schools were a "revolt" against the traditioiial public 

school system (Cremin, 1974; Smith, Barr, & Burke, 1976; Stretch, 1970). 

2. The people involved in the movement were often ahistorical, with the results 

being the reinvention of the pedagogical wheel: 

Those who have foimded free schools have not read their Francis W. 
Parker or their Caroline Pratt or their Helen Parkhurst, with the result 
that boundless energy has been spent in countless classrooms 
reinventing the pedagogical wheel. (Cremin, 1974; p. 73). 
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3. The alternative school movement, like previotis reforms, was focused at the 

school level, with little attention to the classroom and its oirricxilxim. Cremin 

(1974) stated, "The current movement has remained as school-boimd as the 

progressive education movement of an earlier time" (p. 73). 

4. Difficult, complex issues and problems arose that required time, commitment, 

determination, and money: "When the idea turns out to be more complex, 

and its implementation more difficult than anticipated, the original good 

feeling evaporates and a deeper determination is required" (Stretch, 1970, p. 

78). 

5. The more radical the changes from traditional schooling, the more difficiilt it 

was to implement the proposed changes. Stretch (1970) said. 

Almost every school follows a similar pattern ... they nm into the 
spiritual struggle ... the first spiritual crisis: "structure vs. 
nonstructure." Having experimented with the idea of freedom, and 
having discovered its inherent difficulties, many parents and teachers 
become impatient and anxious. Are the children learning anything, 
they wonder, and does it matter? Frequently there is a slowdown in 
the acquisition of traditional academic skills .... Anxious adults begin 
to argue for more structure to the school day, more direction for the 
kids, more emphasis on the familiar three Rs. (p. 78) 

6. Educators rethought the very essence of education. It could not be assiuned 

teachers knew the best way to get students to leam. For example, consider 

Stretch's (1970) argument, made during the heyday of the alternative 

movement: 
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Is it only a new curriculum or new ways of teaching that we need? Or 
do we need to change our ideas about children, about childhood itself, 
about how children leam, what they leam, what they need to leam, 
from whom or from what kinds of experience? It is clear that our 
ideas about teaching are inadequate, but is it possible that they are 
simply false? For example, children can often leam to read and write 
without any formal instruction .... What, then, is the role of the adult 
in the learning of the child? (p. 92) 

7. Smaller alternative schools - the majority of alternative schools had fewer 

than two himdred students and less than thirteen percent had five hundred 

students or more (Wells, 1993) - led to multiple hats being worn by many of 

the staff. Shared leadership and decision making were among the common 

traits of early alternative schools. The roles of teacher, administrator, and 

cotmselor were shared among the educators who worked in alternative 

schools. Everyone did everything (Neumann, 1994, p. 548). 

8. A higher authority mandated the curriculum (Salz & Smith, 1974), thereby 

changing the original intent of the schools. Salz made that very point with 

regard to the oirriculum of the open alternative schools. He stated, "Anyone 

with the meagerest of insight into education knows that a state- or city-

mandated crurriculimi cannot be based on the needs, interests, or abilities of 

the individual child" (p. 627). 

9. Choice was a prime mover for alternative schools. Fantini (1974) stated that it 

was based on basic societal beliefs: "A groimd rule intrinsic to the idea of a 
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6ree and open society... that no person or group imposes an educational 

plan or design" (p. 63). 

10. Choice resulted in difficulties for schools and students. For schools, 

organization issues arose, including the ability to adapt to continually 

changing student numbers. For students and parents, there were also issues 

such as their ability and willingness to choose. 

11. Student learning goals were set by the state (or other governmental entity) 

and not by individual schools. This meant alternative schools did not foois 

on their goals and direction; rather, they focused on how to achieve their 

preset goals, i.e., their pedagogy and program assessment (Fantini, 1974). 

12. Program assessment within public alternative schools of choice played two 

closely related roles: determining which ideas were working the best within a 

school so they could be expanded and celebrated and what, today, might be 

called the "total quality" mindset. The notion that through assessment, you 

could continually improve the quality of the programs offered was also held 

by many advocates of alternative schools (Fantini, 1974). 

13. Emphasis was placed on innovation (Fantini, 1974; Ra5rwid, 1995; Stretch, 

1970), with corresponding teacher training to promote new and innovative 

ways of teaching within the classroom (Fantini, 1974). 

14. Curriculum and instruction remained the domain of the teachers. Parents 

were not involved in these pedagogical processes (Fantini, 1974, p. 64). 



54 

15. Specialized schools developed as a result of particular interests or goals such 

as the arts, the sciences, or the humanities (Wells, 1993). 

16. Schools that had a heavy community component had difficulty surviving, in 

part because of the tremendous amotmt of work needed to organize and 

provide these community-based learning situations for all of the students on 

an ongoing basis (Wells, 1993). 

17. Back-to-basics schools arose in response to many of the non-traditional, 

innovative, reform type alternative schools. These schools survived when 

most of the alternative schools were not flourishing. They were characterized 

by drill-and-practice, rote learning, formality, respect for authority, and 

conventional curriculum (Neumaim, 1994). 

18. The alternative schools movement eventually became a niche market within 

public schools. It was primarily known for its role in educating at-risk, 

special-population students (Gregory, 1988; Kellmayer, 1995; Raywid, 1994; 

WeUs, 1993). 

19. The alternative schools that survived were those that served students who 

came to the school by choice rather than being sentenced to the school. These 

early alternative choice schools were typically small-scale and more 

innovative, a response to serve the students not optimally served by the 

traditional public school program (Kellmayer, 1995; Rajrwid, 1994). 
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20. Unless schools were willing to undergo complete systemic changes, the 

chances of implementing the many innovations within a school were slim 

(Raywid, 1994). 

21. Alternative schools that were successful had three basic qualities: "First, these 

schools generate and sustain commimity within them. Second, they make 

learning engaging. And third, they provide the school organization and 

structure needed to sustain the first two" (Raywid, 1994, p. 29). 

This list had many potentially valuable lessons for charter schools. The 

points in the list also demonstrated that charter schools stood, in part, on the 

shoulders of the alternative schools movement of the sixties and seventies. In 

fact, the similarities were so striking that it appeared as if charter schools were 

almost a new name for an old reform. 

Prior to the California charter schools legislation of 1992, an alternative 

schools provision already existed in the California education code. The purpose 

of this provision was to allow schools to seek waivers from the education code in 

order to be more flexible and autonomous. Ted Kolderie (1995) called this 

"'alternative schools' provision of the [California] education code; a charter-like 

program" (p. 7). Kolderie's reference to the alternative schools provision as 

"charter-like" was an interesting perspective given the relative age of the two 

movements, regardless, it was clear he saw similarities between alternative 

schools and charter schools. 
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Several threads were revealed after the literature on alternative schools was 

reviewed. One thread involved the ahistorical perspective of the alternative 

schools movement. Neumann (1994) said it was almost as if today's reformers 

had never read the literature on alternative education. Sarason (1990) echoed a 

similar thought "If anything characterizes educational reform in the past half-

century, it has been its ahistorical stance" (p. 34). This ahistorical perspective, 

which bothered Neumann (1994) and Sarason (1990), was the same one that 

nagged Cremin (1974). These authors realized that history held many lessons 

and revealed many innovative ideas that had been tried in public schools. Yet, 

many reformers and practitioners appeared to ignore these ideas and lessons. 

This lack of attention to educational history on the part of education 

reformers led to a second thread in the alternative education literature: 

promotion of "new" ideas as innovative reforms that were retreads of ideas from 

previous generations (e.g. progressive era). Alternative education authors such 

as Long (1994), Neumarm (1994), and Raywid (1994) thought, as Cremin (1974) 

did twenty years prior, that many of the ideas and concepts being promoted as 

innovative in the current field of education were really ideas from a previous era. 

As Nexmiann (1994) said, "Today, concepts like school choice, site-based 

management, teacher empowerment, service learning, authentic assessment, and 

other approaches alternative educators have been using for decades are often 

touted as novel ideas for education reform" (p. 549). Neumarm further described 
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alternative education classes from the 1970s that often met two or three times per 

week with the students. Schools where students were involved in internships in 

the commtmity. Schools where grades were not given and the students earned 

points toward graduation, and where most of the assessments were based on 

products the students created, including reports, journals, performances, 

artwork, etc. However, because of the ahistorical viewpoint of many educators, 

most, if not all of these practices described by Neumann would still be 

considered iraiovative in the 1990s. 

Another example of a previous era's "innovative" classroom came from 

Cuban (1993). He described this classroom as: "Encourag[ing] more movement 

of students in classrooms, project activities for part of the day, and mixed forms 

of grouping" (p. 145). However, this innovative classroom was not a current-day 

description but, rather, an elementary teacher's classroom from the early 1900s, 

nearly one hundred years ago. 

Raywid (1994) described how alternative schools, which she called popular 

innovation schools, were different than traditional public schools: 

Alternative schools identify teacher-student interaction as their 
greatest departure from conventional school. Considerable attention 
typically goes to cultivating a strong sense of connection among 
students, and between students and teachers. Emphasis and energy 
also go into making curricultmi compelling, challenging, and inviting 
.... In other [popular innovation] alternatives, the creativity focuses on 
the instructional mode, and particularly on ways to provide 
experiential learning... to make learning accessible in ways other than 
primarily through books. "Challenge" programs, where learning is 
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documented through design and completion of distinct passages, 
represent another form of experience-focused learning featured in 
some alternatives (Gregory & Smith, 1987; Williams, 1993). And an 
attempt to combine academics with work-related effort and tangible 
products is yet another thrust. Finally, the structures of an alternative 
school combine to sustain the membership orientation and the 
attraction of learning. Staff roles are broadened to include new 
responsibilities, crucial educational decisions are made within the 
school, schedules are changed, the school's social order becomes 
dependent on norms rather than on rules, and far more coDaborative 
effort occxirs among both students and staff than in other schools, (p. 
29) 

Today, many observers would consider several of the above classroom examples 

as innovative. 

Despite the infiltration of ideas into the traditional curriculum, overall, the 

face of traditional school had not changed significantly despite the past century's 

reforms. Nexmiann (1994) concluded his historical look at alternative schools by 

noting that notwithstanding the alternative movement concepts that had foimd 

their way into the schools of the 1990s, overall "mainstream education still looks 

a lot like it did 30 years ago" (p. 549). 

Based on the analysis of alternative schools, several questions, as they 

related to this dissertation, became apparent: Would charter schools be able to 

promote and proliferate innovation within the classroom as some alternative 

schools of choice have in the past? Would charter schools run a course similar to 

the fate of alternative schools in general? Or would charter schools fulfill the 

vision of the Littie Hoover Commission (1996): "The charter school movement is 
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seen not just as an experiment that will identify the best educational methods but 

also as a powerful tool to achieve change within the education system" (p. 1). 

Intractability of Education Reform 

The notion that charter schools would usher in change and innovation was 

the imderlying assumption that prompted this dissertation. Many charter school 

people expressed the belief that charter schools would foment change and 

innovation, yet the history of change and innovation in public schools seemed to 

suggest a muted expectation for change. Work by Boyer (1983), Cremin (1988), 

Cuban (1993), Goodlad (1984), Lounsbury and Qark (1990), Sarason (1982,1990, 

1996), Sizer (1984), and Tyack (1990) provided evidence that littie substantive 

change had occtured in schools over the past century, especially in the 

classroom. 

Research previous to the 1970s focused primarily on the inputs (students) 

and outputs (student achievement) of the educational process. During this time, 

the educational process was taken as a given and not something of particular 

interest to study in research (Cremin, 1988; Goodlad, 1984). If there was a 

difference in the output, it was assumed this difference was due to the input 

(students). The Coleman Report (Coleman, 1966), which analyzed students' 

socioeconomic status and student achievement, provided an example of the 

input-output research that was conducted prior to the 1970s. 
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As mentioned previously, the alternative school movement's history of the 

last four decades provided just one example of the intractable nature of public 

school education. Ehiring the early 1970s, the nimiber of alternative schools grew 

rapidly. Yet, despite this rapid growtii, today most of the original alternative 

schools had either ceased to exist, become part of the traditional public school 

structure, or changed to focxis on at-risk students. The original forms of 

alternative schools were essentially eliminated, reconfigured to conform, or 

became a niche service for a population of students who had not been 

traditionally successful in public schools. History had shown that the public 

school system had the ability to take an innovative idea and reformulate it and 

mold it imtil it fit within the parameters of public education (Hoffman, 1998). 

Despite the lack of changes in the classroom, if students learned as a 

consequences of their experiences in classrooms, then it followed that charter 

schools were going to have to do something not commonplace within the realm 

of educational reforms: change what was occurring behind the classroom door. 

In other words, if nothing changed in the classroom, assimiing comparable input 

(students), the student output (student achievement) should remain imchanged. 

The review of literature on school reform and its effect on changing public 

schools and the classrooms in particular can be portrayed with the comments of 

the authors themselves. The first three authors Tyack (1990), Cuban (1995), and 

Cremin (1988) were all eminent education historians. 
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Tyack (1990) reviewed the many reform efforts in education over the last 

century. He discussed the effects of educational reform on the classroom, 

pointing out that changing what went on behind the classroom doors was 

perhaps the most difficult type of reform. He said, "There is far more talk about 

restructuring teaching than action to bring it about" (p. 187). He also pointed out 

that reforms in the classroom continually appeared, but history has shown they 

lack the ability to persevere over time. 

Cuban (1995), in his study of classroom practices from 1880 to 1990, found 

that according to John Dewey, as of the 1950s, the progressive era had changed 

little in the schools other than the "life conditions" in the elementary classroom. 

In fact, Dewey (as cited in Cuban, 1995) described the changes that had occurred 

in the high school classroom as "hardly any" (p. 145). Cuban noted that Dewey 

had "noticed how much more talk there was about change than there were actual 

alternations in classroom teaching and learning" (p. 145). Cuban's historical 

review through 1990 fotmd "much evidence to support Dewey's observations 

about the extent and quality of the changes that had occurred since 1900" (p. 

145). He summarized his findings regarding teaching practices through 1990. 

Overall, the tradition of teacher-centered instruction continues to 
dominate elementary and secondary classrooms, but a hybrid version 
of student-centered practices, begun in the early decades of this 
century, has spread and is maturing ... teacher-centered instruction 
dominating high school classrooms and [with] the increasingly 
frequent appearance of hybrids on instruction, mostly in elementary 
school classrooms but occasionally in the upper grades, (p. 272) 
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He also found "a modest relaxation in formal relationships between high 

school students and their teachers has occurred [which Dewey referred to as life 

conditions within the classroom] but dominant classroom practices across 

academic subjects have continued to be teaching-centered" (p. 273). Cuban 

(1995) believed that even though most teachers, partictilarly at the higher grade 

levels, had not changed substantially, there was hope for future change. He 

based this belief on the fact that "even within the seemingly xmbendable 

structures of schooling built by previous generations a substantial minority of 

teachers made both incremental and fundamental changes in their teaching 

practices" (p. 289). 

Cremin (1988) described American pubic schools as "offering an 

increasingly standardized curriculimi fare" (p. 521) and schools that had become 

"more standardized during the twentieth century" (p. 672). Schools became 

more standardized as part of the metropolitanization of America, but this 

process also "created some of its [American education's] most intractable 

problems" (p. x). Cremin (1988) capsulized the effects of education reforms over 

the past century by referring to another historian, Arthur M. Schlesinger. 

As early as 1922, the historian Arthur M. Schlesinger called attention 
to a cyclical process in American history in which reform movement 
came into being, flourished, and triumphed, only to be replaced by 
conservative and consolidating movements, which in turn were 
succeeded by reform movements, (p. 670). 
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In addition to these three noted historians, several large research projects 

have specifically looked at classroom practices. These studies range from 

perhaps the largest of them all, A Study of Schools, conducted by John Goodlad 

(1984), a comprehensive field-study covering kindergarten through twelfth 

grade, to another large but very targeted study by Lounsbury and Qark (1990) 

who conducted a shadow study of eighth graders throughout the cotmtry. 

A Study of Schools, conducted by Goodlad (1984) involved over twenty data 

collectors who visited over one thousand classrooms in thirty-eight schools from 

thirteen commimities across the country. Data were collected for almost a month 

at each school, involving some "8,624 parents, 1,350 teachers, and 17,163 

students" (p. 18). 

The results were released in the seminal work A Place Called School: 

Prospects for the Future (Goodlad, 1984). Goodlad, based on past history and 

the results of his study, commented on educational change in the classrooms 

across America. 

Over the years, these ways of schooling have proved to be 
extraordinarily resistant to change, encouraging the view that 
"nothing changes; there is only the appearance of change" ... schools 
have been stubbornly resistant to those more deviant ones [reform 
ideas] designed to break down the prevailing structures - the 
elimination of grade levels (nongrading), teaching cooperatively rather 
than alone (team teaching), the elimination of walls between rooms 
(open space classrooms), the utilization of large blocks of time (so as to 
accommodate an integrated core curriculum), or the provision of 
varied periods of time for differing subjects (modular schedtding).... 
In spite of the sameness of schooling, however, seeing one school is not 
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seeing them all. Schools do differ, not in their programmatic or 
behavioral regularities, but in the ways the humans in them, 
individually and collectively, cope with these regularities and relate to 
one another, (p. 267) 

He also said. 

Classrooms differ - not in their behavioral regularities, but in the 
atmosphere of concern established by the teacher .... Indeed, everyone 
would be surprised if the autonomy so valued by teachers were used 
to deviate markedly from what is and, therefore, should be. (p. 268) 

Goodlad (1984) made the point that even the differences between "satisfying" 

versus "less satisfying" schools were minimal when it came to the program and 

behavioral regularities in the school and classroom. He said, "What the 

foregoing discussion of differences between schools makes us painfully aware of, 

however, is that these more satisfying schools are not likely to differ markedly 

from less satisfying schools in programmatic and behavioral regularities" (p. 

268). 

Goodlad (1984) succinctly brought home the point of the intractable nature 

of schooling when he stated, "But replacing all the principals and teachers 

tomorrow would change only the actors. The play would go on as before" (p. 

267). 

Boyer (1983) and twenty-five educators conducted a large, in-depth study of 

fifteen public high schools spread throughout the country. Their purpose was to 

examine a cross-section of American public secondary education. Each school 
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was observed for approximately twenty school days. In High School: A Report 

on Secondary Education in America, Boyer (1983) stated, 

"Changes come and go/' one principal told us, "but in the end life here 
stays pretty much the same." The principal was describing his own 
small school in the southeast, but he might have been describing the 
high school as an institution. Vast changes have swept over education 
in recent decades, and yet the structure of schools remains much the 
same. (p. 230) 

Further, he said, "Just as the arrangement of space is standardized in the 

American classroom, so is the use of time" (p. 141). 

Theodore Sizer (1984) headed up the research project called A Study of High 

Schools. This research project involved fieldwork in over eighty high schools 

aroxmd the coimtry. The study was reported in Horace's Compromise: The 

Dilemma of the American High School (Sizer, 1984). Sizer, in his introduction to 

the book, stated. 

As one visits commxmities one is gradually struck by how similar the 
structure and articulated purpose of American high schools are. Rural 
schools, city school; rich schools, poor schools, private schools; big 
schools, little schools; the framework of grades, schedules, calendar, 
courses of study, even rituals, is astonishingly xmiform and has been so 
for at least forty years .... Given the extraordinary changes in 
American society and scholarship over the last decades and the 
remarkable diversity of American commimities, the similarities among 
American high schools' purposes, structures, and procedures are 
fascinating, (p. 5) 

The last large scale research project reviewed was by Loimsbury and Qark 

(1990), who conducted perhaps the largest shadow study of eighth graders. The 

studies results were reported in Inside Grade Eght: From Apathy to Excitement 
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(Lounsbury & Clark, 1990). In their book the authors also reviewed other 

researchers' work that described school and classroom practices in grades six 

through nine. One of the comments the authors made regarding schools and 

classroom practices overall was "Perhaps no institution in our society has been 

less altered in fundamental ways than the school" (p. 35). 

Finally, another prolific author on the history of past educational reform 

efforts and what was needed to change practices within the classroom has been 

Se5anour Sarason. Sarason (1996) said about the effects of past educational 

reforms, "In regard to educational change in schools the evidence indicates that 

the more things change the more they remain the same" (p. 90). He also said, 

"Schools have been intractable to change and the attainment of goals set by 

reformers" (1990; p. xiii). 

Based on the statements of these researchers, the history of the alternative 

schools movement, and the history of previous education reforms, it was evident 

that any new reform claiming to be able to foment change within the public 

school, and in particxilar the classroom, was problematic. Yet, charter school 

advocates were making statements such as "an experiment that will identify the 

best educational methods ... [and] a powerful tool to achieve change within the 

education system" (little Hoover Commission, 1996; p. 1). 
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In Chapter Three, the methodology used to collect data for this study was 

outlined. Additionally, the predictions (hypotheses) used in this study, which 

served as the framework for data collection and analysis, were described. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

METHODOLOGY 

This dissertation was a comparative multi-case study as briefly described in 

Chapter One. The fieldwork was conducted in 19% during the entire month of 

June. The study examined and compared two charter schools. 

Site Selection 

Initially, the author planned to choose one charter school in California and 

one in Arizona. In the spring of 1996, approximately 250 charter schools 

operated in twenty-one states (Little Hoover Commission, 1996). Sites in 

California were considered for a variety of reasons. First, California accotmted 

for more than one-third of all the charter schools in the country and by more 

than a factor of two had the largest nvimber of up and nmning charter schools. 

This large number of charter schools in California provided a sizable pool of 

potential sites. California not only had approximately eighty-nine charter 

schools, their charter schools were also some of the oldest in the coimtry (up to 

three years old). Second, California was considered to have one of the strongest 

charter school laws of the twenty-one states with charter legislation (Lindsay, 

1995). Strong charter school laws, as defined by Louann Bierlein (Lindsay, 1995), 

would hopefully foment charter schools that were irmovative. Accordingly, 

California should have provided a rich source of innovative charter schools. As 
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discussed in Chapter One, the deregulatory effect on these schools was intended 

to promote change and irmovation. The charter school law in California, signed 

on September 2,1992 and effective January 1,1993, outlined six goals. One of 

these goals was to "encourage the use of different and innovative teaching 

methods" (California Education Code, 47601 [c], 1992). Third, in the spring of 

1996, the author was living in Arizona. California, a neighboring state, was a 

convenient location to conduct in-depth site visits. 

Sites in Arizona were also initially interesting for several reasons. First, 

Arizona was considered to have the strongest of all the charter laws (Lindsay, 

1995). Second, Arizona had the second largest number of charter schools in 

operation in during the 1995-1996 school year (Lindsay, 1995). Third, as 

mentioned above, the author was living in Arizona, making fieldwork in the 

charter schools convenient. 

As a starting point for identifying the charter schools to be studied, several 

"experts" in the charter school field from Arizona and California were 

interviewed. The goal was to identify several schools that were perceived by 

these experts as being the most innovative. For both states, the top official from 

the Department of Education overseeing charter schools was interviewed. At the 

state level, Kathi Haas, director of charter schools for the Arizona Department of 

Education, and David Patterson, director of special research projects in 

California, were interviewed. Additionally, each state had an independent body 
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that was working closely with charter schools. Arizona had the Arizona Charter 

School Association and CaUfomia had CANEC (California Network of 

Educational Charters). The leaders of each of these organizations were 

interviewed: John Kakritz from Arizona and Sue Bragato from California. To 

identify other charter school experts, each of the four leaders interviewed were 

asked if they knew of any other persons who were more knowledgeable than 

themselves about the charter schools in their state. In the case of California, this 

process led to a third person being interviewed, Eric Premack. He was named by 

both of the experts interviewed from California as the most knowledgeable 

person regarding California charter schools. Two of the state level officials 

selected for this study, Haas and Premack, were also two of the experts used in 

the Hudson Institute study (Finn, et al., 1996a). 

Through a phone interview with each of these experts, several charter 

schools were identified. The charter schools these experts mentioned were ones 

they perceived to be the most innovative among the current charter schools in 

their state. The school that was mentioned the most often by these experts was 

to be contacted to determine its willingness to participate in this study. 

Even though an effort was made to contact the person who would be the 

most informed about the charter schools in their respective states, the most 

innovative charter school may not have been identified. This could be due to 

several factors. 
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First, it was possible that the most irmovative charter school for each state 

was not identified becatise it was a question that no one was in a position to 

answer. There were simply too many new charter schools in California and 

Arizona in the early spring of 1996, and no one had first-hand knowledge of all 

of the charter schools within their state. Without knowing what each of the 

charter schools in the state were like, it would have been difficult, perhaps 

impossible, for anyone to select the most irmovative of the current charter 

schools. 

Second, each expert gave a different meaning to the word innovative. Each 

interviewee was asked what she/he thought was the purpose of the charter law 

in her/his state. All mentioned the impetus to cause innovation. However, 

when asked what it meant to be irmovative, the answers varied. 

Finally, each expert mentioned a number of schools because she/he did not 

think any one school was the most innovative, and as a result, no one school was 

the experts' clear choice. Each expert tj^ically mentioned a school because of a 

specific program. Consequently, the author considered all of the experts' 

comments about the charter schools, attempting to be as objective as possible in 

choosing a school. However, it was not possible to be completely objective in the 

selection of a school because even coimting the number of times a school was 

mentioned by the experts was misleading. In the final analysis, although the 
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author attempted to be as objective as possible, a subjective judgment was made 

in selecting the most innovative schools. 

The goal of interviewing these experts from both states was to select the 

most innovative charter schools in California and Arizona; however, there were 

logistical problems in identifying the most innovative charter school in Arizona. 

After numerotis attempts, the author was tmable to get the two experts from 

Arizona to agree on the most innovative charter school. In retrospect, there were 

several possible reasons for this difficulty. The Arizona director of charter 

schools was new. She did not feel comfortable giving names of schools because 

she did not have a good sense of the schools. Additionally, given the political 

nature of her position, it was probably predictable that Arizona's director of 

charter schools would be hesitant to name the most innovative charter schools in 

the state. On the other hand, the California expert who worked in the 

Department of Education was not the director of charter schools but, rather, was 

director of special projects. Charter schools were just one of many projects xmder 

his direction. Perhaps, for this reason, he felt fewer political pressures and was 

willing to name irmovative charter schools in California. 

The second expert from Arizona was the head of the charter school 

association (which formally represented the state's charter schools). This person 

was also more hesitant to name the most innovative charter schools in Arizona 

compared to his California counterpart, the head of CANEC (California's more 
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informal Network of charter schools). The reluctance of both Arizona experts to 

name irmovative charter schools made the selection process in Arizona much 

more difficult than in California. 

While it was difficult to get names of innovative charter schools in Arizona, 

the experts did agree on one issue. Experts from both Arizona and California 

thought they were seeing a difference in the amoimt of innovation in a 

conversion versus start-up charter school. They thought start up charter schools 

tended to be more innovative than conversion charter schools. The notion that 

there might be a difference in conversion versus start-up schools, particularly as 

it related to the amount of innovation, was one that could be investigated within 

the framework of the study without much modification in structure. 

Given the difficulty in finding the most innovative charter school in Arizona 

and the potential to investigate a conversion and a start-up school within the 

same state, the decision was made to do the study on two California charter 

schools. The study would focus on a school in California identified by the 

experts as the most innovative and a school that was similar to this school except 

that it would be a either a start-up or conversion charter school depending on the 

first school selected by the experts. 

A final consideration in choosing the specific schools for this study occurred 

in late March of 1996. The author, while attending the third annual CANEC 

conference, heard a presentation by two International Baccalaureate (IB) charter 
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schools. One of the two schools had been mentioned by the experts as being one 

of the most innovative charter schools in California. The other charter school 

had not been mentioned by any of the experts during the interviews. 

For many reasons, these two IB charter schools were chosen for this study. 

First, one school was a start-up and one was a conversion school. Second, the 

start-up IB school was mentioned by the experts as being one of the most 

innovative charter schools in California, and the conversion charter school was 

not mentioned by any of the experts. Third, the schools had overlapping grades, 

seventh through ninth. Fourth, both of the schools emphasized the IB program, 

which some considered an innovative curriculum. Fifth, the author might gain 

entry into the schools because he had seen their school's presentation at the 

CANEC conference and briefly talked with the presenters. Filially, both schools 

were in the same metropolitan area, simplif5ang the logistics of the study. 

The two IB charter schools were Elm and Juniper Academy. The experts 

consistently mentioned Elm as one of the most innovative charter schools in 

California. Elm was in its second year of operation and was a start-up charter 

school. Jimiper had been a public school for some seventy years and had just 

converted to charter status earlier in the school year. 

After the schools were selected, the appropriate contact person was 

identified for each school site. For Elm, this was the school secretary and the 



75 

Chief Executive Officer (CEO), i.e., the principal. At Juniper, the principal's 

secretary and the principal were the contact persons. 

Initial attempts to discuss the study with the two principals were difficult 

over the phone. To help alleviate this problem, in April 1996, the author traveled 

to California and met with each principal. At both schools, it was agreed that the 

teachers would make the final decision whether this study wotild proceed. This 

was done because the study involved extensive classroom observations and 

teacher interviews. A letter was sent to all of the teachers at both schools briefly 

describing the intent of the study and asking for permission to use their school in 

the study and to visit the teachers' classrooms. At both schools, the teachers 

overwhelming agreed to allow the study. 

The teachers were told that their participation was totally voluntary, and if 

they chose not to participate, they simply needed to advise their principal or 

CEO, and they would not be approached. Between the two charter schools there 

were eighty teachers and only one teacher declined to participate. 

Background of Schools 

Elm 

Elm was a sixth through tenth grade charter school with approximately 

three htmdred students as of June 1996. The school originally opened as a 

charter school in August of 1994. Elm was considered a start-up charter school 
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because before it opened in 1994 the school did not exist in any form. Elm was 

chartered through the local school district. The school's demographics were 

representative of the suburban nature of the school (i.e., few minorities). Ehiring 

Elm's first year, 1994-95, the school was housed in portable classrooms on a 

middle school campus at the southern end of the local school district boundaries. 

For the second year, 1995-96, the school moved to a previously vacant piece of 

land at the northern end of the district. This location housed fifteen portables 

and was the spot the founders hoped would someday become the campus for the 

charter school's permanent facilities. 

Elm had a rich history, despite its youthful age of two. The actual vision for 

the school began at least six years earlier with a current Elm teacher. Bill, who 

was, at the time, teaching at one of the two comprehensive high schools in the 

local school district. With the assistant superintendent of the district. Bill began 

to discuss ideas that eventually led to the formation of what would become Elm. 

From Bill's initial talks with the assistant superintendent a group of mostly 

teachers was formed and, they called themselves the "Dream Team." The group 

consisted of three of the current teachers at Elm as well as the CEO. One of the 

original teachers, Martin, said of the early Dream Team days, "I quickly got 

attached to the group that was named, at that point, the Dream Team because 

they were dreaming up what could happen for secondary schools, particularly 

high schools, but we sort of expanded the scope." Martin liked "the opportunity 
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[to participate] once a week in an after-school meeting that was totally 

voluntary... and [to] start thinking about what school can be." The Dream 

Teams' dreaming culminated when all of the teachers at the local high schools, 

who were going to be teaching at Elm, were released from their teaching 

assignments for the last two months of the 1993-1994 school year to plan. Bill 

said, "We got off the last two months at [his previous school], all of us, so that we 

could try, because we were going to try and open on July 1, and so to try and get 

up and running. And that worked somewhat well." 

Elm operated on a year-roimd calendar. School started at 7:20 a.m. and 

ended at 2:00 p.m. The school day was organized into blocks of time. The day 

started out with two block periods and ended with one block period. Each block 

was approximately ninety minutes. There was a ten-minute break between the 

two morning block periods. During these blocks, students were in himianities 

(social studies/Language A), math and/or science. Language B, or physical 

education. In addition to these three block periods, the students had two forty-

five minute periods with limch in the middle. During these two periods, 

depending on the day of the week, students were in one of three different 

combinations of their elective class and/ or advisory period. 

The school was organized into divisions rather than grade levels. The lower 

grades were Division I, and the upper grades were Division II. Division I was 

essentially sixth, seventh, and eighth graders. Division n was ninth and tenth 
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graders (a few eighth graders were in Division II). There was about twice as 

many students in Division I as Division II. Similarly, there were ten teachers for 

Division I and six (four core and two half-time Language B, foreign language) 

teachers for Division II. There was also a special education puU-out class of 

approximately a dozen students. These students came from both divisions. 

Students were further divided into houses. There were approximately one 

himdred students and five teachers in each house. In Division I, there were two 

houses. Students were placed into a house depending on the second language 

they were learning. One house was called the German house and the other was 

the Spanish house. There were slightly more students in the Spanish house than 

the German house. 

Division 11 had one house, and it was called the International hotise. There 

were not enough students in Division n to necessitate two houses, so all the 

students were grouped into one house. Approximately half the students spoke 

German as their second language and half spoke Spanish, making it necessary to 

have two half-time teaching positions share the Language B assignment for 

Division II. These positions could have been filled by one teacher, but that 

person would have to be able to teach both German and Spanish. 

Within each house, there were six groups of approximately fourteen to 

twenty-two students. Each group of students stayed together as a imit for all 

four core classes. At any one time, each of the six groups of students would be in 
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one of the five house teachers' classrooms or outside in physical education class. 

Because of unusual circumstances during the 1995-96 school year, the physical 

education leaders (they were often young adults, late teens/ early twenties, who 

were being paid minimal wages) were not part of the house teams of teachers. 

Each house placed students into groups according to the students' abilities. 

In the International house, which covered all of the students in Division n, 

students were placed in one of three ability levels. Two of the six student groups 

were considered honors, two groups were regular, and two were the low-ability 

students. The German and Spanish Division I houses placed students into 

advanced and regular groups, according to their ability level. 

All students at Elm took four core classes (math, science. Language A, and 

social studies). Language B, physical education, an elective, and advisory. The 

scheduling of the four core classes. Language B, and physical education varied 

depending on the division. 

In Division I, students attended a ninety-minute block period of hmnanities 

each day. This class consisted of Language A (English) and social studies. In 

Division I, all students also attended a ninety-minute block each day of 

science/ math. The third block, which was actually two forty-five minute 

periods, was a combination of Language B for half the block and physical 

education for half the block. In this third block period, the ninety minutes were 

actually broken into two separate forty-five minute periods, and the students 
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rotated between different teachers for these two classes. In the other two blocks 

in Division I, htimanities and math/ science, the students were in the same room 

with the same teacher for the entire ninety minutes. 

In Division 11, as in Division I, students attended, a daily ninety-minute 

humanities block period. However, in Division U, the math and science classes 

were not taught together by one teacher in a ninety-minute block period as they 

were in Division I. Instead, science was taught for an entire ninety-minute block 

period every other day, and math was taught daily in a forty-five-minute period. 

This was accomplished by having the students take either one ninety-minute 

block of science or one block of physical education each day. Over the course of 

a two-week period, students attended five ninety-minute block periods of science 

and five ninety-minute block periods of physical education. The third block was 

a double period divided into two forty-five-minute periods. The students went 

to either math or Language B for the first forty-five-minutes and then switched to 

the other subject for the second half of the double period. Every day. Division n 

students attended a full block of humanities, a half block of math, a half block of 

Language B, and depending on the day of the week, a full block of either science 

or physical education. 

All students at Elm, during the two forty-five-minute periods each day 

before and after limch, had their elective and/or advisory. The topics of the 

elective classes were based on what the teachers wanted to teach. The classes 
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were often related to the teacher's hobby and included topics such as gardening, 

cars, music, drama, and the Internet. None of the electives had prerequisites. 

This resulted in a complete mixture of students in these classes. For the advisory 

period, students were also mixed without regard to ability level, however. 

Division I and Division II students were separated. 

Elm's curriculum was based on the International Baccalaureate Middle 

Years program (IBMYP). This curriculiim is for sixth through tenth grade 

students. At the time. Elm was one of about six schools in the coimtry that 

officially offered an IB Middle Years program. Diiring the time this study was 

being conducted. Elm was in the process of applying for admission into the 

International Baccalaureate (IB) diploma program. The IB program is for 

eleventh and twelfth grade students. Their intent was to offer the IB diploma 

program starting in 1996-97. The plan was to add eleventh grade in 1996-97 and 

twelfth grade the following year, at which time Elm would be a sixth through 

twelfth grade charter school. It would also be the first school in the country to 

offer both an IB Middle Years program and an IB diploma program. 

Elm, as a result of being an IB Middle Years program, required all students 

to take Language B (a second language) each year they were in school. This 

meant, for example, that all of the Hispanic students who spoke English as a 

second language were learning German as their "second" language. In reality. 
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these students could graduate from Elm trilingual (assuming they did not lose 

their Spanish). 

In addition to the sixteen house teachers and the one special education 

teacher at Elm, there were five full-time house assistants. These five house 

assistants served different functions depending on the situation and the day of 

the week. On Monday and Friday, these five assistants either substituted for an 

absent teacher, worked with the classroom teachers by assisting them as needed, 

or met and planned as a group. As an example of the second scenario, one 

Monday during this study, an International house teacher wanted to rearrange 

the schedule for the following day to allow his students to complete 

presentations they had started in class that day. During the last hour of the day, 

he had a house assistant monitor his class while he went to the other four 

International house teachers' classrooms. He spoke to each class and rearranged 

students' schedules so the students could complete their presentations during 

science class the next day. 

All of the classroom teachers were given a full day of planning each week 

(except for elective and advisory periods). This was workable because on 

Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday, the house assistants took over the academic 

classes for the regular house teachers. During each of these three days, the five 

house assistants would replace all five teachers from one of the three houses. For 

example, every Tuesday the five Division I German house teachers met and 
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planned, while the five hoiise assistants taught their acadonic dasses. 

Wednesday and Thursday wotdd then be the planning days for either the 

Division I Spanish house teachers or the Intemational house teachers, and the 

house assistants would teach their respective classes. 

The Observations and Interviews 

During the month of June 1996, at least one observation was made in ail of 

Elm's seventeen teachers' classrooms. Five teachers were formally interviewed, 

and they were observed teaching in their classrooms at least three times. A total 

of approximately forty class periods were observed at Elm during this study. 

The five teachers interviewed included three Division n teachers and two 

Division I teachers. The three Division II teachers were Bill, science teacher; 

Martin, himtianities teacher; and Nicole, math teacher. The Division I teachers 

interviewed were Jill who taught math/ science for the German house and Cindy 

who taught humanities for the German house. 

The formal interviews averaged just over one hour. The interviews 

occurred at various locations and times. During the formal interviews, the 

questions listed in Appendix A were used as a guide. However, it was not 

uncommon to expand on these questions, based on the teacher's response to the 

formal questions. 
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In addition to the five teachers formally interviewed, another six teachers 

and/ or house assistants were informally questioned. These informal interviews 

lasted from a few minutes to fifteen minutes. 

Tuniper 

Juniper Academy was a charter school for grades seven through nine with a 

population of approximately twelve hundred students and sixty-three teachers. 

Juniper was considered a conversion charter school because it had been a charter 

school for less than one year, yet the school itself was over seventy years old. 

Juniper was in one of the largest public school districts on the West Coast. 

The demographic make-up of the school was approximately eighty-five 

percent Hispanic, eight percent African American, five percent Caucasian, and 

two percent other. The school was located in one of the poorest parts of the city 

in the middle of an area known as Barrio Monlo. The Juniper charter document 

described the neighborhood as a "typical iimer-city school with a mobility index 

of 59.2%" (Juniper Charter, 1996, p. 1). 

Jimiper applied for charter status in the simuner of 1995, after the charter 

was written in the late spring of 1995. The charter application was signed during 

the simuner of 1995 by all but four of the sixty-three teachers. They received 

their charter in early October of 1995. The teachers and the principal stated they 

gained charter status to have more fiscal freedom from the district and to protect 
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themselves from being controlled by the district. Originally, a committee of 

teachers was to write the charter; however, xiltimately one teacher wrote the 

document, with a little help from a fellow teacher. Based on conversations with 

Jtmiper teachers, it was clear they believed the charter was the idea of the 

principal and not generated from the teachers. This proved to have significant 

fallout and may have been a contributing cause of the principal's departure, 

which occurred while the fieldwork was conducted, Jime 1996. More elaboration 

regarding this event will be discussed in Chapter Four. 

In front of the campus was a large stone wall with "Jimiper Jimior High" 

inscribed on it, even though the name of the school was no longer Jxmiper Jimior 

High. Four years prior, the school was converted to a middle-level school. The 

permanent nature of the stone wall made it imderstandable that the school's 

name had not been changed. However, the charter document, written in the 

summer of 1995, began as follows: "Juniper Academy for International 

Baccalaureate Preparation is a modem Junior high school" (Juniper Chcirter, 

1996, p. 1). Whether Juniper Academy was a Jxmior high or a middle-level school 

appeared to still be in question. 

Jimiper, like Elm, was on a year-round schedule. The school operated on 

trimesters, with full month breaks between each trimester. 

Two-teacher teams split the responsibility for teaching six topics in grades 

seven and eight. The seventh grade teachers were responsible for social studies. 
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language arts, science, math, computers, and Spanish. The two teachers divided 

the six subjects any way they felt comfortable. The day was split into two three-

hour blocks of time. From 7:30 to 10:30 a.m. was the morning block. After 

returning from Ixmch, the afternoon block was from 11:10 a.m. to 2:15 pjn. 

Sometime during the day, each class of students spent one hour in physical 

education or an enrichment class with a third teacher. 

In the eighth grade, teachers teamed into pairs to teach social studies, 

language arts, science, math, study skills, and Spanish or Spanish language arts 

(for native Spanish speakers). The morning block was approximately four hours, 

from 7:30 to 11:40 a.m. They scheduled a ten-minute break for all eighth graders 

at 9:50 a.m. This break was optional, and often the teachers did not use that 

particular break time. After limch, the afternoon block was from 12:25 to 2:15 

p.m. Again, as with seventh grade, an hour for physical education or enrichment 

class occurred sometime during the day. 

The ninth grade teachers organized their classes into block periods, sinnilar 

to Elm. The morning consisted of two eighty-minute block periods. After lunch, 

the students had one more block period followed by a half-hour each day of 

commimity service/ tutorial period. On Tuesday and Thursday, students would 

attend periods one, three, and five. On Wednesday and Friday, students went to 

periods two, four, and six. Teachers in ninth grade, xmlike teachers in seventh 

and eighth grade, did not work as teams or have common planning periods. 
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On Mondays, students were released after lunch at 1:10 p.m., so teachers 

could meet with parents and students regarding student progress and portfolio 

assessments. On Mondays, all three grades were on a six period forty-eight 

minute schedule with five-minute passing periods. 

Of the less than fifteen percent of the school population who were not 

Hispanic, the majority were bused to the school for the International 

Baccalaureate (IB) magnet program. Juniper was not an official IB Middle Years 

program school; however, students interested in participating in the IB program 

in eleventh and twelfth grades came to this magnet school to prepare for the IB 

program offered at the area's high school. 

As part of their charter, the school had a new governance structure called 

the Jimiper Management Team (JMT) which was set-up as part of the charter. 

This committee weis composed of seventeen members: nine certificated staff 

(teachers) representing a block of about fifty-three percent of the committee, two 

parents, two admirustrators, two classified staff, and two students. 

The Observations and Interviews 

During the study, fifteen different classrooms at Jumper were observed for 

at least one period. Approximately forty different class periods, about the same 

as at Elm, were observed. Seven of the fifteen teachers observed also 

participated in a formal interview. The seven teachers interviewed were all 
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observed teaching on at least three occasions. One additional teacher, who was 

not observed teaching, was also formally interviewed. She was interviewed 

without observing her class because she wrote the charter, and this information 

was not discovered until the end of the study. 

The seven teachers observed and interviewed sparmed all three grades at 

Jimiper. The teachers included Sandy, ninth grade English; Nancy, ninth grade 

social studies; Michelle, ninth grade math; Stan and Linda who team-taught 

eighth grade science, math, English, Spanish, social studies, and study skills; and 

Lauren and Gail, who team-taught seventh grade science, math, Spanish, 

English, social studies, and computers. The eighth teacher who was interviewed 

but not observed was Irene. She taught eighth grade science. 

The teachers at Jimiper, like at Elm, were interviewed from forty-five 

minutes to over an hour. Most of the interviews took place during the teachers' 

planning periods. The interviews tended to be shorter than at Elm. 

Specifically related to Jimiper were two events that had a major impact on 

the school during the course of this study. The first event, a district teacher 

strike, had occurred approximately three months earlier in March. It was 

evident from the comments of many of the participants in this study that the 

strike had changed the school climate. The second event, which occurred during 

the last week of this study, was the sudden transfer of Juniper's principal of 

twelve years and the equally rapid hiring of his replacement. 
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Methodology 

Case studies are often held in high regard for tfieir in-depth look at 

particular situations. However, case study data analysis can be a weakness (Yin, 

1994). This dissertation was designed specifically to strengthen the data analysis 

component of the study. One of the ways this was accomplished was through 

the presentation of as much relevant data as possible. Additionally, the entire 

body of primary data is also available for review. Presenting as much data as 

possible to the reader increased the reliability of the study. Another strategy to 

strengthen the data analysis of this study involved making logical links from one 

finding to the next as they were uncovered in the study, thereby building a chain 

of evidence. 

In this study, formal/open-ended interviews were the primary data source. 

However, observations, documents, and archival records were used to help in 

triangulating the data. These diverse sources of data strengthened the construct 

validity of this study. Ferreting out the "facts" from the field through 

triangulation was critical to making inferences with some confidence (Yin, 1994). 

Multiple and Varied Sources of Data 

The strength of case studies is their ability to use data from multiple and 

varied sources (Bogdan & Biklen, 1992; Yin, 1994). The goal of this study was to 

analyze information firom a database that was well documented and accessible. 
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based on multiple and varied sotirces of evidence. The following was a brief 

description of the varied sources of data (Yin, 1994) that created a strong 

foundation for a thorough analysis, including building logical findings and 

conclusions. 

Interviews 

Interviews were the foundation of this multi-case study. Primarily, 

interviews were formal pre-arranged, tape-recorded, one-on-one situations with 

the author and the study participant. The main subjects interviewed for this 

study were teachers. Appendix A lists prototype questions that were used in the 

formal interviews. 

The informal interviews were generally spontaneous, open-ended 

interactions with teachers. On several occasions, discussions among the 

participants were recorded during these informal interactions. All of the 

participants' recorded words were ultimately transcribed. The interviews were 

cataloged into the study database and then subsequently analyzed as described 

below. 

At both schools, at least one teacher from each of the four core subject areas 

was formally interviewed. Approximately fifteen hours of formal interviews 

were conducted with thirteen teachers from the two charter schools. Several 

other teachers and teacher assistants from the two schools were also informally 
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interviewed and recorded. The principal of Juniper was formally interviewed, 

but the CEO of Elm was not. 

Direct Observations/Field Notes 

Throughout the school visits, descriptions of events, activities, and 

resources as well as subjective feelings were recorded and became part of the 

field notes (Spradley, 1980). When possible, these notes were written at the time 

of the observation. Otherwise, they were recorded as soon as possible after 

leaving the school. Statements were identified by quotations marks, name of the 

person (if possible), time of incident, and description of the setting. Throughout 

each visit, observer comments, which included speculations about the meaning 

of what was recorded, became part of the field notes. 

Most formal school observations were conducted in the classroom. 

Observations typically started at the begirming of the class period and lasted 

throughout the period. When the opportunity arose, the author moved aroimd 

the room as he observed and talked with students. On occasion, because of block 

schedules, two classes would be observed during a block period. On these 

occasions, entrance into the second classroom was as non-disruptive as possible; 

the observer often chose rooms with open doors. 

During classroom observations, the focus was on the grouping of students, 

the general behavior of the teacher and the students, interactions between the 
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teacher and students, interactions and movement among students, and a general 

description of surroundings. These categories for observations were drawn from 

several studies involving classroom observations, with particular attention to 

Cuban (1993) and Goodlad (1984). Casual observations were also conducted 

continually during the balance of the time spent in the schools. These 

observations included "sights, smells, and impressions" (Bogdan & Biklen, 1992, 

p. 107). All observations were noted either on a pad of paper that was carried at 

all times, on a notebook computer, or into a tape recorder. 

Docxmients 

Documents that potentially impacted this study were compiled. These 

included agendas for meetings, minutes of meetings, annotmcements, school 

newspapers, handouts to students during classes, handouts to parents and other 

stakeholders from the annual stakeholders' meeting, and the schools' Internet 

web site. 

Archival Records 

The main archival records of this study were the two schools' charter 

docimients. Organizational records and information both schools distributed as 

part of their school packet were reviewed. The schools' Internet web site was 

also referenced for information. 
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Physical Artifacts 

Attempts were made to collect meaningful physical artifacts such as work 

produced by teachers or students. This did not produce much in the way of 

data, however, a videotape of student presentations was collected. 

In sxmmiary, the building blocks for this study came from the individual 

teacher interviews. The classroom observations, field notes, documents, archival 

records, and physical artifacts served as mortar to bind these blocks tightly 

together. These different sources of data built a strong foimdation for the 

analyzing what was happening in these schools as well as developing findings 

for the study that will be reported in Chapter Four. 

Passive Participant Observations 

Authors have different opinions as to what constitutes passive participant 

observation. Yin (1994) described participant observation as "a special mode of 

observation in which you are not merely a passive observer" (p. 87). However, 

according to Spradley (1980), any direct observation by its very nature is at a 

minimum a passive form of participant observation. Spradley considered a non-

participant observer one in which the observations were made after the fact, as in 

watching a TV program that has already been recorded. Based on Spradley's 

definition, other than the videotaped presentations that were observed after the 

fact, this study involved participant observation. For this study, the author 
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believed that the participation was passive, which according to Spradley meant, 

"present at the scene of action but does not participate or interact with other 

people to any great extent" (p. 59). 

Teacher Participation/Selection 

For descriptive purposes, the teachers from these two charter schools were 

described as having participated in this study on one of four levels. Level 1 

participants involved the thirteen teachers who became the focus of this study. 

These teachers were each formally interviewed for an average of one hour. 

These teachers were also typically observed teaching on three or more occasions 

(except for Irene, as mentioned above). 

The second level of teacher participation involved the thirty-three teachers 

who were observed teaching at least once. This group included all of the Level 1 

participants, as well as an additional twenty teachers who were observed one or 

more times but not interviewed. 

Level 3 participants were all of the teachers who became part of this study 

through informal interactions, such as conversations with the author, over the 

course of this study. The two main areas of informal contact involved eating 

Ixmch with the teachers and attending faculty or governance meetings. The 

number at this level can only be estimated. Of the eighty faculty members at the 

two schools, approximately seventy were Level 3 participants. 
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Level 4 participants had no direct involvement in the study other than 

being on site while the study was in progress. This group of teachers never 

directly interacted with the author. There were approximately ten teachers from 

the two charter schools in this group. 

Administrators, secretaries, teaching assistants, and other staff were also 

involved to various degrees. However, because they were not the focus of this 

study, their level of participation was not detailed. 

Before the month-long on-site study began in June of 1996, all the teachers 

were informed of the possibility that they might be asked to participate in the 

study. Participation was defined as being interviewed by the author or being 

observed teaching. The teachers were informed that participation was 

completely voluntary. If they were not interested in participating, they simply 

told the author or the principal/ CEO, either in writing or in person. Only one of 

the eighty teachers declined to participate in the study. The following describes 

how the teachers were selected to participate at Level 2, i.e., to be observed 

teaching in their classrooms. 

During the first two weeks of the field work, the goal was to observe as 

many different teachers in their classroom as possible at the two schools. Thirty-

three teachers, selected on an almost random basis, were eventueJly observed. 

At Elm, all seventeen teachers were observed during the initial two weeks. At 

Jtmiper, sixteen of the sixty-three teachers were observed in the first two weeks 
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of the study. The following was written in the first person to describe the 

process used by the author to select the first few teachers observed at Jtmiper as 

well as reveal some of the author/observer's feelings and biases dtiring the 

process. 

It was an early June morning when I arrived at Juniper to begin the 
month-long observation period. I arrived on camptis aroimd 6:45 a.m., 
approximately a half-hour prior to the beginning of the school day at 7:20. 
Before going out into the classrooms I to met with the principal. He 
assured me that the teachers were used to having people come into their 
classrooms to observe them teach. He told me to feel free to go into any 
classroom. As I left the meeting, I was given a master schedule. 

Qass was in session when I began to wander the campus looking for 
the right opportimity to make an initial contact with a teacher. I walked up 
and down the halls. Most of the halls were open to the outside and not 
enclosed indoor-type hallways. I looked slyly, in an effort to not be 
noticed, into the rooms that had their doors propped open or had windows 
that could easily be seen through. Many of the windows were old and 
translucent. 

Having walked arotmd the campus and not feeling "right" about 
wandering into a classroom in the middle of first period, I decided to go 
into the library. After a short walk aroimd the library, I went back outside 
and sat down to review the master schedule and campus map. I looked at 
the map and realized there was a group of rooms very near to where I was 
sitting. One of the rooms across the walkway was an English class. I 
decided when first period ended, I would attempt to make contact with the 
classroom teacher. 

I was terrified at tfie thought of having to approach a total stranger and 
ask for permission to observe his/her classroom As the bell rang signaling 
the beginning of the first passing period, I walked toward the room. With 
great trepidation, I approached the door. It was closed. I paused, and it 
swimg open. I seized the moment and entered the classroom. At the far 
end of the room, writing on the board, was the teacher. She looked up, 
perhaps surprised, because I had come into the room before all of the prior 
period's students had exited. When she saw that I was an adult, she 
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inunediately approached. I told her who I was and asked her if she 
remembered getting the note that I had put in her mailbox providing 
backgroimd on me and a quick overview of my study. She said yes. She 
had seen the note, and I was welcome to sit and observe her next period. I 
was in!! As the period progressed, she did not appear bothered by my 
presence. 

After the class was over, the teacher and I spoke for a moment. While 
we spoke, she wrote on the board and then walked over to her desk to 
gather some student work in preparation for the next class. As I was 
leaving, she told me that I was welcome back anytime. Once outside, I 
decided to walk across the breezeway to the only other classroom in sight. 
I stuck my head in the classroom. I did not notice anyone in the room. As I 
turned to walk back outside, I heard a voice. It was the classroom teacher. 
She asked me if I was looking for someone, and I told her my intent. She 
said she had read my note and would be glad to have me come back and 
observe anytime. However, this next period she did not have a class. 

I quickly thanked her and hustled out into the breezeway. After 
orienting myself, I walked to the next building. By now, the halls were 
beginning to empty. I knew that if I did not hurry, I would miss my 
opportunity to observe another class. I ducked into the first room at the 
end of the building. The teacher was bustling around the front of the room. 
1 walked up to the front because she did not notice me walk in the 
classroom As I approached, perhaps because of the reaction of the 
students, she looked up and greeted me with, "Hello, can 1 help you?" I 
quickly told her who I was and reminded her about the note in her mailbox. 
She said she did not remember reading the note but that 1 was welcome and 
to have a seat anywhere. Just as I turned to find a seat, the bell sounded. 

As time went on, I became more relaxed about inviting myself into each 
teacher's classroom However, I have to admit that it never was easy. Only 
after making that initial contact with each teacher was it easier to come back 
the second time to the teacher's classroom. 

The above description of my first encoimters with the classroom teachers was 

representative of all the teachers that were approached at both schools. The 

teachers were always warm and friendly. They welcomed me into their 



98 

classrooms with open arms. As was mentioned earlier, a total of thirty-three 

teachers including all seventeen teachers at Elm and sixteen teachers at Jtmiper 

were observed one or more times and therefore were considered Level 2 

participants in this study. 

The ultimate goal of observing the initial thirty-three teachers was to 

provide a pool from which to choose those who would become the core. Level 1 

participants. This core of Level 1 participant teachers were formally interviewed 

and observed teaching on three or more occasions. After the first few days of 

classroom observations, a list of the teachers who had been observed, including 

their subjects and grade levels, was compiled. To ensure that the desired cross-

section of teachers was being observed, the list was updated daily and used to 

help determine which teachers to observe the following day. This process was 

necessary at Jtmiper because with sixty-three teachers it was clear from the 

begirming that only a limited nimiber of teachers could be observed. For Elm, 

because the staff was small, the intention from the beginning was to observe all 

of the teachers during the first two weeks. 

Observing thirty-three teachers in ten school days meant that classroom 

observations needed to occur almost continuously throughout the school day. 

Given that most of the ten school days consisted of three block periods, it was no 

small effort to observe thirty-three teachers. Several block period observations 

lasted the entire ninety-minute block. However, some of the classes were only 
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observed for half of the block period, allowing more than three classes to be 

observed in one day. By the end of the second week, all seventeen teachers at 

Elm and a cross-section of sixteen teachers at Juniper had been observed 

teaching. 

The next step was the selection of Level 1 participants. These teachers 

would be observed further as well as be formally interviewed. The goal in 

selecting teachers for Level 1 participation was to cover all four of the core 

subjects (math, science, language arts, and social studies) and as many grade 

levels as possible. 

At Elm, a conscious effort was made to interview some of the key people 

who helped create the school. Dtiring the first two weeks of observations, the 

key players in the initial organization of Elm were identified so they could be 

targeted as Level 1 participants in this study. 

Bill, a member of the original Dream Team, was considered the father of 

Elm. He taught science in the International house and was the first teacher to be 

identified as a Level 1 participant. His partner, Martin, the humanities teacher in 

the International house, was chosen next because he too was a member of the 

original Dream Team. Also, Martin and Bill taught two of the four core basic 

classes in International house at Elm. Nicole was the final teacher in the 

International house to be selected as an interviewee. She was not an original 
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member of the Dream Team; however, she was the International house math 

teacher. 

For Division I, the selection process for teachers to interview was more 

random. All of the Division I teachers in both houses had been observed at least 

once by the end of the initial two weeks, so choosing which core content area 

teachers to interview was not obvious. Also, there was no one person who had 

the stature of Bill or Martin in Division I in relation to the founding of Elm. 

However, one of the German house teachers, while not an original Dream Team 

member, was an early member of the planning team. For this reason, two 

teachers in the German house were selected for interview. 

In Division I, tmlike Division II, the four core subjects were split between 

two teachers rather than four. The German house had two math/science 

teachers and two humanities (English/ social studies) teachers. The two 

htimanities teachers were Melissa and Cindy. Melissa had been involved with 

the school since before its opening. Cindy was a first-year intern teacher from a 

local university. Melissa was chosen to interview because of her history with the 

school. She had been observed three times by the end of the study, but because 

she was involved in so many different activities, in and out of school, an 

interview was never successfully scheduled and completed. On one of the last 

school days of the year when Melissa was not in school, Cindy, the other 

humanities teacher in the German house, was asked for an interview. She had 



101 

been observed three times, and she readily agreed to be formally interviewed 

during her Ixmch period that same day. This interview did, however, turn out to 

be the shortest of all the formal teacher interviews in the study. 

The German house math/science teachers were Jill and Gregg. Jill had been 

teaching five years, and she had just completed her first year teaching at Elm. 

Gregg was new to Elm and teaching. The decision was made to interview Jill 

because of her experience. Gregg was informally interviewed and some of his 

comments are contained in the findings. 

At Jianiper, the selection process for Level 1 participants was fairly 

straightforward based on who had been selected at Elm. The Division U teachers 

at Elm taught eighth, ninth, and tenth grade students. It was determined that a 

comparable group of teachers should be selected for Jtmiper. Martin, the 

humanities teacher interviewed for Division n at Elm, taught the advanced 

group of students. When he was selected, this was imknown to the author, 

although in hindsight it would not have changed the decision given his stature in 

the school. Because Martin, as well as Bill and Nicole, taught advanced eighth, 

ninth and tenth graders at Elm, teachers at similar levels were interviewed at 

Jimiper. 

Unlike Elm, ninth grade teachers at Jimiper taught several levels of 

students. As a result, the ninth grade teachers selected at Jimiper also taught 

regular as well as advanced students. The teachers observed were Sandy, an 
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English teacher; Nancy, a sodal studies teacher; Michelle, a math teacher; and 

Sara, a science teacher. All of these teachers taught at least one advanced class. 

Toward the end of the four weeks, Sara took a group of students to the 

mountains for several school days. Things were very hectic for her as the trip 

approached, and because she missed several days due to the trip, she was never 

interviewed. Seven teachers had been interviewed at Jimiper by the time it 

became apparent it would not be possible to interview Sara. Additionally, the 

opportunity to interview Irene, the teacher who wrote Jimiper's charter arose, 

and it was decided that she would be interviewed in lieu of Sara. In retrospect, 

once it was discovered that Sara was working on such a big project, another 

ninth grade science teacher, such as Irene, should have been observed and then 

interviewed. Instead, it was fortuitous that Irene was available to be interviewed 

at the last moment. 

For several reasons, Irene was the only teacher interviewed who was not 

observed. First, the realization that Sara would not be available did not occur 

imtil the last few days of the study. Second, as a result of the lack of time, it was 

essentially not possible to observe Irene in the classroom. Third, several 

observations had already occurred in Sara's classroom, so the observations of 

ninth grade science had been covered. Fourth, Irene was an eighth grade science 

teacher, and an eighth grade science teacher at Juniper had already been 

observed and interviewed. 
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Selecting the teachers to interview for the seventh and eighth grade at 

Juniper was also relatively straightforward because of the seventh and eighth 

grade teachers who had been selected at Elm. At Elm, Division U teachers taught 

eighth grade. As mentioned above, the Division n teachers interviewed for this 

study taught the advanced groups. So the eighth grade at Jimiper also needed to 

teach advanced students. Melissa and Jill, the Elm Division I teachers who 

taught the sixth and seventh graders and who were scheduled to be interviewed 

in the German house also taught the advanced group within the German house. 

This meant the seventh grade teachers at Juniper also needed to teach the 

advanced seventh grade students. 

The teachers in both seventh and eighth grade at Juniper taught in teams. 

For each grade level, only one team taught any advanced students so the 

question of who would be interviewed was predetermined. The eighth grade 

team consisted of Stan and Linda, and the seventh grade team included Lauren 

and Gail. Each team taught all four core subjects plus two other courses such as 

computers, study skills, or Spanish to a cluster of students. Each cluster 

consisted of fifty to sixty students. In seventh grade, a cluster was limited to fifty 

students because the class size was set at no more than twenty-five students per 

teacher when the school became a middle-level school. 

At Elm, five teachers were Level 1 participants, and all seventeen of the 

teachers who taught at Elm participated at Levels 2 and 3. At Juniper, eight 
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teachers participated at Level 1, sixteen at Level 2, and approximately fifty at 

Level 3. Irene was included in Level 1 even though she did not fit neatly into 

that level. She was an anomaly because she was the only teacher in the study 

formally interviewed but not observed. The thirteen teachers who were formally 

interviewed were the building blocks for this dissertation. 

Analytical Strategy 

This study relied on a descriptive framework as the general analytic 

strategy. The basic proposition was to characterize two charter schools located in 

California. The two schools were visited during the spring semester of 1996. 

Both schools were initially visited during a one-day visit to California in early 

April. The purpose of this initial visit was to meet the staff, and in particular, the 

secretaries so they would connect a face to the author's phone calls. As 

mentioned above, the initial communications with both of these schools was 

difficult, and this face-to-face meeting helped to improve commtmication. 

Another short visit followed a few weeks later to meet with the principal or CEO 

and to make a brief tour of the campus. The third visit to the schools lasted the 

entire month of Jime. 

The bulk of the observations and data were collected diiring the month of 

June 1996. For four weeks, the author observed one or both of the two schools on 

a daily basis. Observations either started at one school and finished at the other 
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or were done at one of the schools for the entire day. A total of nineteen out of a 

possible twenty schools days during June were spent on campus interviewing 

and/ or observing teachers in their classrooms. 

The analysis for this study was based on a model outlined by Yin (1994). He 

outlined four dominant modes of analysis including pattern-matching, 

explanation-building, time-series analysis, and program logic models. For this 

study, the most appropriate mode of analysis was deemed to be pattern-

matching. 

Pattern-matching was used to compare the empirical-based patterns found 

from the data with the predicted and alternative propositions. If the patterns 

coincided with the predictions, the internal validity would be strengthened. 

Pattern-matching was typically used in explanatory studies; however, it can also 

be useful in descriptive studies. As Yin (1994) pointed out, "If the case study is a 

descriptive one, pattern-matching is still relevant, as long as the predicted 

pattern of specific variables is defined prior to data collection" (p. 106). 

Predictions 

Predictions were formulated before entering the field for classroom 

observations. Four predictions were developed based on the three main 

purposes of this study. Briefly, the three purposes and their corresponding 

predictions were 
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Purpose: To investigate classroom practices and structures. 

1) Prediction: Most of the classroom activities observed would be ones that 

the investigator had seen before or practices that were described in the 

literature as having been stable and predictable regularities in 

classrooms throughout American public schools over the last century. 

2) Prediction: Teachers would feel they had more autonomy within the 

classroom since teaching at the charter school. 

Purpose: To examine whether charter school teachers had changed 

their teaching practices as a result of working at a charter school. 

3) Prediction: The teachers wotdd not feel their classroom practices had 

changed significantly since teaching at a charter school. 

Purpose: To explore how start-up and conversion charter schools were 

similar and/or different. 

4) Prediction: The number of innovative activities at the start-up school 

would be greater than the innovation occurring at the conversion charter 

school. 

The first prediction examined irmovation in the classroom. To determine 

whether these classroom teachers were irmovative, it was first necessary, for 

comparison purposes, to codify a set of classroom practices and structures that 

were considered traditional, commonplace, or what has been called in the 

literature "regularities." 
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A number of leading authors (e.g., Boyer (1983); Cremin (1961,1988); Cuban 

(1993); Goodlad (1984); Lounsbury & Qark (1990); Sarason (1982,1990,1996); 

Sizer (1984); Tyack (1974,1990)) who had researched and written about 

classroom regularities found in public schools were reviewed. These authors' 

works were used to build a description of stable and predictable practices and 

structures. For this dissertation, these regularities were called "theoretical 

'traditional' classroom" (TTQ practices and structures. The goal of this 

description was to characterize what the TTC practices and structures looked, 

felt, and sounded like. 

For this dissertation, two charter schools were studied. The first school was 

for students in grades six through ten, and the second school served grades 

seven through nine. Both schools taught grades seven, eight, and nine. Eighth 

grade was the middle grade level among the three common grades, and it was 

also the middle grade within each individual school. Given the central position 

of eighth grade at and between the two case study schools, this grade was the 

starting point for describing the "traditional" classroom. 

Perhaps the largest study looking specifically behind eighth grade 

classroom doors was a national shadow study of eighth graders by Loimsbury 

and Qark (1990). The Lounsbury and Qark study shadowed eighth graders at 

one himdred sixty-one schools in forty-two states. Their work revealed patterns 

in what they called "tjrpical" eighth grade classrooms across the country. As 
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part of their study, they also reviewed other research that described school and 

classroom practices in grades six through nine. 

The Lounsbmy and Qark (1990) study was used to begin the description of 

the theoretical traditional classroom practices and structures. Other large 

national studies looking behind the classroom door were then reviewed. These 

included Goodlad (1984), Boyer (1983), and Sizer (1984). Historians and other 

education authors such as Tyack (1974,1990), Cuban (1993), Cremin (1961,1988), 

and Sarason (1982,1990,1996) were also reviewed. These authors were not the 

ordy researchers writing about classroom practices; however, they were the ones 

used for this study to describe the TTC. One of the first realizations from 

reviewing these authors' work was that none provided a straightforward 

description of the TTC. Perhaps these authors did not codify such a description 

of the TTC because they realized every classroom was slightly different. 

Although the research provided insight into general traits of the TTC, the lack of 

a clear description necessitated building a TTC description. This process 

inevitably brought in the author's bias. 

Of the studies and authors reviewed, the most comprehensive fieldwork 

study looking specifically behind K-12 classroom doors was A Study of Schools 

conducted by John Goodlad (1984). The results were released in the seminal 

work A Plarp Cailed School: Prospects for the Future. This study looked behind 

the classroom doors in over a thousand classrooms across the cotmtry. 



109 

Goodlad's introduction regarding his findings stated, "There is a sameness 

about schools just as there is a sameness about post offices and hospitals" (p. 

264). The following list of TTC practices and structures is an amalgamation of 

this "sameness" or regularities described in Goodlad's work as well as the work 

of Boyer (1983), Cremin (1961,1988), Cuban (1993), Lounsbury & Qark, 1990, 

Sarason (1982,1990,1996), Sizer (1984), and Tyack (1974,1990): 

1. Qassrooms were typically teacher-directed. The teacher stood in 
front of the room and talked to the students. 

2. There were tj^ically two major components of a class period: 
Teachers lectured to students or students worked on assignments. 

3. Students made very few decisions about their learning. The 
teacher domiiiated with respect to seating, grouping, content, 
materials, use of space, time utilization, and learning activities. 

4. Little opportunity for sustained conversation existed between 
students and teachers except during extracurricular activities. 

5. Qassrooms were devoid of amenities likely to provide comfort. 
They were unattractive or at least aesthetically bland. The higher 
the grade level the more likely the classroom would exhibit these 
traits. 

6. Emotion was not typically expressed in classrooms, including 
interpersonal feelings or expressions of hostility. 

7. Praise and correction of students' performance as well as 
guidance from the teacher in how to do better were lacking. 

8. Students were passive and generally remained in their seats 
(except for recess and physical education). 

9. Boredom was a disease within the classroom setting. 
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10. Students were grouped by age within a particular class. 

11. Students were typically working or listening as an individual, 
regardless of whether students were working alone or in groups. 

12. Tests and homework were the main mode of determining a 
student's grade. Tests were typically multiple choice, true/false, 
short answer, or fill in the blank. 

13. Students' accomplishments were usually judged on an individual 
basis. 

14. The textbook was often considered the curriculum and Weis the 
source of most coursework and homework assignments. 

15. Shared goals, group work, and active learning were more typical 
in physical education and extracurricular activities such as team 
sports and student government. 

16. Each class of twenty to thirty students met in a particular room 
where the students typically had an assigned seat. 

17. Students traveled from teacher to teacher and subject to subject. 
This was more common the higher the grade, with middle school 
often the transition period. 

18. Qassrooms were a place for kids. Other than the teacher and an 
aide, adults were typically not foimd in classrooms. This 
included parents and administrators. 

19. Schools were for students and adults who worked on campus. 
Adults from the commimity or parents were not usually on 
camptis during normal school hours. 

20. Extracurricular activities were common and increased with grade 
level. This included activities such as band, team sports, and a 
variety of clubs and leadership structures. These activities were 
typically competitive and limited the number of students who 
could participate, especially as the grade level increased. 
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21. The "basic five" - the four core, English, social studies, 
mathematics, and science, plus physical education - as well as an 
elective or two (art and foreign language dominated) were the 
tj^ical subjects taken by students. 

22. Each subject was taught for an equivalent of five, approximately 
fifty-minute class periods per week or approximately four hours 
per week per subject. 

23. Subjects were packaged. One subject was usually taught at a 
time. Students were in particular classrooms to learn a particular 
subject. 

24. Within subjects, there was often a sequence of coturses, for 
example. Algebra I, Algebra n. Geometry or French I, French n, 
French HI. 

25. There was rarely a coherent relationship or sequence across 
subjects. 

26. View of knowledge was segmented rather than integrated due to 
segmentation of subjects in separate periods with separate 
teachers. 

27. Schools typically departmentalized the subjects into the four core 
areas plus physical education, fine arts, foreign language, and the 
electives (vocational, business, etc.). 

28. Schools did not promote qualities such as intellectual 
development; the ability to think rationally; the ability to use, 
evaluate, and accumulate knowledge; as a desire for further 
learning. 

29. Promotion of a short-term view of learning resulted in teaching 
toward daily or weekly lessons of facts or specific topics rather 
than concepts and relationships. 

30. Students were judged on their ability to recall short-term facts or 
material that was learned within the lesson, unit, or semester 
rather than on their long-time maturation of intellectual abilities 
over the course of years. 
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31. Accommcxiations were made for students of diffoing 
accomplishments through different track offerings. The higher 
the grade level, the more pronounced the practice of tracking. 

32. Schools were organized aroimd grade levels. 

33. The school year was typically one hundred eighty days long, 
beginning and ending in the summer and broken into two major 
grading periods or semesters. 

34. Schools were based on the Carnegie unit, a length of student seat 
time required for promotion to the next grade level. 

35. At the end of each school year, students were either passed to the 
next grade level or were expected to repeat the same grade level 
the following school year. 

36. The school day was usually broken into five to seven blocks. 
Typically, the length of the class period was about fifty minutes. 

37. Double periods (which theoretically allowed for science labs or 
other learning activities requiring extended periods of continuous 
time) were not uncommon. 

38. Passing periods were typically five to seven minutes. 

39. School typically was in session seven hours (including limch), 
from approximately eight in the morning to three in the 
afternoon. Earlier grades usually started later. 

40. The school week was broken into a five - two pattern; during the 
five weekdays, school was in session, and during the two 
weekend days school, was recessed. 

41. Bells and clocks were used to indicate when a class period started 
and when students were considered late or tardy. 

42. The campus was t3rpically a group of buildings surrounded by 
open space and flat ground, often devoid of trees or other 
markings. 
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Given this description of the TTC practices and structures and assuming the 

intractable nature of schooling (Boyer, 1983; Cremin, 1961,1988; Cuban, 1993; 

Goodlad, 1984; Loimsbury & Qark, 1990; Sarason, 1982,1990,1996; Sizer, 1984; 

Tyack, 1990), the first prediction was 

1. Most of the classroom activities observed would be ones that the 

investigator had seen before or practices that were described in the 

literature as having been stable and predictable regularities in 

classrooms throughout American public schools over the last century. 

An alternative proposition was that charter school classrooms would be 

significantly different than traditional schools, and therefore the above 

predictions would still apply but in the negative. 

The second prediction arose from a look at possible causes for innovation 

within the charter school classrooms and as a result of the work done by 

researchers such as Corwin and Flaherty (1995). These authors, examined 

"whether the degree of autonomy has any impact on the amount of innovation" 

(p. 64). Based on their study, the prediction regarding the teachers' autonomy in 

the classroom was 

2. Teachers wotild feel they had more autonomy within the classroom 

since teaching at the charter school. 

An alternative prediction was that the teachers would feel their autonomy had 

not increased since teaching at the charter school. 
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The third prediction arose from the first prediction. In determining how 

innovative teachers' practices were within the classroom, it became evident that 

the entire process was inevitably subjective. Not only had the initial 

development of the TTC indicators been subjective, determining when a teacher 

was no longer traditional and was therefore innovative was also subjective. 

Even with a description of TTC practices, determining when a given classroom 

was innovative compared to this TTC raised questions such as how many traits 

were needed to make a school or teacher innovative compared to the TTC? 

Corwin and Flaherty (1995) referred to "the amoimt of innovation" (p. 64). 

These authors did not address the issue of how much innovation was enough to 

make something innovative, although they did realize that there was no absolute 

mark in determining innovation. As Corwin and Flaherty discussed at the end 

of their investigation: 

In this analysis we have allowed the respondents to define what they 
consider to be an innovation. Most of the innovations the respondents 
identified have been adopted by other schools, including at least some 
of the comparison schools in our sample. ... Moreover, charter school 
proponents have argued that, unlike an invention, an innovation is not 
new to the world.... (Fitzgerald, 1995). (p. 73) 

This author's belief was that innovation was always a relative term, based 

on the context of the situation. In other words, innovation would always be in 

the eye of the beholder. Realizing this as a potential problem brought to the fore 

the question: What were teachers' perceptions regarding whether they had 
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changed any classroom practices (regardless of whether they were innovative 

before teaching at the charter school) since coming to teach at the charter school. 

This led to the third prediction. 

The third prediction was based on the second main purpose of this study: 

determining whether teachers had changed their teaching practices as a result of 

teaching at the charter school. 

3. The teachers would not feel their classroom practices had changed 

significantly since teaching at a charter school. 

An alternative proposition was that teachers would feel their classroom practices 

had changed significantly since teaching at a charter school. 

The fourth prediction was based on exploring how the start-up and 

conversion charter schools were similar and different. This comparison arose out 

of comments during the pre-fieldwork interviews with several experts on charter 

schools from California and Arizona. While interviewing the five different 

experts, during the process of selecting innovative charter schools to visit, it 

became apparent from their comments that they believed there was a difference 

between start-up and conversion charter schools. Several of the experts 

volunteered this belief diiring the course of their interview even though they 

were not specifically asked to compare the two types of charter schools (See 

Appendix B for the expert interview questions). One of the experts interviewed 

stated. 
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I kind of am almost beginning to see how I would classify charters as 
being weak to strong. And the weak ones I would say are the 
conversion schools that basically look like they did before they were a 
charter. 1 haven't really figured out exactly what they are using in the 
charter law that would make any difference in what they are doing in 
their school. So there are those types. And there are the ones that are 
from scratch that you know had to pick a staff and have basically built 
themselves up from the ground up. (Bragato, personal communication, 
February 29,1996) 

Another expert stated. 

They [conversion schools] are not trying to do what I call second-order 
change in organizational structure or otiher components; they may be 
as innovative in some curricular areas, but they are not as innovative 
overall [as start-up schools]. (Kakritz, personal commtmication, 
January 15,1996) 

The final prediction was based on these expert comments, and reflected the 

notion that conversion schools appeared to be less innovative than start-up 

schools. 

4. The ntmiber of innovative activities at the start-up school would be 

greater than the innovation occurring at the conversion charter school. 

An alternative proposition was that the start-up and conversion charter schools 

would not be significantly different. 

For this particular study, threats to the validity of the conclusions included 

the fact that the student populations of the two sites were significantly different. 

This should not have had a major impact because this study looked at the 

treatment rather than the effects, but it may have affected the innovations to be 

implemented by the classroom teachers. 
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To determine if the amount of innovation the teachers used in their 

classrooms was affected by the poptilation of the students in the charter school, 

teachers were asked whether their innovations were affected by the type and 

number of students in their classroom (see Appendix A). 

The goal of this study was to address and thereby accept, rule out, or call 

for further study each of the four predictions. 

Study Protocol 

For this research, the following study protocol, outlined by Yin (1994), 

was used. 

1. Developed purpose(s) of study. 

2. Reviewed literature on related current and historical issues. 

3. Developed a set of open-ended questions to direct the fieldwork. 

4. Constructed a database framework. 

5. Developed initial predictions based on the propositions tmderlying the 

study. 

6. Developed case study protocol. 

7. Enacted case study protocol. 

8. Began to look for themes and patterns in data during fieldwork period. 

9. Analyzed data. 

10. Wrote up and presented analysis. 
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11. Condtisions, findings, future directions. 

Analysis of the Data 

As suggested by Bogdan & Biklen (1992), the analysis of data began while in 

the schools. Although the majority of the analysis occurred after the data had 

been collected, it was important to carry on some analysis while in the schools. 

All data were preserved and cataloged for future reference. A database was 

developed that organized and allowed for easy sorting and searching through 

the data. The analysis was used to search for themes and related findings based 

on what was revealed in the coding and sorting of the data. 

Analysis During Data Collection 

The following analytical steps were taken during the data collection phase 

of the study (Bogdan & Biklen, 1992). 

1. The study was narrowed as time progressed. While in the field, it was not 

possible to observe everj^thing. Initially, broad overview observations 

were made of the campus. With each visit to the schools, observations 

became more focxised. For example, initially the author observed over 

thirty different teachers in their classrooms. However, to provide a more 

in-depth picture of the classrooms, at the end of the second week of the 

study, the namiber of teachers to be further observed was decreased to 

thirteen. 
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2. Analytic questions were developed and refined. These questions were 

open-ended with the intent of guiding the study to understand process and 

meaning rather than cause and effect. These substantive questions 

attempted to get at issues related to the two schools. For example, as a 

result of observations and teacher comments, further study and 

questioning developed around the decision-making process of both 

schools. 

3. Data collection sessions were planned and based on what had occurred in 

previous visits. Part of this process involved reviewing field notes and 

always asking, "What is it that I do not know yet" (Bogdan & Biklen, 1992, 

p. 157) in an effort to find gaps in the data. Missing areas were identified 

and used to guide future visits. For example, after one visit to Elm, a 

teacher discussed the issue of the lack of student "directedness" in their 

projects/ presentations. As a result of this information, one focus of future 

visits centered aroxmd observing how independent the students were in 

designing and developing their projects/ presentations. 

4. Observer comments were made about ideas generated in the field. During 

visits, observer comments were noted in the field notes. This was an 

opportunity to speculate on meaning. As Bogdan and Biklen (1992, p. 164) 

pointed out, the importance of speculation should not be imderestimated. 
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5. Specxilation was then used for the case study analysis. Speculation helped 

one to take the chances needed to develop ideas (Bogdan & Biklen, 1992, p. 

164). One does not have to prove stated ideas, but they must be plausible 

given what has been observed. 

6. Notes were made about what was being learned. After several visits to the 

schools, the field notes and other data were reviewed, and a short 

summary of what appeared to be emerging was written. This provided an 

opportunity to let thoughts flow and simply think about what had been 

transpiring. This was not a formal doamient, but it became part of the 

study database and was used in the final analysis stage. 

7. Metaphors, analogies, and concepts were developed as appropriate. An 

attempt was made to develop short phrases to capture the essence of main 

ideas. For example, "more is less" seemed to fit the teachers' feelings 

about the impact of outside-classroom demands on their classrooms and 

their time. 

8. Diagrams and charts were used to convey physical relationships and ideas. 

These were integrated into the field notes and became part of the study 

database used in the final analysis. 

These steps provided the foundation for analyzing the large database of this 

study. 
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Analysis after Data Collection 

After the last visit to the schools, all of the data treatment steps, such as 

transcribing the interviews, were completed. As mentioned in the methodology 

section, some of the processing was done as the data were being collected. After 

the final site visit was completed, interviews were transcribed. A computer 

database fodlitated sorting the enormous amoimts of data available for analysis. 

To accomplish this sorting, a coding system for all of the data needed to be 

completed. 

Coding System 

The first step in setting up a coding system involved reviewing the data. 

This process was facilitated by the use of the study's database. To begin the 

review process, a hard copy of all data, including electronic data, was produced. 

This hard copy was used go generate coding categories. 

Categories 

Once the data set was printed, the categories began to emerge while reading 

through the data set. One complete read through the data generated a very 

preliminary list of categories. Certain words, phrases, patterns of behavior, 

subject's thinking, and events repeated and stood out. The goal of the coding 

system was to find topic patterns. As patterns were found, it was necessary to 

develop words or short phrases that represented the topics. These descriptors 
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became the coding categories. Some of the categories were developed while 

collecting data in the schools, but most of them did not become evident until the 

entire database was reviewed. The purpose of these categories was to sort the 

data in meaningful and useful ways. After reading the entire data set, the 

categories were organized and evaluated for completeness. 

First, very broad areas of coding categories, called ^ntilies, were developed 

(Bogdan & Biklen, 1992). For example, one family included the various 

perspectives held by the study participants. This family was then broken into a 

variety of categories, e.g., students, teachers, and administrators. Additionally, 

each of these sub-families had several categories xmder them. For example, 

tmder the sub-family "teacher's perspective," there were several categories for 

their perspectives on issues such as methodology, students, and the school. 

Approximately sixty categories were developed. 

The next step was to read the data set for a second time. During this 

reading, the category symbols were added along side the units of data. The data 

were broken into imits such as sentences or paragraphs in an interview. Often a 

given sentence or paragraph was coded for several categories. After completing 

this second reading of the data set, each datum had category symbols written in 

the margins next to the units of data. It was not imusual for a single teacher 

interview to have over one himdred imits of data coded. 
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At this point, the categories were compiled in a framework similar to a table 

of contents. Based on the framework, judgments were made about whether 

these categories would allow for a full description of the two schools. Several 

categories were combined, eliminated, or revised in an effort to tighten the data 

so a clear and complete description of the schools could be written. The coding 

categories then became fixed for the study. 

After the data had been coded, it was necessary to organize them for easy 

reading and retrieval. This assisted in determining the data's story and how to 

write it up. The mechanical system for sorting the data in this study was 

computer based. 

Sorting of Data 

To sort the data tmits into their appropriate categories, a blank document 

was saved for each category. This document was then used to hold all of the 

imits of data in the entire data set that were coded within the same category. The 

individual units of data were copied, cut, and pasted from their original 

doctunent into one of the sixty docximents. For each category, a docxmient 

contained a copy of cill of the electronic data imits that were coded with that 

category sjnnbol. After all of the data units were placed into the appropriate 

documents, all of the docimients were printed out and tised in the next step of 

the analysis. 
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The next phase of the prcxress involved using the computer database to sift 

through the data. At this point, the various categories were sorted by the 

number of units of data in each category. This was done by looking at the size of 

the documents, which roughly reflected the length of the files and therefore the 

number of data tmits. For each of these categories, the data tmits were read 

again. From this reading, themes began to emerge. 

Biases 

An important aspect of this study was the clear disclosure of the author's 

biases. It was not assumed that this study could be conducted in a completely 

objective manner; however, the author made every possible effort to avoid 

biases. Everyone's actions and thoughts are formed from past experiences, and 

for this reason, a short biography of the author was presented in Appendix C. It 

was hoped that this history would help reveal some of the author's biases. 

To imcover further bias, efforts were made to look at the data from a fresh 

perspective from time to time. This meant, for example, at one point in the 

analysis, the data were left for a period of several weeks while the author read 

some of the current literature on charter schools. 

During the study, the author's participation in an Internet listserv 

demonstrated the importance of trying to remain objective with an issue or data 

as possible to try and set one's biases aside and look objectively at the issue. 
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Throughout the course of this study, the author participated in a charter school 

listserv on the Internet. The listserv was a group of people with similar interests, 

in this case, charter schools, who send e-mail to each other. All of the members 

received email, and were free to comment on the ideas being discussed. It was a 

thought-provoking interaction among a group of interested and often very 

knowledgeable people. 

The author did not post to the listserv during the course of this study, 

although discussions were read and followed. This "lurking" on the listserv 

reinforced the importance of trying to remain unbiased. From reading the 

comments of the various participants on the listserv over the course of several 

months, it became clear that peoples' biases affected what and how ideas were 

received and how thoughts were conveyed. This was not to say that the people 

on the listserv should not have biases; it simply made this author acutely aware 

of how biased people can be. It inspired him to make even more of an effort to 

not be influenced by his own biases during this study. 

This ongoing, real life example involving intelligent people exchanging 

ideas drove home the importance of being as aware as possible of one's biases 

and then looking at an issue in a fair-minded way. This liorking on the charter 

school listserv did not make the author less biased, but simply more aware of the 

importance of trying to deal fairly with all aspects of the study. By reading the 

literature on charter schools and following charter school Internet listserv 
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discussions, the author obtained a fresh perspective. This included other 

people's view of charter schools as well as an awareness of some of the potential 

issues that might be incorporated into the findings. 

Finally, several people provided feedback and suggestions as this study 

progressed. This helped to mitigate some of the author's biases and their impact 

on the study's findings. Despite the above efforts to minimize the author's 

biases, inevitability to some extent, they will be a part of the study and its 

findings. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

FINDINGS 

The impetus for this study was an interest in learning about the burgeoning 

charter school movement. In the simuner of 1995, there were fewer than one 

himdred charter schools in the coimtry; in the late spring of 1997, the number 

was well over five hxmdred; and by the winter of 1998, there were over eight 

himdred charter schools (GAO, 1998). 

Since their inception, charter schools had been promoted in a variety of 

ways: as a new form of public education, a form of choice, a way to promote 

irmovation and autonomy in public schools, and a way to improve public schools 

overall. Regardless of their purpose, the concept was simple; charter schools 

were almost completely deregulated in return for greater accountability based on 

student achievement. 

One of the hopes of the charter school movement was that students would 

receive a better education in charter schools than in traditional public schools. 

Teachers, freed from burdensome regulations, would have freedoms in the 

classroom that they had not had before. No longer forced to teach a certain way, 

teachers would innovate and finally be able to do what they knew was best for 

students. The result would be improved student achievement. Based on this 

logic, this author reasoned that what teachers were doing behind the classroom 
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doors in a charter school would be different Teachers would be able to do what 

they had always wanted to do in their classrooms but were unable to do because 

of the regulations and accompanying bureaucracy. These changes would 

eventually improve student achievement. If the students' education were going 

to improve, what went on in the classroom had to change and improve. For 

these reasons, the primary focus of this study was to examine teachers' practices 

and classroom structures behind the classroom doors. 

For the purposes of this study, the teachers' pedagogy included all the 

things they did in the classroom to promote student learning. This included the 

teachers' practices that affected the student-teacher and student-student 

interactions, the classroom structures, and all of the parts of the classroom 

atmosphere that impacted student learning. 

In addition to teachers' pedagogy, other variables that might accoimt for 

why a charter school would improve student achievement were explored. These 

school-based variables included physical attributes of the campus, the effects of 

students on each other (i.e., peer pressure), the commimity relationship with the 

school, and the school structures that impact the classroom (class schedules, 

school-wide expectations for all students, etc.). Of these variables, the physical 

attributes of the campus and the school structures impacting the classroom were 

explored to complement the examination of the teachers' pedagogy (the practices 

and structures within the classroom). 
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Given the teachers' pedagogy was the main focus of this dissertation, the 

author spent approximately eighty hours in teachers' classrooms observing 

behind these classroom doors. The author was interested in whether the charter 

school teachers' pedagogy was the same as the traditional practices in which 

public school teachers had been engaged for the past century as described in the 

literature (see Chapter Three for these theoretical traditional classroom [ I'l C] 

practices and structures). In other words, were the teachers doing things that 

were innovative? 

Looking Behind the Qassroom Doors 

The title of this section was taken from A Place Called School: Prospects for 

the Future where Goodlad (1984) described the observations and activities 

observed in over one thousand teachers' classroom. This dissertation borrows 

the phrase, behind the classroom doors, in deference to the seminal work. 

As this study imfolded, the author was able to describe the classrooms in a 

broad sense. However, the notion that the author could determine whether these 

classroom teachers or two charter schools were innovative or non-traditional was 

not so readily apparent. As was briefly introduced earlier, determining when 

someone or something was innovative was problematic. Innovation was not 

easily definable. A totally objective view of what was non-traditional (and 

therefore iimovative) seemed to be an tmachievable goal. 
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In an attempt to overcome this subjectivity, a description of the traditional 

classroom was developed. The idea was to describe the traditional classroom 

and then use that description to compare it to the practices observed and 

described by the teachers at these two charter schools. This comparison would 

determine whether those practices were innovative/ non-traditional. 

To develop a description of the theoretical traditional classroom, TTC, the 

works of researchers such as Goodlad (1984), Boyer (1983), Cremin (1961,1988), 

Tyack (1990), Cuban (1993), Sarason (1982,1990,1996), Sizer (1984), and 

Lounsbury and Qark (1990) were reviewed. In this synthesis, subjective choices 

were made to finalize the description of the TTC. One example of a roadblock to 

making an objective synthesis for the TTC was the author's backgroimd, which 

included fifteen years as a public school educator and thirteen years as a student 

in public schools. These experiences certainly caused inevitable bias during the 

formulation of the TTC. 

The author's reflections, out in the field, on the practices and structures 

observed made it more evident that whether the classroom teachers and schools 

observed in this study were iimovative was, to a large extent, in the eye of the 

beholder. For example, the classroom observations were an important piece of 

data in determining whether a teacher was considered non-traditional or 

innovative. What the observer was cognizant of and what was recorded into the 

field notes were inevitably affected by the bias of the observer. Therefore, the 
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data used in this comparison were unavoidably affected by the bias of the author 

on both ends of the comparison (in setting the baseline description of the TTC 

and in the observation of each teacher's classroom). 

A third factor in the determination of whether these teachers and schools 

were innovative also developed during the field observations. No two 

classrooms were exactly alike; each classroom had unique circtraistances. Each 

teacher did things a little differently. Given that no classroom contained every 

element exactly as set out in the TTC description, the next question became how 

different was different enough to make the teacher innovative. Inescapably, 

subjective judgment on who was innovative came into the analysis. Judging how 

much variance from the traditional classroom was enough to deem the teacher or 

the school different or more innovative, which aspects of the teachers' pedagogy 

on which to focus during the observations or the data analysis, which 

components of the schools structures were highlighted in the analysis, and 

codifying the TTC descriptors were all subjective in nature and made the author 

realize there had to be a better tactic to take in this study. 

Two tactics were undertaken. First, the author realized that one solution to 

these subjective issues was to simply describe, as best and imbiased as he could, 

what he observed at these two charter schools. Second, ask teachers during their 

interviews to disoiss if and why they were innovative in their classrooms. Early 

in this study, while talking to the charter school experts from California and 
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Arizona, it became apparent that the notion of innovation was not an agreed 

upon term that could be used to identify the more innovative schools. In a 

similar manner, the teachers did not have a well-defined sense of innovation, and 

their experiences clearly affected their view of what was traditional versus 

innovative. However, gathering the teachers' perspective on what was 

innovative provided one more data point in describing the charter schools and 

what was occurring behind the classroom doors. 

The subjective nature of determining whether the teachers or schools were 

innovative, led the author to present as much of the data related to the teachers' 

classroom practices and school structures as reasonable. This would facilitate the 

readers in reaching their own conclusions based on their unique perspectives. It 

was the author's belief that every time data were processed, something was lost; 

the intent was to put as much of the story in front of the reader as possible 

without losing the impact of the stories. 

Elm 

Imagine a piece of land that had been undeveloped for centuries, 

tmdisturbed by man except for patches of farming along its borders. A sixteen 

acre parcel on the side of a gently rolling slope adjacent to a small museum. This 

land, which was on the very edge of the local suburban sprawl, still had a feeling 

of being out in the country. Out of the middle of this land flowed an 
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underground spring that slowly gathered energy as it percolated its way across 

the property. The spring had cut out a plateau across the middle of the property 

where a stand of cattails resided. Eventually the moisture of the land, which 

nourished the cattails, emerged from the area as a confluence and began to wind 

its way down the edge of the parcel. 

Now imagine a small group of teachers and their dreams. This "Dream 

Team," met week after week, for more than a year, with the hope of bringing 

their ideas together, creating a palpable entity they could call home. This home 

away from home would not be something cut out of a mold but rather a unique 

creation of dedication and love. 

Finally, imagine a group of state representatives working together to 

provide educators the opportunity to make those dreams come true. Crafting 

legislation that would release the creative energies of these dedicated 

professionals to enact their hopes and dreams. 

What does the stream, the dream, and a piece of legislation have in 

common? A charter school. The land served as the platform for latmching this 

dream come true. The educators provided their time, energy and hearts. The 

state legislators provided a charter school legislation that enabled these forward 

thinking, reform minded professionals the opportunity to bring their greatest 

hopes to fruition. 
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This was exactly what happened to a half dozen educators in the early 

1990s. Just as the stream started as individual drops of water coming together 

from deep within the earth, the school started deep within the mind of one 

educator and grew through the coming together of individual dreamers' dreams. 

The charter school arose after legislators signed a charter school law enabling 

dreamers to put their ideas into practice. 

Standing proudly below this plateau of cattails, a charter school sprung to 

life. Its name: Elm. Some twenty-five adults came together, to provide 

approximately three hundred students in grades six through ten an opportunity 

to leam. In the summer of 1996 (when the field study was completed). Elm had 

just finished its second year in existence and its first year at this site. The campus 

included fifteen portables on a comer portion of the sixteen acres that was 

scheduled to become the parking lot for the school's permanent structure. The 

plateau, with its the cattails, was reserved for the permanent buildings of Elm. 

Viewing the campus from the main road one saw the vastness of the 

surrounding open property and the relative isolation of 'campus.' As one pulled 

off the main road in front of the 'school' and approached the driveway leading 

into the school's temporary parking lot, one sensed this school was different. 

There was no school sign out front. No marquee announcing upcoming events, 

not even a sign identifying this grouping of portables as a school. Essentially, all 
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one saw from the road was a small duster of portables dwarfed in this large field 

of dreams. 

Pulling into the parking lot revealed the first sign that this complex was 

occupied. At the dirt end of the parking lot, a small group of kids and a young 

adult were playing a game. It turned out to be a physical education class. 

Parking in this unfinished lot and walking toward the portables, a banner 

hanging on the end of one portable came into view. On it was the only visible 

clue that might identify this property. It said, "Stuart Bank." The banner, 

obviously temporary, was the only sign that greeted visitors, however, it was the 

next in series of clues that seemed to indicate this school was different. Not 

many public schools at the end of the twentieth century were composed only of a 

dozen or so portable classrooms on a large plot of open farmland with a local 

bank's banner out in front and with no visible sign identifying it as a school. As 

it turned out, Stuart Bank was one of the community partners that Elm had been 

working with to develop an education/work program. 

The entire complex had fifteen portables. Ten of the portable buildings 

contained the school's sixteen classrooms. Five other portables served various 

functions including: a multipurpose room; the library and a classroom; a 

classroom and the teacher lounge/lunchroom/mailroom; the cafeteria, dean's 

office, main office, and CEO's office; and the last portable, the boys, girls and 

faculty restrooms. The portables were located on a strip of land about eighty feet 



136 

by three hundred feet (not including the parking lot). This meant the core of the 

entire campus was essentially twenty-four thousand square feet, about half the 

size of Bill Gates' newest home. 

Qassroom space was even smaller. The actual amount of classroom space, 

accommodating some three htmdred students, was about six thousand square 

feet; about one-seventh the size of the Gates' residence. Put another way, the 

classrooms housed approximately fifty students per thousand square feet. This 

meant in the space of an average sized home of two thousand square feet, nearly 

one hxmdred students were working in six classrooms. The average size 

classroom was less than four hxmdred square feet, with some classrooms larger 

and most smaller. Specifically, four classrooms were full portables, about thirty 

feet by twenty feet or six htmdred square feet. The remaining twelve classrooms 

occupied half-portables, about fifteen feet by twenty feet or three himdred 

square feet. A traditional classroom in a public high school would be at least 

three times larger. In the twelve typical 'half-portable' sized classrooms at this 

school, there were four tables, each about two feet by five feet, chairs, and a 

teacher's desk. The sensation when walking into these classrooms was one of 

being crammed into a very small area, almost closet-like, even though there were 

typically less than twenty people in the room. These classrooms were more 

reminiscent of a large office than any traditional public school classroom. 
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The notion of teaching a classroom full of students in this space was 

difficult, if not impossible to envision. As it turned out, the average class size at 

Elm was in the high teens helping to alleviate the overcrowded feeling. The 

students' chairs were completely plastic and to conserve space, extra chairs not 

being used were stacked in one pile in the comer of the room. Of the 

approximately sixteen teachers teaching at any one time on campus, twelve 

would be teaching in a "half-portable" classroom. Only the special education 

teacher and three of the five science teachers on campus taught in a full sized 

portable. The classroom facilities of this charter school indicated that this school 

was different than a traditional school setting. 

The school grotmds were simple with almost no vegetation. However, 

given these portables had been on this site for less than a year, the lack of growth 

was not very siuiprising. Behind the school was a shed, housing building and 

maintenance materials, a makeshift play area, and a small plot of land being used 

for one of the elective classes; gardening. 

The campus was one long walkway with portables flanking both sides and 

a set of portables on the end. About halfway down the walkway on the right, 

across from the portable that housed the restrooms, was an open space. Further 

down, at the end of the walkway on the left side, was another open space. Other 

than the strip of blacktop that served as the walkway between the portables and 

some temporary wooden steps leading into the portables, there was littie else on 
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the campus. In fact, once the trucks parked the portables in their current resting 

spot, the campus was essentially completed. At the far end of the walkway, on 

the left, next to one of the open spaces, were the serving windows used to 

distribute food at limchtime. Diu±rig limch, plastic tables were put out for the 

students. However, there were only enough seats for less than half the student 

body. There was one lunch period for the school and as a result, there was a 

shortage of limch tables for the students. Students t3rpically spread themselves 

aroimd campus, including inside the classrooms, during Itmch to acconunodate 

this shortage of outdoor seating. 

The ultimate goal of the school was to build a permanent facility that would 

house approximately fifteen himdred students at a cost of approximately twenty 

million dollars. The plans were drawn and various stakeholders of the school 

were in the process of working to prooire the funding necessary to build the 

complex. 

This charter school did not look like a traditional public school of the 

twentieth century from the outside and it did not feel like a traditiorial school, 

based on the size of the classrooms, but what about what went on behind the 

doors of these portable classrooms? 
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Jumper Academy 

After leaving Elm, nestled in a sleepy suburban community, traveling south 

into the city center, on a crowded freeway, was a sign things were returning to 

"normal." Juniper Academy was just completing its first year as a charter school. 

Jvmiper was located in the inner dty, in an area known as Barrio Monlo. It was 

situated next to a heavy industrial area and was a few miles south of the dty 

center. Exiting the freeway revealed a completely different world than that of 

Elm. The houses were modest. The area was "typical" of an inner dty in most 

large urban areas across the country. 

Seemingly out of nowhere, in the middle of this irmer dty housing area, 

rising high above its sxirroimdings, was Juniper Academy. A complex as out of 

place among the irmer dty area as Elm was out of place on the farmland. From 

the street one cotdd see a modem looking, multilevel, cut brick, exterior. The 

school was such a large complex that it could easily have been mistaken for a 

high school. Jimiper's large bustling campus housed some twelve hundred 

students and over sixty faculty members. 

A tall, but tasteful new-looking steel fence stood between the buildings, 

endosing the campus. After coming from Elm, where the entire campus took up 

less space than one of the two-story brick buildings visible from the street, it was 

reason for one to patise. This place was enormous. The modem looking two-

story buildings which greeted visitors from the street entrance tumed out to be 
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about twenty years old. Behind these edifices stood a series of smaller buildings 

some dating back to the early days of this seventy-year old school. 

After driving around the perimeter of the Juniper campus, it was clear there 

was only one open entrance. Jtmiper's campus was designed with security in 

mind. All entrances other than the main entrance were closed during school 

hours, allowing ingress and egress to be controlled. The security at Jtmiper made 

a feature of Elm suddenly apparent: the lack of security. Elm had no security, 

there were no fences an5rwhere on campus and nothing covering the portable 

windows. 

Further, as one Wedked aroimd Juniper's campus, one could not help but 

notice the security persormel who patrolled the campus throughout the day. 

Each with a distinctive jacket identifying them as security. There were also Itmch 

monitors who only worked during the limch periods. Finally, and not so 

obvious, were plain clothed security personnel that worked the groimds during 

the day. Elm had no security persormel, period. 

During the three limch periods, students used an outdoor eating area that 

also served as the center of campus. At this school, there were more than enough 

permanent metal tables available for all of the students during Itmch. 

Juniper had approximately four htmdred students in each grade. This 

school had more students per grade than Elm had on their entire campus in five 

grades. Juniper also had more traditional class sizes, twenty-five to thirty-five 
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students per class. Four years ago, when Juniper changed from a jtmior high 

school to a middle school, the administration made a commitment to keep the 

class size of the seventh grade to no more than twenty-five. This commitment 

was still in effect. In eighth and ninth grade, the classes averaged thirty students 

with classes as large as thirty-five students. 

Juniper had many different areas to the campus. An old set of buildings 

housed eighth grade. Another large, newer, two-story building housed the 

administration, teacher work areas, and many of the seventh grade classrooms. 

Another section housed the library along with a few classrooms and one of the 

computer labs. A fourth area of the school comprised the ninth grade. The final 

area of campus was a large building with miscellaneous areas/ rooms such as the 

band area, assorted classrooms, another computer lab, and bookstore. Behind 

campus were a variety of athletic fields. One teacher proudly pointed out that 

Juiuper was the only "jtmior high school" in the area to have grass athletic fields. 

Juniper's eclectic composition of facilities did have one common element 

throughout the campus, technology. In fact, while Elm had two computers in 

every room, Juruper had five in almost every room and the computers were less 

than one year old. Additionally, similarly to Elm, at least one of the computers 

in each room was connected to the Internet. 

Perhaps foreshadowing what would tinfold, were the names visible as one 

entered these two charter schools. At Juniper Academy, the name etched on the 
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concrete wall located at the entrance was Juniper Junior High and at Elm the 

banner read Stuart Bank. Would the names and physical appearances of these 

two campuses be an indicator of the activities transpiring behind the classroom 

doors at these charter schools? 

To address the original purpose of this study, comparing the teachers' 

practices in these two charter schools to traditional classrooms, the following 

theme evolved - innovation: how different was different enough? This theme 

also addressed two of the four research questions; 1) Did classrooms and school 

structures in these two charter schools appear any different than classrooms 

found in traditional public schools? 3) What were the similarities and differences 

in the classroom and the structures between these two charter schools? 

Theme One - Innovation: How Different was Different Enough? 

The primary goal of charter schools was to improve student achievement 

(Amsler, 1992; Corwin et al., 1996; Corwin & Flaherty, 1995; Datnow, 1994; 

Dianda & Corwin, 1994; Finn et al., 1996b; General Accotmting Office, 1995; Little 

Hoover Commission, 1996; Loveless & Jasin, 1998; McCotter, 1995; Medler, 1996; 

Nathan, 1996a; RPP International, 1997; Sautter, 1993; Wohlstetter at al., 1995; 

Williams & Buechler, 1993; Yamashiro & Carlos, 1996). The author also believed 

the most important element within the school affecting student learning was the 

teachers' pedagogy and improving the classroom learning environment. This 
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was not a unique belief; for example, Tyack (1990) commented, "Improving 

classroom education - the most important kind of reform" (p. 187). Specifically 

this study sought to examine teachers' practices in the classroom as well as 

school-wide structures that appeared to impact the classroom and resulting 

student achievement. 

In addition to improving student achievement, charter school laws such as 

the California charter school legislation specifically mentioned the goal of 

promoting innovation, "Encourage the use of different and innovative teaching 

methods" (California Education Code, 47601. (c), 1992). This study looked 

behind the classroom doors at two charter schools to examine whether teachers 

at these schools were innovating, creating environments that were not 

commonplace in the traditional classroom. To determine whether innovation 

was occurring, it was first necessary to codify the classroom practices and 

structures that have been described in the literature as stable and predictable in 

public school classrooms across the coimtry throughout the last century. A 

complete description of what was called the theoretical traditional classroom 

(TTQ practices and structures can be found in Chapter Three. 

Throughout the course of this study, many classroom practices and school-

wide structures were observed; however, most did not stand out as being 

different from TTC practices and structures. For this reason, the author 

described only those practices and structures found in the two charter schools 
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that were different than those noted in the TTC. For example, having a teacher 

in charge of a group of twenty to thirty students at any one time in a classroom 

was a structural feature that was not disciissed because it was one of the 

characteristics described in the TTC. 

Physical Appearance and Overall Atmosphere 

The two charter schools were different in their size. Elm was a small school 

that had considerably fewer students in five grades (sixth through tenth) than 

Jtmiper had in any one of its three grades (seventh through ninth). 

The school settings were also different. Elm was located on a small, pristine 

setting within a larger piece of farmland bordering a suburban commimity. The 

Jxiniper campus sat on an entire city block in a downtown barrio near an 

industrial area. Elm's campus was composed of fifteen portable buildings and a 

slab of blacktop. Juniper was a potpourri of architectural designs ranging from 

classrooms that looked like they were part of an outdoor strip mall to large, 

overwhelming two-story buildings that dwarfed the neighborhood homes. Some 

of these structures were over seventy years old, and others were fewer than 

twenty years old. One characteristic of Jimiper that was not present at Elm was 

the sense of permanence. Him, with its portables laid along a strip of asphalt, 

was the complete opposite of Juniper's large and permanent campus. Walking 

around Jimiper felt more like a high school campus than a middle school. 
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Walking around Elm, when no one was on campus, felt more like a mobile home 

lot or if one figured out it was a school, a small elementary school. 

Elm's small campus and population, resulted in a "family" feeling that did 

not exist on Juniper's campus. When visitors walked on campus at Elm, they 

were recognized as guests by the teachers and the students. For example, the 

first day the author was on campus, several students approached him and asked 

why he was on campus. Throughout the course of the study, it was not tmusual 

for students or adults to stop and speak with the author. Generally, they were 

curious why he was on campus. On the other hand, at Juniper the campus was 

so large, with well over hundred adults on campus, that just the opposite was 

true. While walking on campus, during the entire length of this study, the 

author was never approached or questioned by a single Juniper student or adult. 

In summary, the two campuses varied gready in their physical appearance, 

both in their size and the permanence of their structures. They also differed in 

the way visitors were treated. 

Behind the Qassroom Doors 

Stepping behind the classroom doors at these two charter schools painted a 

different story than the initial outward physical impressions of these two charter 

schools. As the bell rang and class began, the teacher approached the front of the 

room and announced the activities for the day. This initial classroom scenario 
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repeated itself across all grade levels, divisions, and subjects throughout both 

schools, almost without exception. The only difference was at Elm there were no 

bells. The routine of the teacher getting up in front of the classroom to begin 

class fit well with the practices described in the TTC. 

Him 

Walking from room to room during the month of observations at Elm 

revealed an environment that was startling similar. After some forty hours of 

observations behind the classroom doors at Elm, the similarities among the 

various classrooms was striking. Almost without exception, the teachers 

teaching the four core subjects structured the class period so that the majority of 

the time was allocated for students to work on their integrated year-end projects. 

The following is an overview of what these classrooms looked and felt like 

during the class periods observed for this study. 

Qasses typically began with the teacher in the front of the classroom 

making necessary annoimcements. As part of the opening, the teacher reviewed 

the current assignment, which for the majority of the classes meant emphasizing 

deadlines and reviewing what was due for the upcoming year-end project. After 

this opening, lasting fi:om one to ten minutes, the rest of the period was typically 

available for the students to work on their projects. 
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Nearly all of the classroom observations conducted during this study (the 

last four weeks of the school year) revealed a significant block of time allocated 

for in-class project work time. Only one core teacher and one Language B 

(foreign language) teacher were observed spending time on something other 

than the final integrated year-end project. Additionally, teachers and students 

reported that during the previous month, similar emphasis was placed on the 

completion of the students' year-end project. In each of the four core subjects, 

students worked on the same integrated year-end project; however, each subject 

had a unique component of the project that the students worked on while in a 

particular class. For example, while in Division I science class, the students often 

worked on the climate maps for their coimtry, while in math class, the students 

might have worked on the currency system for their country. As the weeks 

progressed, however, and the final deadline neared, students were often 

observed working on the component of their project that needed the most 

attention, regardless of the class they were in at the time. 

The only notable exception to this class firamework for any of the core 

teachers came from the Division II social studies teacher, Martin. Martin, in 

addition to allowing students to spend time working on their integrated year-

end project, on occasions had the students work on mini projects and material 

tmrelated to the final year-end projects. However, even when the students 

worked on material unrelated to the year-end project, the process was often the 



148 

same: students worked together in small groups on teacher-assigned tasks for the 

majority of the period. In addition to the student project work time, Martin, 

diiring one observation, stood in front of the class and lectured for 

approximately ten minutes. This was the only lecture observed in some forty 

hours of observation at Elm. On another occasion, he had the students work on a 

teacher-generated learning experience, which included watching a video clip and 

reading an article. After they read the article silently in class, the students 

discussed the ramifications in a teacher-led discussion. 

Project-based, in-class work time appeared to be the norm in the vast 

majority of the four core subject matter teachers' classrooms observed during the 

last month of school at Elm. Additionally, according to teacher interviews and 

comments, not only had this project been ongoing during the previous month, 

project-based learning was a common practice throughout the year. Even in the 

Language B classes, the students often worked on their projects. For example, in 

the German house, students took a sheet home to their parents with the 

following statement: "Parents, please note that there has been minimal 

homework assigned this term in German class, but students should be working 

on the German portion of their project on a daily basis." Cindy, a Division I 

himianities teacher, said, "The school believes in project-based learning so 

everj^thing we teach is to a certain project, within a certain theme. So everything 

has to relate to a certain theme." 
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Beyond the in-class project work time, the largest variable, with regard to 

the general structure of the class period, involved the teachers' activities before 

the students began to work on their projects. After the initial standard 

introduction discussing the upcoming project and before the students were given 

the remainder of the period to work on their projects, some teachers spent time 

prodding their students to complete their projects. These efforts ranged from 

gentle reminders such as using their time more efficiently to more direct 

discussions of the importance of their work and the impact of the project on their 

final grade. 

One example of this prodding included a teacher telling the students how 

easy it was to get full credit, by simply doing all of the revisions on the work 

being asked for by the teacher. On several occasions, a teacher was observed 

returning students' work and pointing out that the comments on their papers 

were specific about what they needed to do to receive full credit. This teacher, 

later in his interview, reflected on the amotmt of responsibility teachers were 

taking for the students: 

The kids are still not taking enough responsibility for their own 
learning. We are still providing too much of the impetus. And I think 
if a place like this is going to function correctly, the kids have to take 
much more of the impetus. We have to take much more of the truthful 
facilitator role. Right now we are facilitating as nags. We have to get 
out of the business of being nags because it is [a] very tiring, time 
consuming, exhausting business to be in. 
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Another teacher, during several observations, chastised the students in an 

effort to get them to take responsibility and complete their work. Some of her 

students thought the deadline for the project should be postponed. The students 

had their parents call the school to complain that the deadline was imfair and 

that it had not been made clear. She responded to these parents' requests by 

telling each of her classes that she would not respond to parent complaints. She 

felt students should be working on their assignments and taking responsibility 

for completing work, rather than trying to change the assignment deadline. 

Once the initial armouncements and prods were completed, students (to 

varying degrees) began to work on their projects. Two of the three houses at Elm 

had students complete their integrated year-end projects individually; however, 

almost all of the students worked in small groups. Students shared ideas and 

helped one another as they worked. In some of the classes, the students 

appeared to be on task and working on their projects for the majority of the 

period. In other classes, it appeared as if the students spent most of their time 

socializing with peers. 

Dxiring the work time, the teachers were either walking among the 

students, listening and giving help when asked, or sitting at their desks and 

helping students when needed. One teacher sat at her desk, and students who 

wanted to speak with her took a number. When it was their turn, the students 

returned the number as they went to the teacher's desk to receive assistance. 
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Based on the conunon reqtiirements for the integrated year-end projects 

that were observed in classrooms throughout the school, it was evident the 

teachers had collaborated to develop these projects. Within each house, the 

components of the projects and the expectations for all of the students were 

carefully spelled out and displayed in the individual classrooms. As an example, 

for both Division I houses, the integrated year-end project had students create a 

civilization/community. For this project, the teachers developed a long list of 

criteria that clearly delineated the expectations for the final project (see Appendix 

D for an example). All students were expected, as they developed their make-

believe communities/ civilizations, to include all of the listed criteria in their 

projects. As a result, the projects that the students developed, while not clones, 

were much more alike than dissimilar. For example, one requirement was for 

students to develop a system of currency for their community. Many of the 

students chose local items that would have existed in their commimity such as 

seashells and nuts as their currency. Others chose electronic debit Ceirds to 

replace physical currency. Because it was required to develop a system of money 

and have a tangible example of their ciurency, all of the students created those 

items. However, variations on the two basic forms of money systems (local 

materials or electronic debit cards) were not common. 

Another example of the explicitness provided by the teachers involved the 

component for tourist information (see Appendix D). Under this component, six 



152 

items needed to be included in the student's project One of the criteria was a 

map of the community with the legend in German. As a result of this criterion, 

all of the projects had a map. In addition, the students were given further 

instructions regarding how they should make their maps. For example, in 

German class they were given the following information: 

Map of the commtmitv: (like the first term German mini project) Every 
thing written in German, neat and visually attractive. This may be a 
map done in science. Scale must be mathematically correct: -10 sights 
labeled -10 kinds of features labeled in a key/legend - scale given in 
metric system - compass rose. 

This example showed how the teachers collaborated to develop detailed 

criteria for the students to use in completing their projects. However, with all 

students completing the same detailed set of criteria for their 

communities/civilizations, there were many commonalities among student 

projects. 

As a result of the commonalities among the projects, the author felt it was 

important to determine the students' level of understanding of the various 

project components by entering into discussions with students about their 

projects. However, the students' discussions appeared to be, almost without 

exception, shallow and vague. For example, the most common response to why 

the students chose their particular system of money for their project was, "It 

makes sense." Further probing solicited responses such as, "Well, it just makes 

sense to do it this way." 
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During the last week of the school year, all of the students, individually or 

in groups, presented their projects in class to their peers and teacher. They also 

displayed their work during a "trade fair" exhibit held during two evenings 

following the last day of school. The students were expected to display their 

work for a two-hour period on one of the two evenings. The exhibit was held in 

the evening so parents and conununity members could attend. After watching 

many student presentations and reviewing most of the trade fair exhibits, it 

appeared the emphasis for this year-end project was on breadth not depth. The 

students had fulfilled the many criteria spelled out by the teachers for the project, 

however, it did not appear that they had a deep understanding of what they 

produced. 

It was also evident after observing the trade fair exhibitioris that this school-

wide structure was not what would be considered traditional or part of the TTC. 

The teachers organized and put together an event that went beyond the 

traditional school-wide structure. While the author has experienced and read 

about similar events, this structure would not be considered the norm. However, 

although the school-wide structures that were put in place by the teachers were 

not traditional, the methods used within the classroom to achieve the final 

projects and the students' outcomes were more traditiorial. 

The students in Division EI, the International house, were expected to make 

an oral presentation of their year-end projects to an audience for approximately 
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twenty minutes. The students presented during the same two evenings as the 

Division I trade fair. The audience was composed of at least one peer, one of 

their teachers, and their parents (or friends and family). The presentation had 

three discrete aspects. Unlike the Division I projects, where the students 

completed one integrated project that wove all of the subjects together, the 

Division 11 projects had a distinct science, math, and himianities aspect to each of 

the presentations. There was no integration of the subjects in their presentations. 

As with Division 1 classes, the majority of the Division U class time 

preceding the students' year-end presentation was devoted to time for students 

to work on their projects. For example, the science students worked each day 

completing different mini-projects required for their science component of their 

year-end presentation. Each student had to complete an illustrated booklet 

about a creature that lived on another planet and a report on one element from 

the periodic table. The majority of the mini-projects were factual in content and 

closely resembled a report rather than a demonstration of the students' 

tmderstanding of concepts related to the topics. As was the case in Division I, 

the students, when given time in class to work, immediately formed small 

groups to work on their projects or to socialize, even though these projects were 

individual based, not group projects. Overall, for the periods observed in the 

Division n classrooms, students worked on their projects approximately fifty 
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percent of the time and the balance of the period was spent talking with 

classmates about non-academic topics. 

The math and htraianities aspects of the presentations had similar 

requirements. Based on the classroom work and the student presentations 

observed, the majority of the work done for their presentations involved basic, 

knowledge level recall. Their presentations were almost completely fact based. 

Several factors could explain why the students' presentations were at the 

factual, knowledge level. First, the teacher-developed presentation criteria 

explicitly asked for basic facts (see Appendix D). Two examples of the teacher-

developed project criteria were: "Students should be able to recall elements of 

the history of the Graham Property" and "Did the presenter explain the 

following about their element? How many neutrons, electrons, and protons it 

has?" These criteria both asked for low-level knowledge information. Although 

the first of these criteria was clearly a knowledge expectation, the second criteria 

had the potential of higher levels of learning by having students explain the 

various atomic level numbers associated with an element. However, based on 

the students' presentations and the teacher's evaluations, it was evident that the 

students only had to recall the appropriate nimibers to receive full credit. The 

students did not have to explain what the terms proton, electron, or neutron 

meant or how they related to each other. Low-level expectations for the 

students' presentations were the norm throughout the presentations observed. 
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The second reason for the (almost exclusively) knowledge-level 

presentations by Division II students involved, as in Division 1, a breadth versus 

depth issue. The author believed one of the reasons for the lack of in-depth 

description and explanation on the part of the students was the short amount of 

time they were given to present a tremendous quantity of information. The 

students were expected to complete their entire presentation in approximately 

twenty to twenty-five minutes, and yet there were three core subjects to be 

covered. The residt of these time restrictions meant less than ten minutes was 

available for each subject. In science, there were twenty-five items to be covered 

to receive full credit, which meant the student had less than twenty-five seconds 

to "explain" each item. Given these time constraints, it was not surprising that 

students only presented at the basic knowledge, factual level. 

A third reason for the lack of higher level thinking in the Division 11 projects 

may have been related to the fact that three core subjects were treated as discrete 

topics and were not integrated by the students within the presentations. 

However, the integrated projects in Division I also did not foment higher level 

thinking. 

Finally, as with the Division I teachers, the Division n teachers set up and 

carefully described in detail the expectations for the students' projects. This 

structure may have been a factor in the lack of creativity in the Division n 

student presentations. The details of the projects were so well thought out and 
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described by the teachers that the students had little chance to use their creativity 

and imagination. Students were not involved in the creation of the project 

criteria. The project and criteria were given to the students to complete. This 

might have negatively impacted the students' motivation, and level of thinking 

in completing the final product. 

One teacher voiced a concern about the quality and enthusiasm the students 

demonstrated during the preparation for their final presentations. This teacher 

reflected on earlier, more successful projects where the students were left to a 

greater degree on their own; only prompted with the statement of the problem; 

were much more self-directed; and had to research and answer, as best they 

could, the problem. This style of student project was dramatically different than 

the one observed for the final project. The teacher commented: 

I am really wanting the student to direct their own education more. 
And 1 think they will be more interested in it because it now [pause] it 
is work, and now it is strain and struggle. Now I am pushing and 
pushing and 1 really think on the two things [student projects] that 
were student directed is I just sat back and rode it. It was like oh my 
goodness it was like the horse was running. Because they got to 
choose; I presented them with the problem ... the difference in my 
classroom maiiagement was night and day and the level of interest, 
everybody [pause] the goons were kind of on the outskirts, but they 
had stepped within the circle instead of stationing themselves out here 
and saying heck no this is not cool. So I am [pause] We cook up these 
big projects, but we cook them up over here and bring them to the 
students instead of getting [pause] we should cook up the problem 
with die students and bring it to the student and let them, and make it 
a growing and a learning process. 
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In sununary, the notion of having all of the students complete a year-end 

project to be presented to peers, teachers, parents, and the community during the 

evening of the final days of the school year was not traditional and could be 

considered innovative (although this strategy certainly was not unique to Elm). 

This school-wide structure affected all of the students and had reached into every 

classroom. However, the way the Division I and n teachers at Elm were 

implementing (teaching) their school-wide structure was much more traditional. 

The way the teachers designed the project with great detail, the options available 

to the students, and the criteria used to assess the students were all teacher 

directed and traditional. This was not the students' project but was rather the 

teachers' project that was completed for them by their students, a traditional 

pedagogy. The structure of the projects was such that the students were not able 

to make the experience "real" for themselves. These projects were not based on 

their interests. In several instances, the teachers attempted to make the project 

meaningful to the students by using data from their school as part of the project. 

Yet, when the students were told what data to collect aind what to do with their 

data to meet the criteria of their final report, the experience became far from real 

world for the students. 

Bill, as mentioned earlier, was the patriarch of Elm and the science teacher 

for Division II. When interviewed, he described in broad terms how the current 

conditions at Elm compared to his original vision: 
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That it is still traditional, that wasn't part of the original concept... I 
think there has been good and bad things, but it is certainly not what 
was envisioned ... it is still a school, and it is still a school that can be 
identified with all kinds of school components, and it really wasn't 
suppose to be all those things. 

Bill discussed an example how they had moved away from their original 

intentions of integrating the subjects and how things had become more 

"concrete": 

I think we are probably not anywhere near where we started, and we 
are probably heading back ... to make it just a little more concrete; I 
mean when we started this place, Martin, as an example, would teach 
anything; I mean, the subject areas were pretty well blurred. 

Bill was not only saying that the school was more traditional than envisioned but 

that the teachers were moving toward a more traditional mode as time 

progressed. 

Bill believed, "We have a much more traditional math curriculum" than 

was originally intended. He also thought that the school's tracking of students 

was more traditional than he had originally envisioned. The school had 

developed a tracking system in less than two years of operation. He said, "I 

think we have a much more separate honors program .... We didn't even start 

with an honors program at all. We had all of the kids together." 

As will be discussed later, two of the non-traditional, innovative ideas that 

Elm had planned on implementing, heterogeneous grouping and not teaching 

math as discrete subsets of mathematics, were overturned, in part by parental 
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pressures, for more traditional methods of teaching. The result was three 

different levels of math in Division n and not integrating the instruction of math 

with other subjects. Elm, despite its outward physical appearance, was more 

traditional behind the classroom doors than outward first impressions would 

have led one to believe. 

Tuniper 

Jimiper had more eclectic pedagogy behind the classroom doors than Elm 

because not everyone was preparing the students for a school-wide year-end 

project. Instead, a wide variety of activities and teacher practices were observed 

in Juniper classrooms. 

Some of the teachers did have their students completing projects. For 

example, Stan and Linda, an eighth grade teaching team, had their students 

complete individual multimedia projects. These were not year-end, massive, all-

encompassing projects of the Elm mold. However, these eighth grade students 

were expected to deliver a ten-minute presentation related to the Civil War. The 

criteria for this project were broader than at Elm with stated general goals such 

as, "the students will use technology in their preparation and presentation." 

Students were given opportunities to develop their presentations in the manner 

they wished. There was no rigid framework. The students typically worked on 
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their project during different blocks of in-class time, but the in-class work time 

was not for the entire period day-in-day-out, as it was at Elm. 

The students were required to use a computer presentation program (such 

as HyperCard) to present their project to the class. Additionally, they were 

expected to bring some form of multimedia into their computerized presentation. 

Many of the students used a video camera to produce videotapes that was then 

imported into their presentation program and used as part of the overall project. 

Students also imported images and information from CD-ROMs that were made 

available in the classroom by their teachers as they researched their topic. 

Linda set up a web page on the Internet where her students were expected 

to access and retrieve information for their Civil War project. The students were 

also expected to cite at least one web site or some form of computerized 

database/information within their project. 

Unlike the student presentations at Elm, these students' final projects varied 

greatly. Some were stand-alone presentations where the students literally 

pushed a button to start the multimedia presentation and then stood back, 

watched, and stopped the presentation when questions arose. Other students' 

presentations had their peers interacting while at the same time the presenter 

was taking cues from the class and slides, mixing live presentations with 

computerized multimedia. 
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An indication of the students' motivation to work on these projects 

occurred on a Friday morning during a non-school, teacher-planning day. On 

that morning, at least fifteen students, a quarter of Stan and Linda's sixty 

students, were observed in Stan and Linda's classrooms working on their 

projects. For several hours on that Friday morning, the ten computers in both 

teachers' rooms were occupied. What made this more remarkable was that the 

students' presentations were not due for another two weeks. 

While observing Linda's classroom during a regular school day, when 

students were working on their presentations, one was reminded of a group of 

scurrying ants. Students were everywhere, moving between computers, 

resource materials, and even in and out of the classroom. Because there were 

only five computers in Linda's room and just one was connected to the Internet, 

as many as a dozen students were out in the school using computers in other 

classrooms around the campus or in the library. 

The observations of Stan and Linda's eighth grade students preparing their 

projects revealed a level of enthusiasm and on-task behavior that was 

significantly greater than demonstrated by Elm students as they completed their 

projects and prepared for their presentations. On average, over ninety-five 

percent of the students appeared to be on task and working on their projects 

during class work time compared to roughly fifty percent at Elm. 
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Other teachers at Jimiper also had their students working on projects that 

resulted in either a final paper or presentation or both. However, none of these 

projects/presentations were as involved as the one Linda and Stan had created 

with their students. 

Most of the teachers observed at Juniper appeared to be willing to go to 

considerable lengths in an effort to make their students' projects 

multidisciplinary. For example, Sandy and Nancy, two ninth grade teachers, had 

their students working on a joint project that was the result of these two teachers' 

collaborative efforts. Unlike the teachers at Elm who had a day each week to 

plan together, and unlike Stan and Linda, who were an eighth grade team (which 

meant a common planning period), these two ninth grade teachers had to make a 

special effort to work together because they did not have a common planning 

period. The only time available for them to plan was before or after school and 

during lunch. Despite these structural roadblocks, these two teachers created an 

integrated project that enabled their students to turn in one final product that 

received a grade in both classes, not a traditional classroom structure. 

All of the teachers observed at Jxmiper had their students participating in 

some form of integrated cross-curricular project as part of their class, however, in 

the majority of class periods observed at Jumper, the emphasis was not on these 

projects. Rather, at Jimiper, the majority of the class time was spent on topics not 

related to the students' projects. Most of the classes observed at Juniper were 
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more traditional than Elm in the sense that the class periods were typically a time 

when the class reviewed homework, the teacher presented information, and the 

students listened, asked questions, and then worked on new homework. 

As mentioned earlier, it was not this study's intent to describe in detail all of 

the classrooms observed but, rather, to discuss common features of the 

classrooms and to describe the exceptions with more detail. For this reason, the 

following two examples present a snapshot of the typical framework used in 

most of the classrooms observed at Jtmiper followed by a more detailed 

description of the classroom of one teacher who varied the most from this typical 

traditional framework. 

Similar to Elm, most of the teachers observed at Jimiper began class with 

the agenda for the day. This was usually done with the aide of an overhead or a 

whiteboard to show the students what was going to happen and what weis 

expected. After the agenda was reviewed, class periods seemed to split into one 

of two formats. In one format, the teacher allowed the students a work period, 

often for working on their projects, such as the one outlined for Elm and as 

sometimes allowed in Linda and Stan's classes. The second, and more common 

format, involved the teacher leading the students through the rest of the period 

with a series of activities. 

In the second type of class period, where the teacher led the students 

through various activities, typically the next order of business was homework. 
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The teacher asked the students to get out their homework and then either 

collected the homework, had the students follow along as the teacher went over 

the homework, or told them to exchange homework with a neighbor so they 

could grades each others' work. Depending on which process was used, the 

teacher reviewed the homework to some degree. Some teachers spent only a few 

minutes on this activity, and others spent most of the remaining period 

reviewing the homework. After finishing the homework review/ check, the 

teacher would then proceed to the next segment of the class period, presentation 

of new material. At this point, the teacher would either lecture at the board or 

used an overhead to convey information. The degree to which the teacher had 

students actively involved in the lesson varied considerably. Students most 

commonly were asked questions and often were expected to take notes of some 

sort. Once the lesson of the day was completed, the students were given the rest 

of the period to work on their new homework. This basic class period 

framework was particularly consistent for all of the math and social studies 

classes observed at Juniper. 

The one addition to this lesson format had the period begin with a short 

quiz. After the qxiiz, the students either turned in their papers or exchanged 

papers for a quick check and grade. Once finished with the checking/grading, 

the teacher proceeded with the activities as outlined above beginning with the 

review of the day's agenda and then homework. As an example, in all of the 
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math classes observed, the quiz was usually one problem on the board or 

overhead followed by the homework review and then the teacher presentation of 

the next concept including several example problems. After these problems were 

explained, the students were given the rest of the class period to complete their 

homework. 

In one seventh-grade social studies class, the period was organized 

differently. During the class periods observed, the students were given a 

vocabulary quiz to start the period (similar to the math classes). After the quiz, 

the teacher reviewed the homework and then led the students through the day's 

reading of several pages out of the social studies textbook. The students took 

turns reading out loud. The teacher stopped often during the course of the 

reading to check for understanding and to ask general questions. The teacher 

also developed a concept-web on the board based on the key points from the 

day's textbook reading. During this time, the students generally stayed on task 

(with only a few students resting their heads on their books). When the teacher 

noticed a student with her/his head down, she swifdy told the student to sit up 

and pay attention. After about a half-hotir of reading out loud, the students 

were given the rest of the period to work on their integrated project. 

During the interview with this teacher, she was asked to describe her 

pedagogy, and she began by calling herself "old fashion": 
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I guess I would say [I am] a littie more old fashion teacher. I do use a 
social studies book. We do do a lot of group projects, but I do make 
them read every chapter in the book. The book is very difficult for 
them, and so I have to do a lot of either [pause] we read it together, 
and we do a lot of discussion on it, and I do a lot of graphic organizers 
to try to get them to organizing information that they are getting in. 
Because if they read by themselves, it goes in one ear and out the other 
and they can't answer questions. They don't imderstand it. So I am 
presenting at a real basic level, but I am using the book quite a bit. 
Other than that, basically I do a lot of group work. 

Based on this teacher's cormnents and the classroom observations of her classes, 

she was what could be considered a traditional type teacher. Her description of 

how she used the textbook and had the students read the entire book fit with 

what was observed in her classroom. 

The only other variation on the framework of the class periods seen at 

Jimiper came from the ninth grade science and English teachers. These teachers 

did not use a framework that allowed students the entire period to work on their 

projects. They also did not give a quiz, review homework, present a short lesson, 

and then allow the remainder of the period for completing homework. 

The science teacher took the second framework and added a few twists. 

During one ninety-minute class period observation, the science teacher started 

class by annoxmcing there would be a quiz on twenty-six bones in fifteen minutes 

and that the students could use that time to review their notes. During this 

fifteen-minute review period, most of the students appeared to be studying their 

notes for the quiz. After fifteen minutes, the teacher had the students take their 
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quiz and then exchange papers to grade while she went over the answers. The 

quiz ended thirty minutes into the class period. For the remaining sixty minutes, 

the students worked in groups on a lab designed to increase the students' 

observations skills. They were given a worm, frog, and grasshopper and were 

asked to draw and write about each. The students then spent the remainder of 

the period working on their assignment within their group of three to four 

students. Most of the students, for most of the period, were working on this 

assignment with little socialization. 

Another fifty-five minute class-period observation of this ninth grade 

science teacher was a twist on the project-driven framework. During this period, 

the students spent half an hour working to prepare their menus for an upcoming 

camping trip and the remaining twenty-five minutes watching a videotape on 

DNA. Throughout the period, most of the students appeared to be working and 

then watching the videotape. 

The final example of a teacher who did not follow either framework came 

from the ninth grade English teacher at Juniper, Sandy. The way Sandy 

conducted class was different from any of the teachers observed at either school. 

Her classes were so different, one classroom observation will be described in 

detail to demonstrate her pedagogy more clearly. 

One of the things that made Sandy's class imique was that she did not start 

with reminders to the students of what and when work was due or other types of 
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announcements. She also did not start with a quiz or a homework check. 

Instead, she immediately had the students get out their work and prepare to 

participate in the first learning activity of the day. Although her classes were 

teacher directed (as were most of the other Juniper teachers' classrooms), she 

kept almost all of the students actively involved throughout the entire period 

(unlike most of the other classes observed at these two charter schools). 

Sandy was completing her second year of teaching. Yet, she demonstrated 

a level of enthusiasm for her subject that was at or near the top of any of the 

more than thirty teachers observed during this study. She also demonstrated 

skills and variety not seen in almost any of the other classrooms even though she 

was one of the newest teachers observed at either charter school. On several 

classroom observations, Sandy had at least ten different activities for the students 

to participate in within a ninety-minute block period. The following description 

of one of Sandy's class periods occurred while the students were studying 

Romeo and Tuliet. As Sandy said, this was one of the most traditional pieces of 

ninth grade literature. 

As students walked into the room, Sandy was standing at the door greeting 

them. Upon entering class, the students took their seats. The desks were 

arranged around the perimeter of the room so that all of the students faced into 

the middle of the classroom. As the bell rang and the ninety-minute block period 

began, students were getting out their books and turning to the page they had 
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finished reading last time. Sandy reminded them to get out a handout she had 

developed called "Love Connections." She then went to the board and listed 

seven terms, names, and concepts from the story (unlike other teachers who 

started by reviewing the day's agenda written in the comer of the board). This 

was essentially a quick recap of the key points in the story thus far. After 

completing the qiiick review, she asked them to follow along in their books as 

she played a CD of the sound track to Romeo and Tuliet. These activities 

occurred in fewer than fifteen minutes, and all of the students appeared to be on-

task at this point. 

She then had the students discuss various points about what they just 

heard. One example of what the students discussed involved why one of the 

actors spoke differently than the rest of the actors. After a brief discussion, she 

had the students go around the room and reread the same two pages of the play 

that they had just heard on the CD. She had each student read one line. There 

were twenty-six lines in the section they were reviewing and twenty-nine 

students, allowing all but three students to read from the play. 

Next, she asked several groups of students to act out different segments of 

the lines they had just read. The three students who had not read aloud were the 

first students she chose. She had these students act out the various hand and 

body motions they thought the actors should be using during their dialogue. 

Then the class briefly discussed what they thought the students (actors) should 
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be doing with their hands and bodies. Once the students completed that 

exercise, she played the videotape of the same twenty-six lines of the play (less 

than a five-minute clip). This was a chance for the students to see how close their 

enactment was to what they saw on the videotape. This was at least the fourth 

time the students had heard this section of the play in less than three-quarters of 

an hour. While playing the videotape, it appeared as if all of the students were 

listening (as were most of the students during the previous activities). This level 

of student involvement in the lesson, essentially one himdred percent, especially 

after forty-five minutes, was almost imparalleled in the other classroom 

observations at either school. The only other classrooms at either of the two 

charter schools that had similar levels of student participation were in Stan and 

Linda's classes. 

While the students watched the videotape, she erased the board and wrote 

five questions. As soon as the videotape finished, she asked a few quick review 

questions and then had the students' number off so they could form small 

groups of three to four students. The students quickly rearranged themselves by 

moving their desks together (it was obvious from their speed and efficiency that 

these students had done this type of group rearrangement before). She then told 

each group to answer the five questions now on the board from the perspective 

of the character in the story their group was assigned to represent. 



172 

After the students were given instructions, Sandy began to walk around the 

room to listen to the students and their thinking. After a few minutes of the 

students working together in their groups, she said to the class, "Should you talk 

or not?" A student answered, "Talk." She then said, "Should there be a little or 

a lot of talking?" Another student answered, "A lot." She nodded in agreement 

and then continued to walk aroimd the room listening to the various groups. 

After a few more minutes, it was still fairly quiet in the room, and she stopped 

and said, "Why is it so quiet?" No answer was given, even though it appeared 

they heard her. She then said, "You should not be answering these questions 

yourself." As she stopped at each group and listened to their conversations, she 

usually asked them questions that were clearly intended to help the students to 

consider how their character would respond to the five questions. These 

Socratic-like questioning techniques were Sandy's most frequently used form of 

student interaction. 

After about fifteen minutes, she told the groups to pick a student to act as 

the recorder to present their group's responses to the five questions. She also 

told the students she would collect the questions from everyone at the end of the 

period. At this point, class was about fifty-five minutes old, the field notes 

stated, "She has incredible vibrancy and excitement about what she is telling kids 

as she goes around to each group." She walked around the room and asked 

several of the groups who they were going to have report. Several times she 
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suggested the group should consider having so-and-so report, "Because they 

don't usually talk as much." As groups presented, Sandy wrote a summary on 

the board of what they reported. After about fifteen minutes, the seven groups 

had completed their presentations and at that point she asked the students to 

pass their work in to her. 

Finally, with approximately fifteen minutes left in the period, she quickly 

reviewed what they needed to have completed for an integrated project the 

students were completing for their English and social studies classes. She then 

let the students get to work on their project for the remaining period. There were 

seven computers in the room and the students immediately filled those 

computers. Ehiring this time, she wandered around the room asking students 

about their projects. Some five minutes into this project work time and with less 

than ten minutes left in class, four students began socializing. When Sandy 

noticed the students, she spoke to them, and they quickly went back to work on 

their assignment. This was the first and last time during the ninety-minute 

period that more than one student appeared to be off task at any one point. 

In the center of the room, Sandy had an overhead projector. She used the 

center of the room as a focal point of classroom activities. When she was talking 

to the students, she stood literally in the middle of the room. This was also the 

stage when students performed scenes from Romeo and Tuliet. It was her "front" 

of the classroom. In her interview, Sandy said she had arranged the room to fit 



174 

her didactic style: "I have had it [the outer edge seating arrangement] for the 

whole year although sometimes I will vary it if I want to have group stuff. But 

the classes are easier for me to talk with my hands." Sandy was interviewed 

after the lesson described above, and when talking about her pedagogy, she said. 

So my goal is to try and incorporate [pause] you know basically the 
four areas of language arts as dictated by the [California] Frameworks 
which are reading, writing, listening, speaking. Um, in most things. 
So I try to make sure that at least once a week this is a big thing that I 
try to do; it doesn't always work. That everybody at least says 
something, you know to the class as a whole. So, for example, aU of 
them today doing that prologue activity so they are up there at least 
orally part of the class listening, speaking, writing, reading. So I think 
that for example today all of those things came into play. 

As she said about the above lesson, she had tried to get all of her students 

involved in her class in the four different areas of language arts. 

Sandy was asked if she would describe her English classroom as teacher 

directed. She answered, "I think, more than I would like, yeah, probably. 

Because most people here [other teachers at Jimiper] in language are [pause] 

most [pause] I would say at least my impression is that people do 

reading/writing workshop." Based on her body language and the meter in her 

voice, it seemed she did not like answering the question in the affirmative. She 

went on to say that because she was teaching ninth grade, she was really 

teaching high school and with high school came certain "universal" expectations 

such as having the students read Romeo and Tnliet: 
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And it, it [pause] part of the reason that I do it differently [not doing 
reading, writing workshop] is because technically I am teaching high 
school cause technically with the ninth graders and in terms of 
articulation, ninth graders are supposed to have read a certain battery 
[pause] you know a core battery of work. I mean [paiise] universally 
practically every ninth grader reads To Kill a Mockingbird and Romeo 
and Tuliet. 

Sandy believed that it was too difficult for ninth grade students, on their 

own, to read and successfully comprehend the authors' points and nuances with 

books such as To Kill a Mockingbird and Romeo and Tuliet. Not only was the 

content of Sandy's class very traditiorial, her mindset regarding what students 

could comprehend and discern on their own as ninth grade students was 

traditional. She said about having students read and comprehend To Kill a 

Mockingbird and Romeo and Tuliet on their own in a reading/writing workshop: 

If s impossible to do. [pause] I mean it's impossible to do Romeo and 
TtJiet and go okay reading workshop [pause]; you read it, you do these 
projects on it. So that makes it become more teacher directed. The 
other thing is then is that To tCill a Mockingbird which is not a difficult 
book per se but there's a lot of you know themes or concepts and in 
ninth grade they are suppose to start getting into writing about 
literature [pause] like writing about theme, or writing about character 
um, which they don't do as much of in the seventh and eighth grade. 
It's more reading, writing you know practicing writing and 
experiencing [pause] reading. 

Diiring her other classroom observations, Sandy had a similar blend of activities 

and student interaction. Based on several classroom observations, Sandy's goal 

of having students experience their reading appeared to be accomplished in her 

lessons. 
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Of all the teachers observed, Sandy, despite her teacher-directed style and 

lack of experience, had, along with Linda who was also from Juniper, the most 

students consistently engaged throughout the classroom period. Jill's students at 

Elm were also very engaged during class time, but overall, they did not seem to 

demonstrate the interest and enthusiasm that appeared to be present in the 

students in Sandy and Linda's classes. 

Overall, the pedagogy of the teachers behind the classroom doors at these 

two schools was more similar than dissimilar. At Elm, teachers were more 

conventional and traditional than had been expected given the initial impression 

of the author upon entering the school grounds. Elm teachers did exhibit some 

classroom practices that were different from the TTC practices and structures 

codified and discussed in Chapter Three; however, virtually every school in 

America would differ in some respects from the TTC practices and structures. 

Were the teachers' practices at Elm different enough to be considered 

irmovative? As stated previously, the reader must determine the answer to that 

question. 

The teachers' pedagogy observed at Jimiper covered a broader range of 

styles than at Elm. Of all the teachers observed in this study, Jimiper had the 

least as well as the most traditional teachers with regard to the TTC practices and 

structures. Linda's integrated, hands-on projects incorporating technology as 

well as the methods she used to get the students involved in those projects were 
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probably the most innovative and least traditional teaching methods seen at 

either school. However, some of the math and social studies teachers at Jtmiper 

were the most traditional, work-out-of-the-book teachers in this study. Overall, 

however, could Jtmiper's teachers be considered innovative? 

Other School Structures Impacting the Qassroom 

As mentioned earlier, not only was the pedagogy of the individual teachers 

examined, school structures impacting the classroom environment were also 

noted. At Elm, the school-wide structures that differed from those tj^ically 

foimd in traditional public schools included the requirement that all students 

take a foreign language for the entire time they attended Elm. This meant all 

students took a second language class every year while at Elm. Other school-

wide structures at Elm that were not typical of the TTC but were less atypical 

than all students taking a foreign language through high school included: 1) all 

students completing and presenting a year-end integrated theme-based project; 

2) teachers teaching more than one subject to the same group of students in a 

block configuration (done in Division I, grades six, seven, and eight but not done 

in Division II, ninth grade and above); 3) small class loads for these same multi-

subject teachers (around fifty total students); and 4) small class sizes (average of 

around eighteen) for the entire school. These structures were not foimd in the 

TTC practices and structures. It appeared that the overall school-wide structures 
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at Elm were less traditional than the teachers' practices observed behind the 

classroom doors at this same school. However, does this mean that Elm was 

innovative beyond the classroom doors? In the above list of structures, the first 

item, having all students take a second language, was a requirement of Elm 

being an International Baccalaureate Middle Years Program (IBMYP) school. 

The remaining structural components of the school were similar to those foimd 

in the Coalition of Essential Schools (CES) concept (Sizer, 1984). Bill, the foimder 

of Elm, said they based many of their school's structures on the concepts 

tmderpinning the Coalition schools. These school-wide structures, which 

impacted the classroom, may not have been traditional, but they were common 

and considered desirable structures within CES and IBMYP schools. 

Jtmiper also had some school-wide structures different from the standard 

traditional school. For example, Jtmiper's seventh and eighth grade teachers 

taught three different subjects to one cluster of students. This meant, like Elm, 

the teacher's class load was kept low, between forty-five and sixty students. 

However, overall, Jimiper had fewer non-traditional school-wide structural 

attributes than Elm. For example, although Juniper was promoted as an 

International Baccalaureate preparatory magnet school, it did not require all 

students to take a foreign language for all three years, as students were required 

to do at Elm. 
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Summary of How E)i£ferent was Different Enough 

The original idea behind this dissertation appeared to be very simple. 

Charter schools were supposed to breed innovation (Bierlein & MulhoUand, 

1994; Corwin et al., 1996; Corwin & Flaherty, 1995; Datnow, 1994; Dianda & 

Corwin, 1994; Finn et al., 1996b; General Accoimting Office, 1995; Little Hoover 

Commission, 1996; Loveless & Jasin, 1998; McCotter, 1995; Nathan, 1996a; Wells, 

1993; Wohlstetter at al., 1995; Williams & Buechler, 1993; Yamashiro & Carlos, 

1996). The author conducted a case study of two charter schools attempting to 

determine what effect being a charter school had on the teachers and classrooms 

of these two charter schools. One start-up and one conversion school were 

examined. Predictions were made regarding whether charter schools would 

create innovation. The first prediction, regarding innovation within these charter 

schools, was based on a review of literature related to classroom teaching over 

the past century. The prediction was that most of the classroom activities 

observed would be ones that the investigator had seen before or practices that 

were described in the literature as having been stable and predictable regularities 

in classrooms throughout American public schools over the last century. A 

simple idea. 

Simple ideas, however, are not always simple to execute. As the study 

progressed, it became more and more evident that whether or not these charter 

school teachers were innovative was difficult, if not impossible, to determine. As 
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the theoretical traditional classroom (TTQ practices and structures were 

codified, the subjective nature of the process became evident. Once in the 

classroom, it became apparent that there was no such thing as a TTC because all 

classrooms were unique. Cremin (1989) called this reality the "cacophony of 

teaching" (p. 59). The final difficulty in determining whether a classroom teacher 

or school was innovative involved deciding how different was different enough, 

another subjective judgment. The bottom line became - innovation was too 

subjective a concept - one that would always be judged in the eye of the 

beholder. For these reasons, the author did not wish to enter into this subjective 

arena. Instead, he described some of the non-traditional classroom practices and 

structures that were observed at these two charter schools. 

This failure to judge whether these charter school teachers and schools were 

innovative led, however, to the another, more important question. Did the 

teachers' practices (innovative or not) change as a result of teaching at a charter 

school? This question was the fotmdation for further exploration during the 

interviews with the teachers, including issues such as why the teachers and 

schools were the way they were (especially the effect of autonomy) and the 

teachers' perspectives on what had changed since they had become part of a 

charter school. 

Although determining how different was different enough to be considered 

innovative was a question left unanswered, the author could objectively make a 
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statement about the overall nature of these two charter schools relative to each 

other. In a comparison. Elm had more of the innovative (non-traditional) school-

wide structures than Juniper. Yet, behind the classroom doors, Jrmiper had both 

the most innovative (non-traditional) as well as the most traditional teacher 

classroom practices of the two schools. Both schools had unique features. They 

both had features different from the theoretical traditiorml classroom (TTQ 

practices and structures described as most common and stable in the literature 

over the past century. 

Despite this dilemma, out of this work came the deeper and more important 

issue of this study, whether or not charter schools were fomenting changes in 

teachers' pedagogy. If the charter school teachers were not creating innovation 

in the classroom and instead were continuing to teach as they always had, then 

the experiences students were receiving in a charter school should not be 

significantly different than those they would have received in their 

neighborhood public school. Thus, a student's achievement should not be 

significantly different whether attending a neighborhood or a charter school. 

What mattered was whether these charter schools were making the teachers 

more innovative. Were teachers in these charter schools trying new things? If 

the charter school teachers were innovative, but they were jiist as innovative 

before they came to the charter school, were charter schools fulfilling their 

promise? The important question became, had the teachers in these charter 
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schools changed their classroom practices as a result of teaching at the charter 

school? Did teaching at a charter school affect how the teachers taught in their 

classrooms? If a school was innovative, was it because it was a charter school? 

What factors were affecting whether these teachers were innovative? These 

issues and questions were explored and discussed in themes two, three, and four. 

Theme Two - Changes in Teachers' Pedagogy 

Teachers' perceptions of their previous and current teaching practices and 

how they had changed were explored in this theme. As stated earlier, the 

purpose of this study was to investigate classroom practices and structures in 

two charter schools. Several strategies were taken to examine the teaching 

practices that occiirred behind the classroom doors. The first strategy involved 

classroom observations in an effort to determine whether these classrooms were 

innovative. However, this naive notion of simply being able to observe a 

teacher's classroom and then determine whether the teacher was innovative was 

foimd to be much more difficult than originally expected. Additionally, as the 

study unfolded, it became evident that whether the teachers had changed as a 

result of teaching at the charter school was the more important issue. 

How Teachers' Practices Have Changed 

Examining how these charter school teachers' classroom practices had 

changed since teaching at the charter school became the next area of focus in this 
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study. Because this was not a longitudinal study of teachers' classroom practices 

(allowing for a comparison of teaching practices before and after coming to a 

charter school), the next best indicator of whether teachers had changed practices 

were the teachers themselves. Extensive interviews of twelve teachers who had 

been observed were conducted to examine this issue. 

To determine how teachers' practices and structtires changed over time, the 

teachers were asked in their interviews to describe the following five 

components of their current classroom: physical layout/size, materials, students 

(number and types), pedagogy, and content. After they described these five 

components, they were then asked, "Based on the amotmt of difference from 

your previous teaching situation, how would you rank these five components 

from the most changed to the least? And why?" The intent was to determine 

what had changed and, in particular, whether the teachers' pedagogy, 

methodology, and classroom structures had changed since coming to teach at the 

charter school. 

Determining whether these charter school teachers had changed their 

classroom practices was accomplished by indirectly questioning them rather than 

directly asking if they had changed their classroom practices or structures as a 

result of coming to teach at the charter school. This was done for several reasons. 

First, asking this type of direct question might alert the teacher being 

interviewed as to the purpose of the study and, therefore, bias the teacher. 
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Second, a direct question of this nature was too broad to answer easily. Third, 

asking this question directly, without previous questioning, might not get at 

reality. Answering this direct question would reflect on the person responding, 

making it difficult to answer in the negative because this author felt people, in 

general, and teachers, in particular, expect to change and improve with time. 

The author, therefore, felt it was necessary to address this question in a more 

indirect manner. Having the teachers describe five areas related to their 

classroom rather than asking directly if their practices had changed was believed 

to be a more subtle way of determining what had changed since coming to teach 

at the charter school. 

Several of the five areas that the teachers were asked to discuss, such as 

nimiber of students and materials, were not directly related to the question of 

how the teachers had changed their classroom teaching practices. However, they 

were included because the answers provided information for other parts of this 

study while at the same time making the purpose of the question more difficult 

to discern. For example, as discussed in Chapter Three, one threat to the 

validity in determining whether teachers had changed how iimovative they were 

as a result of teaching at a charter school involved the students they were 

teaching. Perhaps the students they taught affected their willingness or ability to 

innovate rather than teaching at a charter school. For this reason, the list of five 
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areas included the number and type of students. Teachers' responses regarding 

how students affected their ability to innovate were included in Theme Four. 

After they described each area thoroughly, the teachers were asked to 

discuss how the five areas had changed. This was accomplished by first asking 

the teacher to rank the five areas with respect to the amotmt of change. This 

technique allowed the teachers to answer the original question without feeling as 

they had to respond to a question loaded with assumptions such as have you 

changed your teaching as a result of coming to work at the charter school? The 

responses of the teachers at Elm and Juniper are highlighted below. 

Elm Teachers 

Of the five formal interviews with teachers at Elm, four of the teachers. Bill, 

Martin, Jill, and Nicole, had previous teaching experience. Elm was a start-up 

charter school, and, therefore, all four teachers with previous experience had 

taught at a public school immediately prior to Elm. Because this theme dealt 

with the teachers' perceptions of their current classroom practices compared to 

previous practices, only the four teachers with prior experience disciissed 

changes in their classroom practices since coming to the charter school. 

BiU, an original member of the Dream Team, made the following comments 

about teaching science and which of the five areas he thought had changed the 

most since coming to teach at Elm (listing those areas changed in order of most 
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changed to least changed): "The materials one, the physical layout and size two, 

the students three, the pedagogy and content are four and five just because I 

have always taught a real active-based, hands-on, project-based curriculum." 

BiU stated the areas that had changed the most compared to his previous 

teaching position at the local high school were those things over which he had no 

control. For example, he had limited funds for materials at Elm, which was very 

different from the complete science laboratory he was accustomed to at his 

previous high school. It was not surprising that Bill, who came from a large high 

school, also fotmd the physical layout and size one of the most changed parts of 

the school. At his previo^ls school, there were twenty-five hxmdred students in 

grades nine through twelve. His previous campus sat on a large piece of land 

with over one himdred classrooms and numerous other facilities. Compared to 

the Elm campus, it was obvious why he would say the physical layout and size 

had changed significantly. 

Bill thought what had changed the least were his pedagogy and classroom 

content. As he said, "1 have always taught a real active-based, hands-on, project-

based curriculum." He did not think he had changed his classroom practices 

since coming to Elm. 

Bill also discussed the change of the school in general, becoming a less 

iimovative, more traditional style school. He said, "I think we are probably not 

anywhere near where we started, and we are probably heading back." Bill also 
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described how the original intent was to teach all of the classes at Elm, including 

math, in a heterogeneous manner, and yet, as he said, "I think ... we have a 

much more traditional math curriculum." 

Martin, who also taught at a local area high school before coming to Elm, in 

his response to how the five areas had changed since coming to Elm commented, 

"I really don't run it [class] all that much different than I ran it at [his previous 

school]." He then went on to describe some of the things he did in the classroom 

After he described how he taught, he said, "I told you some of the things that go 

on in my classroom, but those are the kind of things that generally always go on. 

So there is not much different." 

Martin's response was an example of why the questions were worded the 

way they were instead of asking directly if the teacher had changed how she/he 

taught since coming to the charter school. Despite the fact that Martin thought 

he taught essentially the same way as he did before he came to Elm, he could not 

say he taught the same. Instead, even though he did not mention one thing he 

did differently, he couched his answer using words such as, "it is not that muck 

different" and "I really don't nm it [class] all that much different." 

Depending on how the interviews proceeded, some of the teachers were 

eventually asked in a more direct manner whether their teaching had changed. 

For example, Jill was asked, "Is how you teach different than how you used to 

teach?" She responded. 
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It's not. I teach the same way I did. I had see [pause] see I had 
textbooks at the other school, but I never used them. I mean I used 
textbooks to build ramps and weigh and you know I never [pause] my 
kids never read out of textbooks before. ... thaf s because I was 
involved in all of that science reform which says get away from the 
book and have kids doing science. So when I came here, there was no 
[paiose] there was no switch for me. Going from their curriculum to 
this. 

Jill also stated that she was really not doing anything differently this year 

compared to her previous teaching years. She said, "I have been doing that [type 

of teaching] for the last three years." 

The last of the four Elm teachers, Nicole, concurred with her peers at Elm 

when asked whether her pedagogy had changed since coming to Elm. She said, 

"Not for me personally. Um, my way of teaching has always been hands-on, 

even in [her previous school] I ran a complete hands-on science program." 

All four of the Elm teachers said they were essentially teaching as they had 

before they came to Elm. Bill stated that as a whole, the school was less 

innovative than it was originally intended to be and that teachers such as Martin 

and Nicole had changed in a direction that was less innovative. Martin said that 

he was "not that much different." The other two teachers thought nothing had 

changed, they had always taught that way. Overall, the four teachers' practices 

appeared not to have changed or changed only slightly (toward being less 

innovative). This finding fit with the fact that for these four teachers' their 
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pedagogy was consistently ranked as one of the least changed within their 

classroom. 

Timiper Teachers 

Of the eight teachers formally interviewed at Juniper, seven of them had 

previous teaching experience and were at Juniper prior to its conversion to a 

charter school. All seven of the teachers talked about what had changed in their 

classroom since Juniper had converted to a charter school, although most did not 

directly answer the question involving which of the five areas of the classroom 

had changed most. Instead, they described their teaching now and compared it 

to their teaching before Juniper converted to a charter school. The reason they 

did not rank the five areas appeared to be that they did not think much had 

changed. 

Sandy, in a dialogue about what had changed in her classroom and in the 

school since becoming a charter school, said, "I don't think we do anything really 

[differently]." 

Michelle also made it clear that nothing had changed in her classroom since 

Jimiper had become a charter school. She said, "And nothing that we [the 

school] did changed [speaking slowly and evenly with meter and emphasis]. My 

life hasn't changed because we became a charter what I teach and what goes on 

in the classroom." Similar to Sandy, Michelle thought her classroom practices 
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had not changed and the school, in general, had not changed as a result of 

becoming a charter school. When asked directly, "So you don't really think 

becoming a charter school has made any difference in the classroom?", she said, 

"No." 

Gail also did not change her teaching since Jimiper had become a charter 

school: 

I haven't seen the change within the classroom ... I basically in my old 
school district [pause] I [pause] I taught the same kind of students 
although I had a few more migrant students because it was an 
agriculture area. And they were in and out quite a bit. And my 
teaching styles were the same although I was teaching second grade 
compared to seventh grade so I did [pause] some difference because of 
age differences. 

In her response, Gail stated that she had not changed her pedagogy because of 

the school's charter status, but she had changed her pedagogy previously when 

she changed grade levels. 

Stan responded to the question about which of the five areas had changed 

the most by saying, "The materials and the layout and most everything [else] is 

pretty much the same." He was then asked specifically if his pedagogy was also 

the same, "Yeah, I have always felt like discovering is much better than lecturing 

and having them come up with an idea." When asked if this type of teaching 

was a change for him, he said, "I have not done anything differently." Stan's 

partner, Linda agreed saying, "Nothing [had changed]." For botii of these 
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teachers, their practices had not changed as a result of converting to a charter 

school. 

Both Stan and Linda made similar comments about nothing changing for 

them, so they were asked, "If I were to walk in your classroom or anywhere in 

the school yesterday and a year ago today, do you think I would see much 

difference because it has been a charter for a year?" Linda answered, "No, don't 

think so." 

Irene, the teacher who wrote the charter and was on the (newly formed) 

management team, answered the question, do you think the author would see 

any difference this year compared to last year in the school as a result of the 

charter?, "Actually no. Other than the JMT meetings." Then she was specifically 

asked, "What about in the classroom? Do you see much difference there?" She 

answered, "No, not here, not here." 

Irene, as did several other teachers, thought becoming a charter school 

would create some changes; however, none of the desired changes were directly 

related to what went on in the classroom. She mentioned things they were now 

able to do that they could not have done before becoming a charter school; 

however, all of her examples had to do with things outside of the classroom. For 

instance, she talked about being able to use Marriott food service instead of 

district food services as well as the ability to bid out for improvements to the 

school's air conditioning system. 
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Juniper teachers were unanimous in their belief that since becoming a 

charter school, their classroom teaching had not changed. The biggest changes at 

the school were related to the school's financial freedoms and structural issues 

such as administrative and teacher decision-making powers. Juniper teachers 

who did discuss their hopes for change in their classroom, did it only in the 

future tense. 

Rnmmary of Changes in Teachers' Pedagogy 

None of the teachers interviewed at either charter school thought their 

classroom teaching practices had changed in any significant way since beginning 

to teach at their respective charter school. When asked to rank the factors that 

had changed within their classroom, teachers ranked pedagogy as one of the 

least changed. Several teachers were asked directly how their pedagogy had 

changed since teaching at the charter school, and they stated that their pedagogy 

had remained essentially unchanged. Had these charter schools fomented 

irmovation in their teachers? The answer was no, not for the thirteen teachers 

interviewed at these two charter schools. 

Theme Three - Teacher Freedom/ Autonomy 

This theme was broken into two major sections based on the teachers' 

perception of changes in their autonomy. One section discussed teachers' 
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autonomy behind the classroom doors and the other covers teachers' autonomy 

beyond the classroom doors. 

Freedom/ Autonomy Behind the Qassroom Door 

As reported in Theme Two, teachers did not think their classroom practices 

had changed as a result of teaching at a charter school. The premise behind 

charter schools had assimied that deregulating schools (in return for student 

outcome accoimtability) would result in increased teacher autonomy thereby 

creating change and innovation (Bierlein & Mulholland, 1994; Corwin et al., 1996; 

Corwin & Flaherty, 1995; Datnow, 1994; Dianda & Corwin, 1994; Finn et al., 

1996b; General Accounting Office, 1995; Little Hoover Commission, 1996; 

Loveless & Jasin, 1998; McCotter, 1995; Nathan, 1996a; Wells, 1993; Wohlstetter at 

al., 1995; Williams & Buechler, 1993; Yamashiro & Carlos, 1996). The author 

thought that although the teachers had not changed their pedagogy, perhaps 

they had more autonomy, another goal of charter schools. Perhaps the reason 

they had not changed their pedagogy was because it was too early in the change 

process, but with increased autonomy they would change over time. To pursue 

this line of logic, the author asked teachers to reflect on their sense of autonomy 

within their classrooms. The following comments were representative of the 

teachers' thoughts regarding their autonomy within their classrooms. All of the 

comments from teachers who felt differently from the majority were included. 
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Elm 

Martin captured the essence of the teachers' comments from both schools 

regarding autonomy: "It is still like a regular school. 1 can close the door, and I 

can do anything in my classroom." Bill put it this way: "You close the door and 

do whatever you want." Bill also said that in his twenty years of teaching at a 

variety of schools, he had always had the freedom to teach what and how he felt 

was appropriate, "No one ever walks into my classroom in any situation [with 

emphasis] and goes 'Oh you shouldn't be doing that because it doesn't fit 

curricultun XYZ.' I have never had that happen, anywhere." 

When Jill was asked whether there was anything different that she could do 

in her classroom now that she could not do before, she answered, "No." The 

teacher at Elm who was new to teaching, Cindy, said her ability to go on field 

trips was less because there was no money to pay for the trips. 

When Nicole was asked, "Do you think there is anything that you can do 

now that you could not have done before?" she answered, "Probably the amoimt 

of fieldwork that we participate in, I think is a lot more supported in this school. 

Um, getting funding for fieldwork." Nicole added that she had come from an 

under-funded school in Pier old district] where they rarely took field trips. 

Nicole also thought she had lost some control to design curriculum. The reason 

she felt limited in her autonomy to try new curriculum was her desire to satisfy 

parents and students. "It [developing curriculxmi] is really up to me and how 
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willing I am to defend my right to design the curriculum to parents and students, 

and that is a biggy." 

Based on the Elm teachers' comments, it appeared that they had 

considerable autonomy within their classroom and that it had not changed 

significantly since coming to teach at the charter school. If anything, behind the 

classroom doors several teachers felt they had slightly less autonomy. Several 

teachers mentioned parental pressure as a factor that influenced their autonomy. 

Txmiper 

Irene's thoughts about her freedom to iimovate in her classroom were 

similar to those of the teachers at Elm. She said the administration really did not 

bother teachers: "They [administration] pretty much leave us alone, unless we do 

something completely illegal or something that you know is ridiculous." Sandy 

stated, "I feel like [pause] at least I am allowed to be [pause] it's not you must 

teach this way, do this here." 

Stan said, and Linda agreed, that teachers often don't listen to 

administrators, and as a result, teachers have considerable "flexibility" within 

their classrooms: "Even when the administration comes down with what 

everybody must do this, this way we [teachers] don't do it any ways (Linda -

"and nothing happens") and they don't care .... You are given quite a bit of 

flexibility." When the administration attempted to impinge on the teachers' 
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autonomy within their classrooms, teachers ignored the administrators, knowing 

there would be no consequences. Stan's comment that the administration did 

not care when the teachers did not follow the administrations' wishes indicated 

deeper system djmamics than were explored in this study. 

Stan gave another example of failing to follow the mandate of outside 

pressures. He talked about the textbook he was supposed to use in his science 

classes: "We really don't have a science text. They adopted one last year that is a 

nightmare, so I really can't use that." 

Stan and Linda, even before Juniper became a charter school, had been 

accustomed to considerable autonomy. However, with the new teacher-led 

management team, the JMT (the Juniper Management Team, which will be 

discussed further in Theme Four), they thought teachers might have even more 

autonomy because, as a result of the new decision-making structure, the 

administration could not tell them what to do without the JMT's approval. 

Administrators could no longer simply say, "that is how it will be." Stan and 

Linda provided an example from a teacher meeting they had attended earlier 

that day; 

Well, it is just that every time you are told something by an 
administrator do this now, it's kind of annojdng (Linda- yeah) because 
you weren't asked, so there is probably less of that [administrators 
telling teachers what to do since becoming a charter school]. Linda -
And I think there is less. For example, at our meeting today, I was 
being told that you will do this. And I said well did the portfolio 
committee approve that? Stan- but she would have done that before 
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though. Meanwhile, I was over there going you go girl. Linda 
(laughs) I said, did they approve this? .... But did the portfolio 
committee approve this? And the answer was no because I know 
personally that they have not done it. But he [the administrator] could 
never say that. He could never say yes or no without a two-hour 
diatribe. Who specifically is telling us to do this? That is exactly what 
I said. WeU, administratively, he said. And so we just dedded we are 
not doing it. I am not doing it. Stan -1 am not either. 

Linda made a general comment regarding a school where teachers make 

the decisions: "I would say it is just more autonomous where the teachers make 

the decisions." In reality, however, as Linda said earlier and reinforced in her 

response to whether administrators influenced her ability to try innovative ideas: 

"As long as parents are not calling and you are not writing a ton of referrals, they 

[administration] don't care." This was why she had always felt she had 

autonomy in her classroom. For Linda, it appeared that although she thought 

she had always had considerable autonomy, now that the teacher-led JMT had 

been given more power, she felt teachers might have even more autonomy. 

Irene felt very differently about the effects of the JMT on teachers' 

autonomy. She thought the JMT's power to make more decisions at the school 

meant less autonomy for teachers in their classroom. She was worried that the 

new powers given to the JMT would be used by some of the teachers on the JMT 

to reduce other teachers' autonomy (i.e., keep teachers from being irmovative 

and free to do what they would like). She said, "So sometimes trying to put 
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through something thaf s innovating and a good thing for the kids can be 

stopped at a charter school." 

Irene cited an example involving the JMT. She described how she and 

another teacher had done a lot of research on the possibilities of a new way of 

reaching students who were not successful in the normal classroom setting. 

While they were in the process of gathering information on the new teaching 

strategy, the JMT passed a motion that required all teachers to get the JMT's 

approval for all changes in curriculum. She was very upset by the whole 

process, and during the interview, she read from the minutes from the JMT 

meeting when they voted to enact this motion. 

Any new curriculum focuses or basic skills program to be adopted 
needs to be presented and approved by the JMT. [she then continued, 
remembering what she had said at the meeting] I said [to the 
committee], are you sa)dng any new curriculum I want to try in this 
school has got to go and be approved by you? And I said we can't 
experiment? In your own classroom? ^ it says [reading again from 
the minutes]. Amendment, does this exclude experimentation within a 
teacher's classroom? No. Does it include school wide programs and 
adoptions? Yes. 

According to these minutes from the JMT meeting, teachers continued to 

have autonomy and freedom to do what they wanted within their own 

classrooms, however, they were not free to introduce a program or an idea that 

would impact other classrooms tmless the JMT gave its approval. 

The teachers at Juniper thought they had considerable autonomy though 

not any more than they did before their school became a charter school. 



199 

However, since becoming a charter school, teachers had more decision-making 

ability with regard to curriculum as a result of the JMT (more on this in Theme 

Five). Linda felt the new teacher-led decision-making process gave teachers 

more autonomy. Irene, on the other hand, thought it meant less autonomy 

within teachers' classrooms because the teacher-led JMT was now able to tell 

teachers what to do. 

The teachers' sense of whether their autonomy had increased or decreased 

was based on their outlook on the current situation. For Linda and Stan, if 

administrators or teachers (the JMT) told them to do something, and they 

thought it was not in the best interest of the students, they probably would 

ignore the request (as they had done in the past with administrators). Irene (who 

was a voting member of the JMT) thought the teachers' new decision-making 

ability reduced her classroom autonomy. Though she did keep the JMT from 

dictating to her how or what to teach. Her strong emotional statement regarding 

her ability to "experiment" within her own classroom was a powerful comment 

on the sacrosanct nature of teachers' autonomy behind their classroom doors. 

This sentiment was representative of all of the charter school teachers 

interviewed for this study. 
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Autonomy Beyond the Qassroom Doors? 

Teachers at both charter schools agreed that the amoimt of autonomy 

behind the classroom doors was high before and since teaching at their charter 

school, yet several teachers mentioned things they thought they could do now, 

outside of the classroom, that they could not have done before the charter. Some 

of the issues mentioned by teachers relative to more autonomy beyond the 

classroom doors were "hoped for," and others were already a reality. 

One example of autonomy beyond the classroom involved teachers' 

increased freedom to participate in the operations of the school. Martin 

mentioned the freedom to participate in the decision-making process on school-

wide issues such as the budget: "It's just when any administrator has to say we 

are rtmning low on the budget. I say well, we are part of the budget team; let's 

take a look at things." 

Sandy thought the charter opened up possibilities, although she did not 

think the possibilities had reached her classroom. On issues that would affect 

her classroom, such as the cturiculum, she was not sure the charter would have 

an impact. She said, 

I think there's the possibility to do lots of stuff. Um, I am not [pause] I 
don't know if we will [pause] I mean [pause] curriculum wise [pause] I 
mean the stuff that I care about is the stuff that happens here [pointing 
to her classroom] to me um, and so you know what I see that could 
happen is that people will work together and decide what's better and 
how to do currictilum and how to buy materials and purchase stuff in 
a more equitable way. 
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Lauren thought that her freedom to purchase warehouse items was the 

biggest change since becoming a charter school: 

Our custodian has like been able to go to Staples instead of Hke having 
to order things through the district... supply wise like I can go to the 
custodian and say, hey Mike, I need this from Staples. And he has a 
credit card at Staples, and he just drives his little truck to Staples and 
buys us what we need. And it's not like, does the district carry this, 
does the district carry this, I need this, well we can do special orders 
through the district or forget it go buy it yourself. 

Nicole thought she had more autonomy to develop personal relationships 

with students outside of school. Nicole enjoyed having students over to her 

house and at her previous school that practice was not supported by the 

administration. 

Stan thought that teachers had been given more opportunity to work with 

the budget through the JMT: "And they [the JMT] actually have the budget in 

their hands." Irene thought that the JMT allowed the teachers the oppoitimity to 

change if they could work through the ciurent differences: 

I can keep positive because if we are allowed to move ... and we are 
allowed to keep on moving and tr5dng new things without people 
thinking we are stepping on anyone's toes ... we can try something, 
and hey, if it doesn't work [pause], let's try something new. You know 
and if that doesn't work let's try something new. And we shotild be 
able to have the autonomy to be able to do that. Whether the district 
says so or not. At least that* s what we think. 
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Summary of Teacher Freedom/ Autonomy 

Overall, the teachers at both charter schools agreed they had about the same 

amount of autonomy in their classroom, as they had had prior to teaching at 

their charter school. Of the thirteen teachers interviewed, aU said they had and 

still do have considerable autonomy within their classroom. At Jimiper, one 

teacher thought she had more autonomy and another thought she had less 

autonomy as a result of the JMT's new dedsion-making abilities. One teacher 

thought she could use the JMT's decisions as support for not having to follow an 

administrator's request. The other teacher had been told by the JMT that they 

controlled the school-wide curriculum and that they had to approve any school-

wide changes. As a result of her experiences with the JMT, this teacher thought 

Jxmiper teachers now had less autonomy. The issue for these two teachers was 

really, autonomy from whom? One teacher thought she would have more 

autonomy from the administration because of the JMT's decision-making ability; 

however, she did not consider that she would have less autonomy from other 

teachers because of the JMT's power. Regardless of these circumstances, both 

teachers made it clear that within their classroom, their level autonomy had not 

changed since Juniper had become a charter school. 

One teacher from Elm also thought she had slightly less autonomy with 

regard to setting curriculum within her classroom because of her desire to satisfy 

parents. However, she thought she had more autonomy to take students on field 
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trips and to develop student-teacher connections beyond the classroom. 

Weighing all of this teacher's statements about autonomy, she seemed to 

perceive slightly less autonomy with regard to what went on behind her 

classroom door and more autonomy when it came to her activities outside of the 

classroom. The remaining ten teachers at the two charter schools thought there 

was no difference in the amoimt of autonomy they had in their classrooms. 

Teachers at both schools mentioned the California Frameworks as 

impacting their autonomy. They said that even though their school followed the 

California Frameworks, the Frameworks did not limit their autonomy with 

regard to how they taught. Several teachers did talk about how the California 

Frameworks controlled what they taught (the content), but none of the teachers 

were concerned about this; in fact, most of the teachers who discussed these 

curriciilar frameworks thought they were positive. As one teacher said, they 

provided just the right amoimt of guidance, and as a result, she had more 

freedom to refine her pedagogy. 

Outside of the classroom, teachers felt they had more autonomy. They 

thought they had more power to make decisions such as such as buying supplies 

from the local store or deciding how money should be spent at their school. 

A premise of charter schools was that teachers would be freed from state 

laws, regulations, and other burdensome rules, resulting in increased autonomy. 

This appeared to be true beyond the classroom doors but not behind the 
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classroom doors at these two charter schools. However, the primary purpose of 

this study was to look behind the classroom doors in these two charter schools. 

Behind the classroom doors, teachers at these two charter schools did not feel 

they had gained autonomy as a result of no longer being held accountable to 

state or local laws or regulations. If there was any change behind the classroom 

doors, it was that several teachers felt less autonomy because of the influence 

parents and other decision-making bodies (the JMT) had on their curriculum. 

Therefore, although teachers did think they had more autonomy beyond the 

classroom doors, none thought it was influencing their teaching (or 

innovativeness) within their classrooms. The basic premise of the charter school 

movement - that public school teachers were not teaching to the best of their 

abilities because they did not have enough autonomy - did not appear to be valid 

for the thirteen teachers interviewed in these two charter schools. 

Theme Four - Factors that Influenced Teachers' Innovativeness 

One of the central purposes of this study was to explore how teachers were 

changing their classroom practices as a result of teaching at a charter school. The 

author believed the only long-term way to increase student achievement, the 

ultimate goal of the charter school movement, was for teachers to change how 

they taught. Not only did the author believe teachers' practices had to change to 

increase student achievement, charter school legislation had specifically set out 
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goals of increasing autonomy and innovation at charter schools (California 

Education Code, 1992). Charter school proponents believed that if teachers were 

given more autonomy to teach the way they knew was best for students, 

innovation would flourish in charter schools, resulting in increased in student 

achievement (Corwin et al., 1996; Corwin & Flaherty, 1995; Datnow, 1994; 

Dianda & Corwin, 1994; Firm et al., 1996b; General Accounting Office, 1995; Little 

Hoover Commission, 1996; Loveless & Jasin, 1998; McCotter, 1995; Nathan, 

Wells, 1993; 1996a; Wohlstetter at al., 1995; Williams & Buechler, 1993; Yamashiro 

& Carlos, 1996). 

Theme One described classroom and school-wide practices at two charter 

schools. This description was then used to explore the innovativeness of these 

two charter schools and their teachers. Theme Two reported how teachers did 

not think their pedagogy had changed as a result of coming to teach at a charter 

school. If teachers did not think their practices changed as a restilt of working at 

a charter school, then the charter school movement goal of fomenting iimovation 

within the classrooms was unattainable. Theme Three described how teachers' 

did not think their autonomy had changed since teaching at a charter school. If 

teachers did not believe their autonomy increased since coming to teach at a 

charter school, then one of the premises of the charter school movement, that 

teachers were being held back from irmovating as a result of stifling 

bureaucracies and regulations, would also be problematic. Additionally, if 
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teachers did not feel they had more autonomy as a result of teaching at a charter 

school, would they feel the need to change their practices? If teachers had 

always been free to teach the way they thought was the most effective, what 

factors, other than autonomy, influenced how they taught? 

To investigate the topic of teachers' innovativeness further, teachers were 

asked what influenced their ability and desire to change and innovate. This 

probing into the teachers' motives for being innovative provided one more 

avenue to examine the possibility that working at a charter school was a factor in 

how innovative a teacher was in the classroom. A threefold approach was taken 

to explore the teachers' motives. First, teachers were asked directly if they 

thought becoming a charter school had fomented innovation. Second, teachers 

were asked what influenced how innovative they were in their classroom in the 

form of a straight forward, open-ended question. Third, teachers were given a 

list of possible factors that might influence their desire or ability to innovate and 

asked whether any of the items on the list was applicable. The list included 

resoturces, students, administrative support, parental support, class load, and 

"other factors." 

Teachers' responses to whether they thought their charter school promoted 

innovation were almost tmanimous; teachers did not think becoming a charter 

school promoted innovation within their school. Teachers were also almost 

imanimous in believing that the factor most critical in determining their 
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innovativeness was themselves, their time and their energy. When asked what 

other possible factors might influence their innovativeness, their responses fell 

into two basic categories, promoters or inhibitors of innovation. Also notable in 

the teachers' discussions of influences on their innovativeness was one factor that 

was absent, autonomy. Not one of the teachers interviewed mentioned 

autonomy as a factor that influenced their desire or ability to innovate. 

Charter Schools: Fomenters of Innovation? 

As outlined above, to examine whether becoming a charter school had 

fomented innovation within the school, most of the teachers (although not aU, 

because not aU of the interviewees answered every question) were asked, "Do 

you think that this charter school promotes innovation?" 

Bill, the original architect behind Elm, was emphatic in his belief that being 

a charter school did not affect the school's innovations or changes. When 

answering whether he thought the charter school status had promoted 

innovation at Elm, he said, "I don't think so at all. If we were the magnet school 

we were supposed to be, this school would nm the exact same way except with 

more resources." Bill originally believed Elm would be opened as a magnet 

school. However, because of the charter school legislation passed in 1992, the 

opporttmity to open a charter school presented itself, and thus, they started Elm 
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as a charter school. Bill thought that despite the fact that Elm opened as a 

charter school rather than a magnet school, nothing turned out any differently: 

I mean 1 don't see any difference between when we started this place 
and didn't even know what the word charter was. You know, on 
paper, it's just if you are doing things this way how would it have 
affected anything differently except house coxmdl meetings, school 
coimdl meetings, board of directors. 

Bill added that in reality charter schools were no more than "a piece of 

legislation": 

But I don't think, per se, by itself, that it [charter schools] promotes 
innovation. That is up to the faculty, and I don't think charter schools, 
the charter school movement, even promotes faculties coming 
together. If this helps in some states or even in this state, then that is 
good, but I don't think by itself it is more than a piece of legislation. 

From Bill's response, it appeared he felt strongly that charter status, per se, did 

not directly promote innovation. He also did not believe charter school 

legislation promoted what he considered the most effective technique in 

promoting innovation, collaboration among teachers. Bill believed the key to 

innovation and change was the teachers, not the act of becoming a charter school. 

Martin answered the question of whether the amotmt of innovation was 

due to being a charter school by stating, "I don't think so [pause]; I think that it 

[the ability to be different, be innovative] probably has more to do with the fact 

that we are a small school... but it is not charter school alone frankly." Martin's 

answer was the most common response from the teachers who answered this 

question. They did not really think the charter school had created much change 
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or innovation and usually found another factor they thought was more likely to 

be the reason for some of the changes that had occurred at their particular school 

such as themselves, their time, and their energy. 

At Jimiper, Stan answered the question "Do you think your charter status is 

going to promote more innovation in this school?" stating, "I am so sorry, but 

teachers are too attached to their own little island, and that is why charters are 

never going to work, in my opinion." Stan, like Bill, thought that the fact that 

teachers were not working together and that charter schools did nothing to 

create collaboration, made charter schools' success problematic. 

Linda's response to whether charter status promoted innovation was 

similar to most of the teachers at Jtmiper. She thought it was a possibility if the 

right conditions occurred in the future, but not in its present state. Linda 

thought a key to the right conditions involved teachers changing their attitude: "I 

think they [charter schools] can work but [not] imtil teachers get used to the fact 

that we don't know everything." 

Sandy did not think that becoming a charter school had affected her 

classroom teaching. When she was asked directly, "In other words, you keep 

coming back to, in the classroom, becoming a charter school hasn't made any 

difference?", she replied, "Right." Then she was asked, "And it's not like they 

came and told you to do something different?" She said, "No, No, No." 
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Nancy thought that Juniper had been innovative in the past and that the 

charter status promoted innovation "somewhat." She said, "Do I think charter 

status promotes innovation? We've been a very [pause] we have a history of 

innovation at this school. And so I would say not a great deal, but somewhat." 

Teachers at Jimiper, as at Elm, agreed that being a charter school was not 

making a difference in the classroom. Outside the classroom, becoming a charter 

school had more potential to create changes. In less than one year, at least one 

change, the election of a decision-making body for the school (the JMT), had been 

implemented. Overall, the teachers at Juniper were hopeful that xmder the right 

conditions, the charter would make a difference in the school and perhaps in the 

classrooms sometime in the future. 

Teachers, Their Time and Effort: Keys to Innovation 

The teachers interviewed were in agreement that they were the ones who 

influenced their ability and desire to change and innovate in the classroom. They 

made it clear that the biggest factor in their innovativeness was themselves and 

their available time and energy. 

Martin succinctly stated the overall feelings of the teachers: "How 

innovative 1 can be depends on the amount of time and energy that 1 have to be 

able to prepare things for my classroom." 
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Bill thought how innovative a teacher was in the classroom depended upon 

the teacher and not working at a charter school: 

I don't think there is any determination of that [being innovative], and 
I don't think that has anything to do with being here [at this charter 
school]. I personally feel after all these years the only thing that 
determines how innovative somebody can be in the classroom is the 
teacher. 

Jill said the biggest influence on her ability to be innovative was "definitely 

time. Definitely time, imi [pause]. To me, if s all time really. Really, I mean if 

there is time, you can do anything else." Finally, Nicole's response to what 

influenced her ability to innovate was, "Pretty much uh [pause] me and the 

amount of work I am willing to put into it." 

At Jtmiper, the teachers' comments were similar to those of the Elm faculty. 

For example, Sandy said the biggest factor in determining her desire and ability 

to innovate was "how much time, effort, and energy." Michelle commented that 

in higher grade levels, the amotmt of innovation depended on the teacher: "And 

the higher up you go [pause] and it's also [pause] I think the biggest factor is the 

teacher. How innovative the teacher wants to be." Stan's answer to what 

influenced his ability to be innovative was simply, "Your imagination." Lauren 

said the teacher was the one who determined how innovative he/she could be: 

"It's up to you." And Gail, who was listening to Lauren's answer, "It's up to 

you" agreed and nodded her head saying, "Uh huh." 
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Given the open-endedness of the original question - What determined how 

innovative you were in your classroom? - The amotmt of agreement among the 

teachers was surprising to the author. The teachers at both schools agreed that 

they were the ones who determined how innovative they were. As Sandy said, it 

depended on their "time, effort, and energy." 

The fact teachers thought that they themselves, their time, and their energy, 

determined their innovativeness could actually be a promoter or inhibitor of 

innovation depending on the situation. If teachers were feeling short of time, 

this factor would obviously be an inhibitor of innovation; however, if teachers 

had the time and energy to plan and collaborate, this factor would be a promoter 

of innovation. In a similar manner, when teachers discussed other factors that 

influenced their desire and ability to be innovative, these factors could also be a 

positive or negative influence. In the context of this study, however, the factors 

mentioned were typically viewed from one or the other perspective (although 

not always exclusively one way or the other) and are presented within this theme 

in that manner. 

Promoters of Innovation 

Although not mentioned nearly as consistently or with as much emphasis 

as the teachers themselves, their time, and their energy, the following factors 
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were mentioned by one or more teachers as overall positive influences on their 

desire and ability to innovate (promoters). 

Administration 

Other than themselves, the next most common factor mentioned by the 

teachers in determining their desire and ability to innovate was the role the 

administration took with the teachers in their classrooms. At these two charter 

schools, the administrators took a hands-o£f approach. For example, Sandy said 

she had greater ability to be innovative because her administrator was not 

watching over her shoulder. She said that the lack of administrative input into 

her classroom allowed her to try things she might not otherwise: 

Administrative support I think [pause] I don't know [pause] the lack of 
[pause] I don't know if it's support, but it's their lack of participation. 
They're just sort of [pause] I mean the principal has never once been in 
my classroom this year [paxose] so I think the lack of support makes me 
[pause] you know I might not have done what I did today had I 
thought that [the principal] might walk in. 

Martin, in a similar maimer, believed that the administration should not 

micro-manage what he did in his classroom: 

For [the CEO] there is the general role of oversight.... But there also 
needs to be enough distance so that people can decide how they are 
going to do it. In their own tmique way as long as everyone agrees on 
the ends we are not so concerned about the means. And all the 
logistical details otherwise it becomes micro management. 

As was pointed out earlier. Bill also thought the administration had never 

told him how or what to teach: "No one ever walks into my classroom in any 
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situation [with emphasis] and goes 'Oh you shouldn't be doing that.'" Bill 

described the administrative lack of concern regarding how he conducted his 

class; "Administration support, they don't care as long as you are not burning 

the room down." 

Stan and Linda believed they had complete freedom to do as they wished in 

their classroom as long as their administrator was not being contacted by upset 

parents. Linda said, "As long as parents are not calling and you are not writing a 

ton of referrals, they [administration] don't care." Stan nodded his head in 

agreement. Their responses were typical of the other teachers in that they were 

able to decide how and when to innovate. No one dictated what went on behind 

their classroom doors as long as parents did not complain. 

Nancy said the most important element in her ability to be innovative was 

being left alone, without any administrative input 

I'm left alone to try out things, that 1 am not having a lot of 
administrators watching, and, therefore, I can make mistakes and try 
something [pause]. 1 usually, if it goes well, I'll do it again. If it 
doesn't, I usually won't do it again. I've had a ntunber of situations 
where my team partner and I like to work really strongly with a 
language arts teacher, where we've tried things, particularly with 
technology, and they haven't worked. But many others have worked. 
So 1 would say the fact that we've had opportunities to try our wings 
on a nxmiber of things. And I have almost no fear now to try whatever 
I want. Like this whole thing about the museum, artifacts that we're 
making for the Renaissance Fair, which is coming out just wonderfully 
well, and I hope people will enjoy it. I might not have done that in the 
past just because I wasn't sure how it was goruia turn out, but here, I 
just am willing to risk ... but I can't say necessarily that's true for every 
teacher. I do know that I am encouraged and I'm let [pause] I'm not 
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having somebody breathing down my neck saying. That's a bad idea; 
don't do that. 

Finally, Nicole said one of the differences at Elm (compared to her previous 

school) was that she had more administrative support She felt she had this 

support because the CEO at Elm listened to her and knew what she needed and 

would find ways to take care of her needs. At a larger school like the one she 

came from in [her old district], the administrator did not know Nicole, and she 

was treated like a widget in a factory. She said, 

I guess what I am pinpointing is administrative support, you know. 
The powers that be in a big district like [her old district] can't say well 
Nicole has a great idea. They don't know Nicole (laughter), you know. 
They have to have policy, policy for everjrthing. Whereas here, if [the 
CEO] has the money, she is going to spend it on stuff like that, you 
know. So that's [pause] that's different. 

Irene thought what was needed to assure teachers were free to create and 

try new things was innovative leadership. She thought that the current problems 

at Juniper had to do with a lack of innovative leadership: "They [teachers like 

those on the JMT] can stop you if you don't have an innovative or far reaching, 

thought provoking administration also. So there are some down sides to it." 

Her point was that innovative leadership was necessary to promote and 

allow teachers the freedom to create. Whether it was an administrator or a 

group of teachers leading the school, the important point was that they needed 

to be open to new ideas and allow the teachers the freedom to pursue the 
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innovations. However, she felt the current JMT did not always act in a manner 

that was open to innovative ideas. 

Michelle thought that the lack of interference from the administration was a 

positive influence on her willingness to iimovate: "1 think outside of the teacher, 

administrative support [pause] it's not so much support but lack of interference." 

Michelle reflected the overall impression the teachers conveyed about the 

importance of administrative support/lack of interference. The forms of 

administrative support for innovation ranged from not interfering with the 

teachers' classroom practices to encoxiragement. 

frene made the point that the adminisfration gave teachers a lot of freedom 

because the parents at their school were not heavily involved and were unlikely 

to complain to the administrators: "See, we don't have the big parent component 

that's going to be rabble rousing at the district level." 

Smaller Pass Size 

Of all the factors mentioned that influenced the teachers desire and ability 

to innovate, small class size was the only one that was commented on from a 

completely positive perspective. All of the teachers who mentioned small class 

size thought a small number of students in the classroom was an important 

positive factor influencing their innovativeness. Martin felt strongly about the 

importance of small classes and schools. When he discussed which factor 
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promoted innovation, he attributed the school's ability to innovate more to its 

size than any other factor. He said, "1 think that it [ability to change and 

innovate] probably has more to do with the fact that we are a small school; 

people know that we are here to be different." 

Nicole reached a similar conclusion regarding the importance of size on the 

ability to be innovative. In relating what promoted innovation, she said, 

I just think it is easier to do something on a small scale than it is on a 
large scale. So just by virtue of the size of the program here, it [pause] 
it promotes iimovations, okay. The smaller the staff the easier it is to 
get everybody walking in the same direction, you know. The larger 
the system, such as [her old district], the harder it is to get everybody 
moving in the same direction. There is an integrated middle school in 
[her old district]. Um, but even within that school, they are not going 
to easily achieve what we can achieve on such a small scale, yeah. So I 
think size particularly, okay. 

In a conversation with a student from Elm, she mentioned that what attracted 

her to this school was its size. She wanted to be in a more individualized 

situation where her teachers knew her personally. She said, "I saw Elm as 

something, you know, [as having] smaller class sizes and I really like to get to 

know teachers because my experience at the elementary school was everybody 

knew my name and 1 was [pause] you know I was somebody. ... being one of 

the mass didn't really appeal to me anymore." 

Cindy felt that with smaller classes, the teacher could develop a more 

personal relationship with the students. To Cindy, size was one of the key 
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factors in implementing her goal of building a sense of community within her 

classroom and within the school. She said. 

And I like the small setting and the small classroom size. And those 
are really my primary reasons ... because you can affect more deeply 
cause if s more like [pause] if s the same as breadth versus depth, you 
know. In a traditional school, I might have a lot of students that I 
could reach out to more students. But you don't have the depth that 
you can do it here because you have a smaller amotmt, and you can 
get to know them [students] really, really personally throughout the 
year, and so thafs the difference. 

Stan thought things at Juniper would eventually change because he was 

coxmting on a state initiative that would force the class size to be lowered: 

It is going to change eventually, and we are going to get our class size 
down, but the state was going to do that, is going to do that in about 
three years. Well I guess in the year 2000 is targeted if the voters push 
through the 955 initiative that is on the ballot this November. 

Stan's statement about class size was in response to a question about whether 

being a charter school had caused change and innovation at Juniper. However, 

rather than talking about how charter schools had fomented change, he was of 

the belief that smaller classes would cause change. 

Frameworks and Curricular Guidelines 

Curricular guidelines were not one of the five areas given to the teachers 

during the interviews as a potential factor influencing their ability to be 

innovative. However, the teachers were asked for other factors they thought 
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influenced their ability to innovate, and curricular issues were named by several 

teachers. 

Elm was an official International Baccalaureate Middle Years Program 

(IBMYP) school. Teachers used the IB Middle Years curriculum and the 

California Frameworks as a basis for their curriculum. Teachers also had the 

freedom to use any materials and methods they thought were appropriate to 

reach the broadly stated goals of the IBMYP program and the California 

Frameworks. Elm did not have textbooks for particular subjects, and, therefore, 

the teachers put together materials for the students. 

Nicole described how IBMYP curriculum allowed flexibility but still 

required her to "cover a certain amotmt of content": 

And so in a sense it [the IBMYP currioiliraij gives you flexibility; in a 
sense it really puts you in a comer, you know [pause]; um you have to 
be a lot more creative here because when it comes to something Uke 
math, you simply have to cover a certain amount of content, okay, and 
yet you have to tie it into all of these other things, and so you have to 
find a way to cover that content and tie it into all of these other things. 

Martin stated that he also had autonomy within a box, "those external 

standards." The box was the California Frameworks and the IBMYP curriculum 

(as stated in the Elm charter doaiment). Agreeing with Nicole, he thought the 

IBMYP curriculimi served as a framework from which the teachers were free to 

achieve the goals in the manner they felt would be most effective. Martin stated. 
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"So again, what I choose to do with my kids to meet a particular educational goal 

that will fulfill any of those external standards is up to me." 

Jill said that melding the IBMYP and the California Frameworks created a 

dilemma for her. She pointed out that it was difficult trjdng to pull so many 

different goals into one coherent thematic-based ctirriculum: 

The IB curriculum, that Framework, that we know that we have to 
teach these certain subjects, but then the theme is what kind of unites 
the whole school so. And if s a constant struggle to bring the two of 
those together. 

Although Juniper was considered an IB magnet middle school, the teachers 

did not use the IBMYP curriculiun. The teachers did, however, follow the 

California Frameworks as well as district curriculum guidelines. 

Irene, like Martin, talked about how the charter was set up to stay within 

the district curriculxmi guidelines that fit within the umbrella of the California 

Frameworks. She mentioned that because of their "responsibility" to the kids; 

they were not going to do something radically different 

We still follow the district guidelines on everything. I mean we are 
not one of those radical groups that*s going to be out there teaching, 
you know, something that strange [pause]; we are going to stay within 
that framework because we have responsibilities to the high school 
and our elementary kids. And in doing that, we still then are locked 
into the district frameworks of certain things. We can't be um, okay, 
we don't believe in um, lef s see, in teaching reading xmtil they are 
fourteen. Or we're not going to be able to eliminate math-

Sandy said she liked teaching within the California Frameworks. She felt 

the Frameworks were just right because they did not provide too much or too 
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little control over her. Sandy felt she must accomplish the California 

Frameworks standards, and she used them to determine the content for her 

students. Even though she followed the content standards, she thought she had 

the freedom to teach in a manner she felt was appropriate for her students. 

Sandy also made the point that by using the Frameworks as a guide for her 

content, she was free to spend more time thinking about how to teach the 

content. In other words, she said that the Frameworks gave her the ingredient -

time - that the teachers in this study agreed was the most important factor in 

allowing them to be innovative: 

There's not a really rigid laid out curriculiun [pause]; it's you have got 
to use these pieces to meet these standards. You got to cover these 
grammatical points. You do it. ... So partly I think that when there's 
like a Frameworks sort of an outline you have a feeling that you are 
trying to get to [pause] or something you are trying to teach. But if s 
not dictated how you [pause] how to do it then that to me makes me 
able to be more creative because 1 think, okay, how do 1 do this? 
Versus when if s totally free form then if s like okay what do I do? 
What am I [pause], you know, am wonying about what I am supposed 
to teach as well as how 1 am going to teach that where as now 1 sort of 
know where I am supposed to be getting them to, and it frees me from 
thinking about that. 

Lack of Curriculum - Positive and Negative 

Teachers from both charter schools discussed a lack of formalized 

curriculum and textbooks at their schools. Some teachers foimd it to be a 

positive and some a negative. 
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A Plus for Some Teachers 

Michelle, the ninth grade math teacher at Jimiper, believed there was much 

more freedom and ability to innovate within the curriculum in the middle-level 

years than there was in the high school grades. She thought six through eighth 

grade teachers had more freedom to be creative and enrich the curriculum 

because the information in those grades was feiirly repetitious and eillowed the 

teacher time to try new ideas, particularly in math. However, she thought by 

ninth grade, the math curriculum became "filled," and it was difficult to find 

time to do extra things like projects: 

But in junior high, if you ever looked at the math textbooks, sixth 
grade, seventh grade and eighth grade are [pause] if you look in the 
same series, like the Addison Wesley, they are exactly the same. They 
change the numbers. If you look at the table of contents at the 
beginning, the chapters, the same headings on the chapters and same 
page numbers. But in jimior high, you can be doing statistics and 
probability and all kinds of projects and wonderful things. 

Michelle was asked how this compared to ninth grade math classes and she said. 

There's no room in the curriculum. You don't have enough time to 
cover what they want to cover. You know so you can't really throw 
other things in. I really feel an obligation to take the kids to a certain 
level because they are going to go to another teacher and in this case 
another school, and they expect the kids to be at a certain level. You 
know, that's a big responsibility to me. I can't leave the last chapter 
off, you know. 

Michelle viewed the ninth grade math curriculum as the textbook. It was 

important to her that all of the material in the textbook be covered. According to 

Michelle, because there was so much repetition in the sixth through eighth grade 
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textbooks, it was easy to do all sorts of "wonderful things." However, the ninth 

grade textbooks were filled with new materials that needed to be covored and, 

therefore, left little room for enriching the curriculirai. The notion that the 

curriculum was dictated by the textbook and by having to cover all of the 

material in the textbooks was another of the TTC practices and structures (TTC 

Item 14). 

A Problem for Other (New) Teachers 

Of the thirteen teachers interviewed, three mentioned that the lack of a 

detailed curriculum, more specifically, no textbook, caused them firustration and 

forced them to innovate as they created lessons for their students. This was 

particularly noteworthy given these teachers worked at a charter school, where 

innovation was supposed to be a hallmark. Analysis indicated that these three 

teachers had one thing in common, they were the only teachers who were 

teaching a subject for the first time. Two were first-year teachers, and the third 

was teaching a subject new to her. 

Cindy, who was a first year teacher at Elm, felt that not having a defined 

curriculum and textbook had its positives and negatives. She said it was a lot of 

work and sometimes frustrating because she felt like she was reinventing the 

wheel: 

Well it's um, if s still strained because we don't use textbooks, and so 
it's still very difficult at times because we do have to do our own 
research, and so for instance when 1 was teaching a Maya/Inca unit, I 
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had to go to a lot of bookstores to look for Maya/Inca activity books. 
Andljtist couldn't find any good ones. And so thafs frustrating 
'cause then you end up inventing a lot of things yourself and um, and 
developing curriculum is also very frustrating because you know 
somewhere out there someone has done this already, and you are 
putting in so much effort to redo what has already been done. 

She said the positive of not having a textbook to teach from was that it kept her 

from becoming lax in her teaching: 

But this way you can't [pause] you have to be on your toes and you to 
plan and so for the teacher it's good because it is really what teaching 
is all about, you know; you have to look for different sources and a lot 
[pause] we use a lot of primary text [pause] primary soxirce not just 
secondary so it helps you [pause], I mean it helps the teachers leam the 
information faster because we aren't rel5^g on textbooks. 

At Elm, another result of not having a textbook was that some of the 

parents and students missed the textbook. Teachers reported that without a 

textbook, parents did not think as much student learning occurred. For this 

reason, the students had a general reference book. Cindy said. 

Some of the students really didn't like the fact that we didn't have 
textbooks, that they want textbooks. And you know, they [pause] they 
don't think they're learning as much as if they had text in front of 
them. And that's why we have some books that we have students buy 
like the Right Source 2000, and that's used as a resource book. So 
we're teaching biography; we can always refer to that book saj^g 
there's a chapter there you can read on that. 

Overall, Cindy liked the freedom of not having texts because without tiiem, it 

was not "very, very boring" for the students: 

And um, but 1 like the fact that we have that freedom. So we don't 
follow standard textbooks because I can see why that would be very, 
very boring and imi, you know, you get into a routine where you just 
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[pause] you know if you are too tired you just whip out the textbook 
and read a chapter. 

Lauren, the other first year teacher in this study, taught at Juniper. She 

disliked the lack of a specific curriculum because it created inconsistency among 

the teachers. She also thought that the lack of a textbook and appropriate 

resources for conducting science experiments was a problem: 

The teachers are kind of doing their own thing at different parts, and 
there's not a lot of consistency, and it's because there is no set 
curriculimi.... So people kind of do their own thing. Some people 
kind of go into a little bit of life science. And so if s real [pause] that's 
[pause] that's [pause] it's made for a lot of innovation in tihe classroom 
(laughter). 

Her final comment, while sarcastic, was true. The teachers had to iimovate 

because they were on their own and, therefore, needed to come up with class 

material. Similar to Cindy at Elm, Lauren felt the need for a more defined 

curriculum. Lauren continued by saj^g that without the structure, the students 

were cheated out of learning all the sdeiice they should be learning: 

So, you know, it's all relative. And 1 don't think as many teachers in 
science are doing what we should [pause] teaching [pause] doing the 
kids justice. I think there could be more science to be taught, but if s 
just because there's a lack of [pause] lack of structture. 

Lauren's partner, Gail, taught three subjects, social studies, language arts, 

and computers. Gail was teaching a computer class for the first time and did not 

feel she was an expert in technology. She expressed some frustration with the 

lack of guidance a currictdum would have provided: 
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Computers, there hasn't been any curriculimi whatsoever [pause], and 
I had my computer time in the lab the first quarter, and there's been no 
guidelines or curriculmn to teach, and then now they have just gotten 
the district guidelines. So they now have a test for kids to pass. So 
now we'll develop curriculimi to meet the district test that they need to 
pass by the end [pause] they have to pass it by the end of high school. 

Gail reflected on when she taught at another school before coming to 

Juniper. In comparing the two schools, she thought Juniper had a less-defined 

curriculum to follow than her previous school. At Juniper, she had no textbook, 

and she was given only the California Frameworks to build her curriculum. She 

said, 

I am really a firm believer in the California State Frameworks. And I 
think as long as I am teaching within the Frameworks. In my old 
school, we had a curriculum guide that we had to follow. We were 
handed a curriculum guide as a second grade teacher. I was given this 
book and said these are the things your students need to know by the 
end of the school year. So I had no choice; I had to cover everything in 
there. The way I feel [at Juniper], 'cause when I walked into this 
gutted classroom, and I mean gutted, there wasn't one thing on the 
wall, there wasn't one pencil in the desk, not one marker for the 
chalkboard. I was given the state Frameworks and my teacher's 
manual, and that's all I had. So I am asstmiing that uh, the city 
curriculum guide was the textbook that I was given or the teachers' 
manual that I was given. And so then I designed my own curriculum 
around that. 

Gail was used to having a very well defined curriculum guide and textbooks. At 

Jtmiper, she did not have either for her computer classes. 

In summary, all three of the teachers who were new to teaching a particular 

subject expressed a level of frustration in having to create (innovate) because 

they were not given any specific teaching materials. The two first-year teachers 
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found the lack of a defined curriculum a frustrating but positive dilenuna. Both 

of these new teachers thought that it was a difficult task having the freedom they 

had within their content areas because they were expected to create all of the 

learning experiences for their students. The teachers were essentially required to 

innovate on a daily basis. 

Overall, several teachers thought curricular guidelines such as the 

California Frameworks and the IBMYP were positive factors in their ability to 

innovate. They were freed from having to decide what to teach and instead were 

able to concentrate on how to teach, i.e., to be innovative. Only Jill commented 

on the concern related to bringing the two curriculum guidelines together 

effectively within the classroom. 

Inhibitors of Innovation 

This section discussed the factors mentioned by the teachers at these two 

charter schools that were influences that tended to inhibit innovation. It was not 

the author's intent to suggest that these factors were necessarily negative 

influences for all of the teachers at these two charter schools. Rather, for the 

teachers who did mention these factors, they tended to view them as hindrances, 

rather than promoters of innovation within their classroom. 
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Thematic Instruction 

Bill, who taught science at Elm, thought the challenge of creating a year

long thematic curriculum, in addition to the already difficult job of teaching 

multiple subjects within a single class made the situation formidable, "Trying 

year-long themes ... actually makes it diffictilt to integrate curriculimi in a way 

because it is so long term." 

Michelle, who taught math at Juniper, talked about the difficulty of teaching 

a lesson that was theme based. She only taught math, yet she concurred with 

Bill's position: 

It's tough. And in order for [pause] in order to pull it off [pause] it can 
be pulled off [pause] in order to pull it off you need good teachers who 
are dedicated in doing above and beyond. I mean above and beyond 
every day. More time than the contract says [pause] which most 
teachers do any way. But it's [pause] I think you are going to have a 
lot more bxim out in teachers if you do that. Plus, we don't really 
know how to do the thematic tmits. I mean we have tried, and we 
have not really ever pulled it across. But I mean if you have a project 
or something that the student does or studies some unit that 
incorporates all of the subjects, you know that would be ideal, but that 
is not easy to pull off. 

Michelle also discussed the difficulty of teaching multiple subjects. She thought 

that the ciirrent trend was toward more specialization rather than generalist-type 

teachers who taught a variety of integrated subjects. She thought the decline in 

student performance was a result of teachers, even at the lowest grade levels, not 

being able to specialize in a given subject area: 
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I am seeing that the academics is falling. I really feel that way. But I 
think even in elementary school, teachers are starting to team up and 
divide the subjects up. As a teacher, you would have to be an expert 
at teaching two or three different subjects. 

Michelle's comments about the difficulty of teaching thematic-based or teaching 

integrated classes, let alone combining them to be thematic-based integrated 

classes, were strikingly similar to Bill's comments. 

Fiscal Considerations 

Another constraint on teachers' freedom involved the fiscal situation at the 

charter school. For example, several of the teachers at these two charter schools 

had experienced problems taking students on field trips because there was not 

enough money for all of the field trips they requested. 

Cindy mentioned how money had become a limiting factor in the 

innovative experiences she wanted to create for the students, "Sometimes they 

[pause] they're quick to say oh, that sotmds great, but then we don't have the 

means or the money or um, the yeah the fir\ancieil support to do it." She went on 

to add that specifically field trips had been a problem: 

Because we have been talking so [pause] so many times about taking a 
trip with our students like on the road to Monterey. And it has come 
up a lot of times of taking them to Washington DC, but of course the 
financial support is not there even though the administration says that 
sounds wonderful. You know you czmnot do that. 

Cindy appeared frustrated at not being able to get what she wanted for her 

students because of budgetary constraints. She felt so strongly that lack of funds 
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was a problem that she mentioned it as one of the reasons she was not coming 

back to Elm the following year. She stated that one of her goals was to gain the 

skills needed to leam how to raise money: "There are certain skills that I need to 

leam like fund-raising skills that would really benefit the school." 

Bill also mentioned money as one of the biggest issues at Elm affecting the 

attainment of desired changes. He said, while talking about factors that 

influenced the school's ability to change and be innovative, "How to operate 

with very little money is definitely an issue." 

Several of the teachers at Juniper and Elm commented that as a result of the 

power granted the teachers in the budget process, they had an opportimity to be 

more involved in setting the budget of the school. However, these teachers did 

not discuss how this participation in the budget-setting process would affect the 

teachers' performance in the classroom. Sandy said, "The idea behind it 

[becoming a charter school] wasn't to become this radical new ideas. It was 

more like the monetary stuff. At least that was how it was promoted to us." 

Teachers 

A few teachers at both charter schools mentioned how other teachers had 

influenced their ability to be irmovative. At Elm, one example of a change that 

was met with resistance by teachers was the implementation of a non-traditional 

daily class schedule during the first year of operation at Elm. As will be 
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discussed below, this issue also elicited a response from both parents and 

students and ultimately Elm reverted back to a traditional daily class schedule in 

its second year of operation. As Bill said, the teachers were not prepared for the 

new schedule, and perhaps the school had moved too quickly: 

And it [the schedule from last year] was just one bridge too far for 
most faculty members too where it was just AWWH. So now 1 think 
we need to just work on it in a slower way; I don't think we need to 
jump off the side of a cliff again. I think we just need to work through 
it on a much slower basis. 

At Juniper, Linda also described how difficult it was to get teachers to 

change their mindset about the way schools operate. She believed the know-all, 

purveyor-of-knowledge attitude of teachers must be eliminated before things 

would change in the classroom: 

But until they get away from the teacher knows everything and I am 
telling everybody what to do to students, I don't think we can have a 
lot of change. I mean there is one thing, in being that I am, the 
authority in the room, and I am in control of what is going on is 
different than I know everything, and I am just filling you up with 
knowledge, and I think that xmtil teachers get away from that thinking 
and are willing to have students work in groups and cross age tutoring 
and adults and kids working together. 

At both schools teachers were mentioned as influencing other teachers' 

innovativeness. However, parents and students were also mentioned (by the 

teachers at the start-up charter school) as influencing their innovativeness. In the 

next dimension of Theme Four, factors imique to the start-up charter school are 

discussed. 
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Factors Primarily Related to the Start-Up Charter School 

The above factors were mentioned by teachers from both the start-up and 

conversion charter schools; however, the following influences were mentioned 

only by teachers from Elm, the start-up charter school. 

Parents and Students 

Parents and students, two of the major stakeholder groups within any 

school, can influence the amount of innovation within a school from either a 

positive or negative perspective. However, for the teachers at the start-up 

charter school, these two stakeholder groups, based on teachers' comments, were 

groups that resisted one or more of the changes implemented at Elm. This was 

apparently true for several reasons. First, when Him originally opened, teachers 

attempted to implement several non-traditional practices. Second, being a start

up school meant an all-new group of parents and students were involved in 

whether the school's innovations were acceptable. Finally, being a new school 

meant they did not have a traditional way of doing business. As a result, the 

parents and students only had their prior experiences for comparison, which 

based on the history of public schools over the past century meant they were 

used to traditional classroom and school-wide practices, not innovative ways of 

conducting school. These dramistances in combination with the difficulty of 

fomenting change within a system imder any circximstances meant the resistance 
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of these two stakeholder groups at Elm to change and innovation was, as Sarason 

(1998) described, predictable. 

Parents 

Bill believed pressure from parents was a primary reason Elm was more 

traditional than was originally intended. One of his examples was the math 

curriculum: "I think the reason we have a much more traditional math 

curriculum a we would have is because of parental input." He also thought 

parents were a factor in why Elm had gone to a tracked system: 

1 think we have a much more separate honors program because of 
parental input than we would have. We didn't even start with an 
honors program at all. We had all of the kids together and then there 
was parental presstue. 

According to Bill, two of the non-traditional, innovative ideas that Elm had 

plaimed on implementing, heterogeneous grouping and not teaching math as 

discrete subsets of mathematics, were both overturned by parental pressures in 

favor of more traditional practices. 

Nicole also made the point that the parents who were upset with the 

innovative ideas the teachers at Elm were using in the classroom were causing 

pressure on Elm to change back to more traditional methods. She thought they 

were making their judgments based on their previous traditional educational 

experiences. She thought that although parents originally said they wanted the 

teachers to try innovative ideas, when it came to issues that parents perceived 
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might negatively impact their child's future, they changed their tune. For 

example, originally. Elm had an integrated math program that did not follow the 

traditional algebra, geometry, algebra U, algebra/ trig, calculus sequence. When 

the parents foimd out the integrated math might cause problems for their 

children later if they wanted to transfer to another high school, they put pressure 

on the math teacher to change her curriculum back to a more traditional 

sequence. Nicole said. 

Parents have a tendency to want change, and yet they judge 
everything by what they know which is what they got when they were 
students. So it's this dichotomy that keeps coining up and slapping us 
in our faces; they're fine with us doing all of this great stuff, but then 
on the other hand, they want to know if they can switch their kid to 
[another district high school] and he will be able to walk into a tenth 
grade geometry class from eighth grade. No, (laughter) you can't, and 
so then we lose some of the parental support for that. So on the one 
hand, you know, why did you bring your kid here; we are clear about 
what we do. We are totally integrative, with this, that, and the other 
thing and then demand why 1 don't have an algebra book for every 
student you know. So there is a lot of problems with that. 

Bill also talked about an incident from the previous year involving the 

school's daily class schedule. The parents did not like different beginning and 

ending times on different days of the week. The parents reacted negatively to 

last year's schedule, and as a result, this year Elm had reverted back to a more 

traditional schedule. He said, "Parents went crazy over it. I mean they would 

say, what is going on, I don't know where my kid is, no one at the school knows 

where my kid is." 
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At Jumper, Michelle felt the parents had no influence on her ability to 

innovate because of their lack of involvement. Her comments were reflective of 

other teachers at her school regarding the impact parental participation had on 

their desire and ability to innovate. She said, "Some schools have parental 

support [pause]. This school I don't worry about that. You know I have very 

little contact with parents." As she said, parents at Jtmiper were not heavily 

involved in the school and created littie pressure to change or innovate; this was 

in contrast to the parents at Elm, the start-up school. 

Students 

One of the reasons teachers were presented with a list of factors, including 

students that might influence their desire or ability to innovate was to examine 

whether the type of students at these two charter schools influenced teachers' 

desire to innovate. The student populations were significantly different in their 

racial and social economic makeup. The author thought the student population 

might have been a reason why these two charter schools differed in the level of 

teachers' desire to be irmovative thus decreasing the study's validity. To 

examine the issue of whether students affected teachers' desire to innovate, an 

indirect questioning approach was used. In Theme Two, indirect questioning 

was also used with teachers to explore whether their pedagogy had changed 

since coming to teach at the charter school. However, a secondary purpose of the 
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indirect questioning used in Theme Two was to examine the effect students 

might have had on the teachers' ability and desire to innovate in their classroom. 

The teachers' responses to both of these indirect questions are reported below. 

As this study reported, the teachers of these two charter schools had similar 

beliefs about what influenced their desire and ability to iimovate in their 

classrooms. The author believed, however, that if the student population was 

diverse (as it was at Jtmiper), teachers might be less willing to innovate. Yet, the 

study revealed that for these teachers in this study this did not appear to be the 

case. None of the teachers at Juniper mentioned the students as a factor in their 

desire or ability to innovate while several of the Elm teachers mentioned the 

students as a reason they did not implement some of their innovative ideas. 

Bin talked specifically about the type of students Elm had attracted and 

how, as a result, the teachers were not able to implement some of the changes 

they attempted last year (their first year of operation). He thought the 

"dysftmctional" students Elm attracted inhibited the teachers' ability to try some 

non-traditional, innovative ideas in their classrooms: 

1 don't think you can nm a school like this with a fairly high 
percentage of the older kids, in a school that is multiage ... very 
successfully. I think you can help dysfunctional kids within this 
setting, but you can't have them be almost the majority of the older 
kids. Because they do things that are so disruptive to any kind of non-
traditional program that you just go (he throws his hands up in the air 
in a 'what can you do?' maimer). 
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Along the same line of reasoning. Bill mentioned how they had gotten a different 

student (and parent) body than they had anticipated and how that affected the 

school's ability to implement changes: 

We thought we were going to get a different student body. 1 don't 
mean a more academically gifted, just a different student body. More 
people both parents and kids who wanted to be here instead of seeing 
we became their last stand. I think that was certainly a big difference, 
and it had affected how we deal with things. 

At Elm, several other teachers talked about the difficulty they had in getting 

students to accept some of the changes. This was a separate issue not related to 

the tjrpe of student or whether the student was dysfunctional. For example, 

Cindy described how her students resisted change in even the simplest situation. 

She had rearranged her room in an attempt to break the mold of having the 

teacher in front of the room leading the class. She put her desk in the comer of 

the room, yet when the students were given the opportunity to rearrange the 

seating in the room as they wished, they moved her desk to the center and front 

of the room. She said, "My students said, no you have to be [pause]; you are the 

teacher; you have to be the center of attention." Her students were sixth and 

seventh graders, and yet these students had already been inoilcated to believe 

the "proper" position of the teacher in the classroom was at the front of the 

room. 

Another example came from Bill who discussed how, in addition to the 

parents, the students reacted negatively to the non-traditional schedule from the 
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previous school year, and he suggested that perhaps the students were not 

prepared for the change: 

I think one, the students turned out not to be ready for it. The kids 
actually couldn't handle a really non-traditional schedule. They act 
like even now that oh yeah that was cool. But that is because they 
were not handling it. So that was a problem. 

Finally, Martin summarized the situation with the students when he said, "They 

have a culture of what school is about that is tough for us to break." 

At Elm, many of the students were there because they had not been 

successful in the traditional public school setting. Yet, when these students were 

presented with a non-traditional, innovative setting, they were equally 

unsuccessful and joined other stakeholders in resisting change. Elm students did 

have an effect on the amoimt of innovation that was successfully implemented. 

This was an imexpected result. Originally, it was thought the student population 

at Jtmiper might hold teachers back from innovating. Instead, it was the student 

population at Elm. 

Parents and students at Elm, when pushed to change and try innovative 

ideas, demonstrated how resistant they could be. These two stakeholder groups 

(as well as teachers themselves) made it diffiailt to bring irmovative ideas to 

Elm. As Sarason (1990) and Fullan (1993) would say, this resistance to 

implementing innovative ideas was another predictable outcome of the change 

process. 
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Summary of Influences on Iimovation and Change 

Teachers at both charter schools agreed that their school becoming a charter 

school did not influence their desire or ability to innovate. They also agreed that 

the single most important factor influencing their innovativeness was 

themselves, their time, and their energy. The teachers mentioned other factors 

that promoted and inhibited in their innovativeness. However, none of the 

teachers mentioned autonomy as an influence on their desire or ability to 

innovate. 

Factors that promoted teacher innovativeness included having hands-off 

administrators. Small class size was also mentioned by several teachers as an 

important influence on their desire and ability to iimovate. Finally, the lack of a 

structured curriculxmi and textbooks, along with the direction provided by the 

International Baccalaureate Middle Years Program and the California 

Frameworks, were mentioned positively. However, three teachers who were 

teaching their topic for the first time thought the lack of curricular structure and 

textbooks, although perhaps positive for the students, was a problematic 

situation for the teachers. These teachers were concerned about the time 

necessary to prepare for each lesson, as well as the consistency and quality of 

their lessons. 

Teachers also commented on factors that tended to inhibit their desire and 

ability to innovate. Several teachers mentioned thematic instruction as a 
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hindrance. Particularly for teachers beyond eighth grade, integration was 

difficult to accomplish. A few teachers mentioned fiscal restraints as a factor that 

had inhibited their ability to accomplish activities such as taking students on 

field trips. Finally, oHier teachers were mentioned by teachers at both schools as 

sometimes creating roadblocks for some of the innovative ideas the school was 

trying to implement, such as reorganization of the school schedule. 

Unique to Elm, the start-up charter school, several stakeholder groups 

influenced the innovativeness of the school and the teachers' classrooms. 

Students and parents, two of the key stakeholder groups at any school, were 

mentioned by the teachers at Elm because both groups had worked to overturn 

some of the innovations the teachers had attempted to implement early in the 

history of this charter school. When Elm attempted to make changes in the way 

school was conducted, both the parents and the students made their feelings and 

power evident, with the ultimate outcome being a more traditional Elm. At 

Juniper, however, neither the parents nor the students were mentioned as having 

more or less influence on the school or classroom practices since becoming a 

charter school. 

In summary, although various factors were mentioned by different teachers 

as influencing their desire and ability to innovate, none rivaled the teachers 

themselves, their time, and their energy. Teachers at both charter schools also 

agreed that their school becoming a charter school had not influenced their 
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innovativeness behind the classroom doors, and none of the teachers mentioned 

autonomy as an influence on their desire or ability to innovate. 

Theme Five - Decision Making: Structure, Impact, and Politics 

As the site observations progressed and the teacher interviews were 

completed, it became evident that the dedsion-maldng (governance) process for 

both of these charter schools was an important component of the school. 

Although not originally one of the research questions or purposes of this 

dissertation, based on the data analysis, there were similar issues regarding the 

decision-making process at both charter schools. These issues came across in the 

teacher interviews as well as during site visits and could not be ignored. 

Two issues made apparent from the analysis of the teachers' interviews 

were (1) the teachers' roles in the decision making at these schools and (2) how 

decision making at these two schools were similar and different. As the study 

progressed, the author became interested in xmderstanding the governance 

processes; the roles of the teachers in that process, and how these roles were 

affecting the teachers, particularly in the classroom. 

Both schools had developed new decision-making structures as a result of 

becoming charter schools. Elm had an elaborate structure involving six formal 

levels of decision makers with some forty "governing bodies." The two key 

decision-making conunittees were the Board of Directors and the governance 
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board. The Board of Directors had fifty-four members and parents were the 

majority. The Board's main job was to set policy. The governing board was 

composed of the teachers, house assistants, dean, and CEO of Elm. They met 

weekly to deal with daily and operational issues of the school. At Jimiper, the 

decision-making structure was much simpler, yet their process was equally new 

and innovative to the faculty. At Jimiper, only one committee, the Jtmiper 

Management Team QMT), had been formally set up by the charter, yet it had 

considerable decision making power. This committee consisted of seventeen 

members including teachers, staff, administrators, parents, and a student. The 

teachers were in the majority on the committee. The principal had only one vote, 

equal to any other committee member. The purpose of Theme Five was to report 

what was observed at these two schools in relation to their decision-making 

process. 

Decision-Making Process: Who Made the Calls? 

This dimension examined who was making the decisions at these two 

charter schools. Perceptions of the teachers related to their new decision-making 

roles were also reported. 

Elm 

Elm's charter described an elaborate system of governance outlining steps 

to involve all stakeholders. The governance section was nine pages compared to 
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two pages for Juniper. The section began with the quote "Touching the past, 

inventing the future" (Elm Charter, 1994, p. 9). The "founding principle" of the 

governance structure was described as: 

The Governance of Elm and Elm, Inc. shall be a working model of the 
purpose, vision, and mission of the school serving all of its members as 
a significant learning tool and interactive, multi-dimensional, applied 
text. Thus, school governance is an integral and essential component 
of the school's curriculum and its purpose as a learning organization 
(p. 9). 

The charter also stated. 

The overall intent of this structure is to ensure the full, interactive 
participation of all stakeholders, encourage open communication 
throughout the system, and avoid building bureaucratic blocks that 
inhibit effective and economic action to improve the learning of the 
organization and its members, especially its pupil members. The 
structure has the further intent of providing for involvement and 
decision-making to be as close as possible to the people, place, and 
time where the decision will have effect, importance, or consequence. 
Leadership roles are seen as a learning requirement for each and all, 
rather than the appointment or election of a selected few. (p. 9) 

The charter went on to describe the structure of the various governance bodies: 

Within this governance structure there are six significant infrastructure 
components: 

House Councils and House Advisories 

Track Coimcils and Track Advisories 

School Councils and School Advisories 

Director of the Conservation and Community/Urban Service Corps 
Institute 

The Chief Educational Officer of Elm and the Institute 
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The Elm, Inc. Board of Directors 

The decision making model that will be used throughout this 
governance structure will be a consensus model, (p. 9) 

As further outlined within the charter, these councils and advisories totaled 

approximately forty governing committees. This structure was based on a school 

with a population of fewer than three hundred students. The body overseeing 

the entire entity was the Board of Directors. The Board of Directors was 

composed of fifty-four members and met four times a year. Forty of the fifty-

four members on the Board of Directors came from the forty governing 

committees, each with one representative. The remainder of the Board of 

Directors was composed of four faculty members, the CEO, and an assortment of 

local business representatives. The charter stated that the number of parents 

must be "sufficient in ntunber to make the total number of parents a majority of 

the Board of Directors as a whole" (p. 14). In other words, there had to be at least 

twenty-eight parents on the Board of Directors. 

Cindy described several of the governing committees and the amount of 

parent participation she observed on these committees: 

One of the boards [pause] there's different committees and boards that 
this school has that the ones that I have attended have always been 
attended by parents. And we have house counsel which is parents and 
school counsel which is parents so parents make up a lot of the 
committees at this school. 
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Martin said the charter was crafted to ensure that a majority of the members 

on Elm's Board of Directors were parents: "They [the local school board] wanted 

parents involved with directing curriculum and stuff like that. And there is the 

parent percentage on the board, 51% representation." 

Bill thought fifty-four members on the Board of Directors made the Board 

too large to be workable: 

Meetings with the Board and there are fifty-four, at least on paper; 
fortunately fifty-four don't show up. They did for a while, but they 
don't anymore, thank goodness. But 1 mean that is impossible. You 
can't do any real work in that kind of board meeting. 

At Elm, in addition to the Board of Directors that met four times per year, 

there was also a governance board that met once a week after school. Based on 

the meetings this author observed, a great majority of the teachers and house 

assistants, as well as the CEO and dean, attend the governing board meetings. 

No parents or other stakeholders attended the meetings obsejrved. Only people 

employed at Ehn were present at these governing board meetings. The two 

office secretaries were the only employees missing, making the meetings look 

like a facility meeting at many public schools throughout the country. However, 

the similarities ended there. Two governance board meetings were observed. To 

give the reader a sense of how the Elm governing board meetings were 

conducted the following highlights from those two meetings are presented. 
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Meetings were held every Monday after school at 2:30 p jn. (school was 

over at 2:00 p.m.) in one of the full size portable rooms. According to this 

observer's watch, the first meeting observed started at 2:29 p jn., although there 

were no clocks in the room. Nineteen people were present including fourteen (of 

seventeen) teachers, four house assistants, and the CEO. For each meeting, 

different teachers rotated through the positions of facilitator, secretary, and 

timekeeper. Jill facilitated this meeting. She followed an agenda that was 

developed from the previous meeting and was posted in the teachers' lounge 

throughout the week. During the week, teachers added items they were 

interested in discussing to the agenda. When the meeting began, the agenda 

hrmg on the wall. Ten items were listed, each with a short title, the name of the 

author, and the amoxmt of time requested for discussion of the item. The 

facilitator immediately confirmed who would be the secretary and timekeeper 

for the meeting. She then began the meeting by asking the person who had 

posted the first agenda item to present. After this person finished speaking, the 

facilitator asked if there were any questions. No action was needed, and the 

facilitator asked the next presenter to speak. This procedure was followed for 

each of the items on the agenda. 

Of the ten agenda items that day, seven were issues brought up by teachers, 

one by a house assistant, one by the CEO, and one by the dean. The agenda item 

that took the longest to discuss was the one presented by the CEO. Yet, as the 
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following dialogue indicated, at the completion of her presentation, she could 

only hope that the teachers would act on her ideas because she did not have the 

power to unilaterally mandate action. 

The item brought up by the CEO involved student grades. She said that 

only seventy-five of approximately 180 grades for the fall semester advisory 

classes had been completed (this meeting was held approximately five months 

after the completion of the fall grading period). She said, am really concerned 

that we are not going to have grades when we leave here for the summer" 

(which was in less than two weeks). After her statement several teachers asked 

her questions. One teacher asked what the policy was on changing grades due to 

make-up work. The CEO answered, "Since we all agreed to make the final grade 

the final as of the end of the year, if they make it up, it should be okay." The 

CEO's response was couched in a manner that allowed her to get her point 

across without being dictatorial. For example, she started with "Since we all 

agreed," indicating an attempt not to tell the teachers what to do imless it was 

based on an agreed-upon policy or procedure. She also ended her statement 

with another qualifier, "it should be okay." Throughout the meeting, when the 

CEO spoke, she often used such language. 

While observing the CEO during these governance board meetings, it 

became apparent that her position required her to be politically astute. For 

example, to get the teachers to appreciate the importance of having the grades 
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done by the end of the year, she brought up a specific student as an example. 

She said, "Rose Miller from last semester still has no grade on record." This was 

her way of getting the teachers to understand the severity of not completing their 

grades for students without having to scold or mandate any specific action. 

After the CEO expressed her concern, the teachers started to talk about the 

system they used to report grades and the inefficiency involved in the process. 

This allowed the CEO to suggest that to help teachers work through the 

inefficiencies of the grade reporting process, perhaps they should use scantrons 

for all of their grades for the upcoming year-end grades. The CEO said, "I would 

like the teachers to do scantrons for all end of the year academic marks." This 

was the most direct statement she made during the entire meeting, but she still 

made her directive in the form of a request by using "I would like" rather than 

"You will...." 

During the time the CEO talked, several of the teachers carried on a 

separate conversation. The teachers were whispering, but the room was not 

large and for the author, their conversation was annoying. Despite their ongoing 

whispering, the CEO never commented on their behavior. The two people who 

were doing the majority of the whispering were also two of the more outspoken 

faculty members. 

After the CEO had talked for almost half an hour, she said, "1 don't know 

what we are going to do about it." She was referring to a decision about getting 



249 

all of the grades (academic and advisory) reported for both semesters by the time 

the teachers left school for the summer. Based on the reaction of the teachers, the 

CEO appeared to have made her point about getting grades reported, but the 

discussion ended with no formal resolution. At that point in the meeting, the 

facilitator asked the group if they wanted to finish the last two agenda items. 

The group decided they did want to finish. 

The next item was from the dean, requesting teachers not to let their 

students out of class early (the classrooms at Elm did not have clocks or beUs and 

the teachers relied on their watches). She said, "Please hold the kids imtil the 

end of class." One of the teachers then added that he had looked at his watch the 

other day, and although it was before the end of the class period, "at least three 

classes of kids were outside, and this was the worst yet. So please keep the kids 

in." Two other teachers added that they had noticed this to be a problem, 

especially at the end of the day. One teacher said, "Ten minutes before the end 

of school, kids are out nmning aroimd, and I can't get my kids to focus." The 

discussion of this agenda item lasted approximately four minutes and then 

abruptly ended. Soon thereafter, the meeting concluded, without action on the 

early release agenda item and without mention of the last agenda item. 

The second governance board meeting followed the same format as the 

other meeting observed. As the meeting began, many of the teachers were either 

quietly talking among themselves, grading papers, or filling out year-end grades. 



250 

The CEO was not present for the first half-hour of this final governance board 

meeting of the year. Shortly after she came into the room, the issue of assigning 

grades was brought up again. Apparently, there was some confusion about 

giving a grade on their "one to seven" scale (used for the IBMYP system) or on 

an A through F scale on the final report card. The matter was discussed but not 

clearly explained or resolved. 

The major issue discussed at this meeting was one that Nicole had put on 

the agenda during the previous week. It was titled, "Consensus - True 

Meaning." Many of the teachers were upset about a memo they had received the 

previous week detailing their summer retreat scheduled to occur the following 

month. One teacher said, "I felt like it had come from my dad." The teachers 

were upset because of the wording in the memo. In the memo, the CEO had laid 

down some ground rules about the amotmt of time and the scope of the 

conversations for the retreat. 

The discussion aroimd Nicole's agenda item demonstrated the sensitivity 

teachers had about being "told" what to do by the CEO. During the twenty 

minutes of conversation, the CEO tried to reassure the teachers that she had 

worked with other teachers who were members of a summer retreat committee. 

She said that they, as a committee, thought it would be best to limit the scope of 

topics to be addressed at the retreat for fear if they did not, nothing would be 

accomplished. One example of the response the teachers gave to this comment 
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was, "The important thing is we all get all of us apprised." The problem 

appeared to have been that the teachers on the retreat planning committee did 

not involve all of the teachers in their decisions. Teachers thought being told 

what topics could be discussed at the retreat was too restrictive. This was an 

example of a problem that Jxmiper also experienced (as wiU be discussed shortly), 

allowing committees to make decisions without the consent of the entire faculty. 

At Elm keeping all of the teachers in the decision-making loop was less of a 

problem than at Jxmiper because the staff was small enough that, in general, all of 

the teachers were involved through their participation in the Monday 

governance board meetings. But, as this example indicated, not involving or at 

least offering to involve all of the teachers in advance of a decision that impacted 

all of them, even though it was discussed at the governance board meeting, 

caused considerable debate and tension. 

The CEO did not appear to be one of the more outspoken members at the 

governance board meetings. Other than the report she gave at the first meeting 

observed, it would have been very difficult, based solely on the actions of 

members at the meetings, to identify the CEO. Even during the discussion on the 

agenda item "Consensus - True Meaning," the CEO stayed out of the fray except 

for the few times she tried to Ceilm the situation. Even then, her efforts appeared 

to have no impact on the discussions. In fact, after some twenty minutes, the 

discussion spiraled out of control, becoming a back-and-forth volley of words 
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between the Division I and n teachers. The field notes from that meeting stated, 

"It appears there is a breakdown in commimication between the International 

house and the Division I teachers." The issue was never resolved, but it was 

clear that there were some deep feelings on both sides about the level of 

commimication between the two divisions. Finally, the CEO attempted to 

resolve the situation by saj^g, "I wotild like to propose that we adopt a law at 

the conference; this is called the law of two feet. And it means that when you 

need to go and take care of something, you impose the law of two feet and go do 

it." With that statement, three teachers got up and left the meeting. 

As the meeting continued, student enrollment for the next year became the 

topic, specifically the number of students at various grade levels and how that 

would impact the next year. BiU said, 

1 think in Palm Springs [the location of their stmuner retreat] we do 
need to have some t3rpe of discussion about where we think our 
projected erurollment might be, not just for students overall but 
number of students in various level. And some various proposals 
about how to deal with the various aspects of that enrollment. Not a 
done deal like we are going to move 8th graders up here, and we are 
going to move 7th graders here, but we need to deal with the fact that 
enrollment affects tlie facility. Faculty needs to be included in what 
the possibilities are, and maybe that needs to be a Palm Springs 
agenda item. Rather than well, we told our students this and so that 
we have to do this. In reality, we have this much of a facility and this 
many students; how do we devise ... realistically and stiU maintain a 
schedule at various levels. 

BiU wanted a strategy for dealing with the fact that the students had already 

been told which grade levels were going to be part of Division I or Division II for 
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the next school year (this was essentially an issue about which division the 

eighth grade would be in). Bill's point was that depending on the actual 

enrollment and given the number of feculty, it might be necessary to rearrange 

the divisions (as had happened between the first and second semester of the 

current school year). 

Bill also wanted the faculty to be included in the decision-making process 

regarding the enrollment issue. This was important to these teachers because the 

decisions on how students were split up impacted their teaching positions. As 

he said, "We need to deal with the fact that enrollment affects the faculty." Due 

to the small number of students at the school, change in student enrollment 

could cost a faculty member his/her job. Additionally, because Elm was on a 

year-aroimd calendar, the next school year started in only four weeks. Based on 

the teachers' reactions at this governance board meeting, enrollment appeared to 

be a very stressful issue. 

The em-oUment issue and its impact on teaching positions was one result of 

being involved in a small school of choice, such as Rim, where each year they had 

to recruit students. The discussion about enrollment was an appropriate ending 

to a meeting that began with a viewing of a television commercial made for Elm 

that promoted their school to potential students and parents. 

In siunmary, at these two governance meetings observed, the CEO, when 

she spoke, did not dominate or command special attention. In many instances. 
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several of the teachers who appeared to be the "power brokers" and who often 

dominated much of the disctission, continued to talk as she and others spoke. 

The CEO attended as a teacher would attend a traditional faculty meeting. The 

CEO contributed to the decisions being made, just as a teacher would participate 

in the decisions being made at a faculty meeting. The teachers at Elm ran the 

weekly faculty meetings and the faculty seemed to know the CEO did not have 

the power to make decisions imilaterally. One of the teachers described the 

situation this way: "Denise is our CEO, but she does not hold that power. And 

the staff really resents when she tries to do that [exert power]." 

Nicole was asked if she considered the teachers at Elm to be the 

administration. She responded. 

It's supposed to be. We are a consensus run organization. However, 
we occasionally feel like our consensual organization has turned into 
what Mark calls a constitutional monarchy. [At that point in the 
interview she pointed to the agenda for the next governance meeting 
which was hanging on the wall.] Item two [Consensus - True 
Meaning]. That's my item. Yeah, so yeah, we have some problems 
with that. It ends up being that we are the administration ... yeah we 
are supposed to be the administration. It's not a hierarchical 
organization. It's not supposed to be. But the monarch sometimes 
forgets that. 

Several teachers commented on their role in the decision-making process at Elm. 

Martin, talked about the teachers' ownership in the decision-making process and 

how they were involved in important decisions such as hiring and firing of 

personnel: "This was about a new role for teachers; this is where teachers really 
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are empowered to make decisions. We hire people, and down the line, we may 

have to fire people that we hire." He also described how this participation in the 

decision-making process meant more responsibility for teachers: "It's just when 

any administrator has to say we are running low on the budget, 1 say, well, we 

are part of the budget team; lef s take a look at things. So, I mean, that is again, 

more of the teacher responsibility." 

Jill discussed the problem of being able to reach consensus with the staff 

and the CEO in this decision-making process: 

I didn't anticipate the problems with the staff and the consensus and 
the administration; I did not anticipate that. Um, that's it [pause] 
causing a lot of grief [pause]; it's causing a lot of difficulties here right 
now I think. So 1 didn't anticipate that. 

Jill also expressed a concern over the fact that they really didn't have a 

leader/principal who took charge and made decisions. She made it clear that 

she preferred the situation at her previous school where her principal made 

many of the smaller, "imimportant" decisions, allowing her to concentrate on 

developing curriculxmi and preparing for her classes: 

I would say that administrative support that to me has been kind of an 
ongoing battle. I am coming from a school where 1 had a principal 
who 1 really respected, was a really dynamic principal, but it was 
definitely a hierarchy at my school, you know. The principal would 
tell you this is the way it's going to be, and people would complain, 
but you did it. There was definitely somebody who said the buck 
stops here. 
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She continued to talk about the consensus process and her desire to have a 

"leader of the pack:" 

And I think that the school as a whole is really struggling with how do 
you have consensus and have people involved yet you also have 
[pause] I mean I really think that you have got to have somebody who 
is leader of the pack; you have got to have a chief, and I feel like [the 
CEO] is doing the best she can given the situation she is in. 

Bill discussed the difficulty in reaching consensus with so many people 

involved and how the process necessitated endless meetings before finally 

reaching a decision. As a result of this process. Bill thought working at Him was 

tiring, which he had not foreseen: 

I think it is great to work on consensus, but of course the thing that 
comes into play is how do you balance out consensus with having to 
have more meetings than any place in the history of mankind and is 
that worthwhile in the long run; is that positive because it empowers 
people, or is it negative because it exhausts people because I think you 
go back and forth on that one. This place is fairly tiring for numerous 
reasons, some of which 1 don't think we would have ever foreseen. 

Bill was struggling with having the decision-making power versus the time 

required to participate in the process (this is explored further in Dimension Two 

of this theme). 

Bill, when asked what he thought were the biggest changes in the school, 

discussed the governance of the school, rather than differences in educational 

philosophy or innovation, "I don't think a lot of them [changes] per se are 

educational philosophical issues [pause]; the governance issues, a lot of them are 

governance issues." This statement implied that there had not been changes in 
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philosophical issues surrounding teaching, and according to the data from this 

study, these issues and practices had not changed dramatically since the teachers 

started to teach at Elm. However, the governance issues had changed, and they 

caused significant reactions from the teachers and questions about the 

philosophy of governance adopted by Elm. 

What on paper was a long, complicated, and very structured decision

making process at Elm boiled down to essentially two decision-making bodies. 

The first was the governance board. Based on observations of these weekly 

governance board (faculty) meetings, it appeared as though the nuts-and-bolts 

issues of the school were tackled by this group. Also, based on the two meetings 

attended, the teachers appeared to be the ones in control of the meetings as well 

as in charge of the decisions made by the group. 

The second decision making group at Elm was the Board of Directors. This 

group of fifty-four members met four times annually to set overall policy and 

direction for the school. The author was tmable to observe a Board of Directors 

meeting; however, according to several teachers, as time passed, only a fraction 

of the fifty-four members continued to attend the meetings. The composition of 

the Board of Directors was set by the local school board as part of the approval 

process for the original Elm charter. As Martin pointed out, the make-up 

reflected the political compromises that occurred to ensure the approval of their 

original charter. The charter stated that parents were an important part of the 
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dedsion-making process. They were the majority on the Board of Directors and 

thereby contributed to setting the direction of the school in a broad sense. 

However, according to several teachers, of the htmdreds of parents with students 

in the school, only a handful were actively involved and participated in the 

dedsion-making process. 

The lack of parent participation was evident at the aimual stakeholders 

meeting observed at the end of the school year. In the weeks that led up to the 

aimual meeting, the students were encouraged to bring their parents to the year-

end meeting. All of the parents received invitations to attend as did numerous 

local businesses and other affiliates of the school. The meeting was held on the 

Saturday morning following the last day of school. Despite the advanced notice 

and the large number of people and organizations invited to this meeting, there 

were more teachers present (seventeen) than parents and commvmity members. 

Although it weis hard to be sure, based upon observation, it appeared that all 

fifteen adults in attendance who were not employees of Elm were parents. No 

one from local businesses or other affiliates appeared to be present. 

Elm's governance structure was a complicated network of decision-making 

bodies. One of the key components of the structiire was parental involvement. 

In this study, the author was only able to skim the surface of the entire decision

making process. However, based on teacher interviews and observations, it 

appeared that the decision-making power of the teachers at this start-up charter 
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school was meaningful. Parents, although invited into the decision-making 

arena, did not appear to be as involved as Elm's sponsor, the local school board, 

had intended. 

Txmiper 

Jimiper was a conversion school whose charter gave considerable new 

decision-making power to the teachers, support staff, and parents on the Juniper 

Management Team (JMT). The JMT was the governing board of Jimiper. The 

principal had only one vote out of seventeen and had no veto power on the JMT. 

The majority ruled, and teachers represented 53% of the membership on the JMT. 

As a group, the nine teachers on the JMT held the power, not the principal or 

assistant principal who sat on the JMT. The principal, who helped write the 

charter, said that he designed the JMT so that everyone had an equal vote 

becatise he believed in the teachers and their ability to make good decisions. 

An example of how the JMT (and not the principal) made some of the 

decisions at Jtmiper involved the adoption of student tmiforms. The principal 

had a definite bias regarding student uniforms and openly admitted it, but he 

was not the one who made the final decision about whether student uniforms 

would be adopted by the school. He promoted and lobbied for the concept, but 

the decision was not made until it came to a vote by the JMT. 
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Although the principal said he designed the JMT to keep the principal from 

having all of the power, many of the teachers were tinaware he was responsible 

for the structure. When these teachers were told of the principal's intentions, 

they were skeptical about his real motives. Several of the teachers felt he had 

been caught off guard by the JMT and that he was not happy about the power 

the committee had taken from him Michelle said, "I really feel the principal did 

not expect us to take such an active role in the charter. I think he opened 

Pandora's box as far as he is concerned. And he sees it as a befrayal." Michelle 

thought that a fortuitous set of circumstances led to the sudden rise in power of 

the JMT. She believed that the teacher strike, which occurred earlier in the 

spring, prompted the teachers on the JMT to seize the moment and take confrol 

of the power greinted to them by the charter; 

But we had the charter in place, we had our JMT in place, and then it 
was really pretty much business as usual with [the principal]. And 
then, once we had the teacher strike [pause], I can't express to you how 
that changed us. My own personal feeling, but I know that this 
happened to a lot of other people [pause], hey, I am a teacher, I am 
valuable, I have a power, look what we did. You know, when you get 
6,000 teachers out on strike [pause], that's [pause] and when we came 
back to school with all of this feeling of empowerment, we had a 
structure to use it. A lot of schools don't. You know, so when [the 
principal] says all of this turmoil is a product of the strike, in a sense he 
is right. 

Jimiper had a different governance structure from Elm, and yet in the final 

analysis, like Elm, the Juniper teachers held the power to make the decisions, at 

least on paper. The charter specifically outlined the power of the JMT. Juniper's 
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charter was specific about who held which dedsion-making abilities. This was 

not the case with Elm. As Juniper's charter stated under "Authority of the JMT:" 

The JMT shall hold and exercise the highest authority of the School on 
all matters to the greatest extent permitted by law and this Charter, 
including without limitation, the contents of the proposed Charter. 
The JMT shall act in tiie name of the School to the greatest extent 
allowed by law and this Charter. (Jtmiper Charter, 1996, p. 7) 

Language such as "highest authority," "on all matters to the greatest extent 

permitted by law," and "without limitation" indicated the potential level of 

power the JMT could exercise. Responsibilities of the JMT included hiring and 

firing school personnel including the school's administrators: 

The JMT/Interviewing Task Force shall develop the criteria for 
staffing the Interviewing Team and an interviewing process. The JMT 
shall develop an administrative evaluation tool. The JMT shall 
develop a vehicle for the hiring and releasing of school administration. 
(Jvmiper Charter, 1996, p. 7) 

This charter language essentially gave the teachers the power to evaluate, hire, 

and fire their administrative team. In dealing with staff who might need to be 

fired, the charter stated, "Should a staff member receive a less than satisfactory 

evaluation, the District procedures set forth as negotiated should be 

implemented" (p. 9). 

According to the charter, "JMT decisions shall be taken either by vote of the 

JMT members or by an alternative consensus process adopted by the JMT by 

affirmative vote of at least fifty percent pliis one (50% +1) of cdl JMT members" 
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(Jumper Charter, 1996, p. 7). Based on the two JMT meetings observed, the 

decision-making process used was a majority-rules vote. 

The JMT met every other week, or more often if needed. At one point 

during this study, the JMT met twice in three days, and the meetings were 

scheduled less than a day in advance. 

Jimiper, like Elm, had a non-traditional decision-making process that gave 

most of the power to the teachers and not the administration, yet the two schools 

were different in many respects. At Jimiper, the power was more concentrated. 

Unlike Elm, where the board of directors was the policy-setting group and the 

governance board controlled the details of the school, the JMT controlled both 

aspects at Juniper. While the administration was still rurming the school on a 

day-to-day basis at Juniper, it was the JMT that made final decisions about issues 

such as the budget, hiring, firing, curriculum, and any other issue that would 

need a decision on a school-wide basis. Finally, unlike Elm, where all of the 

teachers were members of the governance board, at Jxmiper, only nine teachers 

out of sixty-three sat on the JMT. As will be discussed further, having nine of 

over sixty faculty members making the decisions for the entire school resulted in 

a new political landscape. 

As outlined above in the charter, the JMT had the power to hire and release 

the admiiustration, including the principal. Juniper was a school that had been 

part of a large city school district for decades. The history of this city school 
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district was one where the central office administration controlled many of the 

ultimate decisions at the school level. For example, it was a major change to 

have a school control the selection of its principal. In this district, the principal 

was assigned to the school by the central office administration. 

During the site observations, the longstanding principal (for more than ten 

years) at Jxmiper was suddenly told by the central office administration that he 

would be transferred to another district school at the end of the school year 

(approximately a month away). His transfer meant that for the first time, the 

teachers, by the power vested in them imder the charter, had an opportunity to 

hire a new principal. Yet, in a period of less than four days, as a result of district 

pressure, the principal annotmced he was leaving, and a new principal was 

hired. This process, according to the teachers, was conducted according to the 

wishes of the central office administration, despite what the charter stated about 

hiring and releasing the principal. The central administration superficially 

involved the JMT in an effort to rr\ake it look as though the JMT selected the new 

principal (there was no effort to make it look like the JMT released the principal, 

the central office clearly made the move). As the process concluded, it became 

obvious that the district was still in control, particularly as it related to the hiring 

of the principal. The entire process was so fraught with politics that a chapter 

could have been written on the process involved in the selection of the new 

principal; instead, the topic of politics at Juniper and Elm was reported in 
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Dimension Three of this theme. One of the teachers summarized the teachers 

belief and frustration over the selection process of their new principal: 

Our whole administrative decisions [selecting the new principal] that 
were just made were all district decisions. So don't tell me that you're 
operating as a charter school because if we'd been operating as a 
charter school, the decision making that was all done on the 
administration of this school, we would [pause] the school would have 
made it.... I just know that if you really are operating as a charter 
school as supposedly you're supposed to do, five minutes later you 
don't have your administrator appointed. That is just [pause] you 
can't do that. 1 mean, that*s impossible. That*s ridiculous. 

Regardless of how and who was in control of hiring Jtmiper's newest 

principal, the fact remained that the teachers, given the current structure of the 

JMT and the wording of the charter, did potentially hold meaningful power. Not 

only was the power written into the charter, to change the charter required 

approval from a majority of the teaching staff. The charter outlined a three-step 

process for amending the charter. First, the amendment had to be approved "by 

fifty percent plus one (50%+l) majority vote at a regular meeting of JMT where 

there was a quorum present" (Juniper Charter, 1996, p. 21). This meant that 

without the approval of at least one or more teachers on the JMT, it was not 

possible to get the process of amending the charter to the next phase. The next 

step, after approval by the JMT, required, "The full time, on-site certificated staff 

approves the amendment by a fifty percent plus one (50%+l) majority vote 

where there is a quorum present" (Jimiper Charter, 1996, p. 21). The third step 

required the local school board's approval: "The amendment is ratified thereafter 
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by a majority vote of the District Board of Education at its regular meeting" 

(Juniper Charter, 1996, p. 21). This process meant that not only were the teachers 

in control of the JMT and all of its decisions, they were the only ones, with the 

blessing of the local school board, able to amend the charter. Based on this 

process to amend the charter, it was evident that unless a majority of the teachers 

chose to change the power granted to them by the charter, it was going to be 

very difficult to take away their power. 

At the time this study was conducted, the teachers did not yet have the full 

power granted to them in the charter. However, as several of the teachers 

interviewed stated (one an JMT member), the potential of the charter had yet to 

be realized. Michelle discussed the potential power that she realized existed 

with the JMT: "That budget committee is quite powerful. That employment 

committee is quite powerful [both with emphasis]. Quite powerful. More 

powerful than 1 knew." In a follow-up question, she was asked if the JMT could 

hire all the teachers and administrators; she responded, "It's amazing isn't it? If s 

AMAZING [slow with emphasis]." 

According to several teachers, the central office administration perceived 

Jimiper, now that it was a charter school, as separating from the district. As 

Nancy said, "It [becoming a charter school] is seen as pulling away from the 

district." 
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Jumper, a conversion charter school, had a long history with an established 

set of practices and procedures prior to becoming a charter school. One of the 

established practices at Juniper, and in the district, was top-down decision

making. Nancy gave some backgrotmd on the top-down practices of the district 

I don't think we ever would have really officially struck if the district 
had not been so top-down, deciding and sajring they were shared 
decision making. That's what everybody said [pause] is that they kept 
saying, oh, shared decision making, governance team, and then 
nothing ever happened that operated that way. It operated all the way 
down. [The superintendent], then, you know, the area guys and then 
the principals. You know, it was never shared decision making. It 
was always this way. And this decision [selection of the new 
principal] that everybody's gossiping about now is a very typical 
example of the district's said, you're gonna go there, and you're gonna 
go there, and you're gonna go there. 

Despite the fact that Jimiper appeared to be moving in the direction of more 

teacher, support staff, and parental say in the school's decisions, the entire 

process was still in its infancy. Nancy thought that perhaps there had been some 

effort to give teachers control in the decision-making process as part of the JMT. 

However, she had worked on similar shared decision-making cormnittees in the 

past without results and she had still not seen much in the way of results since 

Juiuper had become a charter school: 

There has been an effort through the year that we've had it [charter 
status] to implement more teacher control. There has been an effort to 
implement more teacher control. As yet, I haven't seen a lot of fruition 
from that, though I haven't invested a lot of time and energy in going 
to the meetings, etc. etc. I worked on the governance team for a year. 
I was once the chairman of the committee for one quarter, and there 
was no shared decision making, and so I got out. I mean, there's to me 
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no point in going to all those meetings and being a member if 
whatever you do, it doesn't get [pause] there's no point in it. I just 
[pause] I'm just not interested. 

Stan voiced a similar concern: "There is nothing new that has come out and 

they just debate, debate, debate, and they never come up with a decision." 

Nancy, however, despite her past experiences, thought she was beginning 

to see slight changes in the decision-making process that might result in changes 

in the future: 

Well, it's seems as if, from what I've been as far as the JMT meetings 
and the education committee task force meetings there is the 
beginnings of tr)ang to oversee things like ... what the total currictilum 
in certain areas would be or what the textbook [pause]; there was some 
conversation about whether there [pause] would have to be approval 
for textbooks for them to be brought into the class. I would say there 
are the beginnings of that happening now. And maybe five years from 
now, it would be very dramatic. But right now, there are the 
beginnings of it. 

Nancy, although doubtful meaningful changes were eminent, believed the 

change process was evolutionary. She thought if Juniper became a teacher-run 

school, it would probably take at least five years to implement changes: 

Well, 1 think anytime you're struggling with trying to have a change in 
management style, no matter where you are, 1 think it's difficult and 
it's evolutionary. And what I think probably needs [pause] these 
questions need to come back five years from now and see what kind of 
answers that you would get. And it may be very different. I may be 
wrong. And it may end up that, you know, it will be a teacher-run 
school with JMT deciding and the curriculum and the extracxarricular 
and the supplies and everjrthing. The budget would be. And I don't 
think that [pause], you know, that might be a very good thing. I do 
think it would take a lot of time investment to get there. 
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In addition to Nancy, several teachers mentioned different aspects of the 

school that they thought had changed as a result of the JMT. Sandy, for example, 

thought the area of the school that had changed as a result of becoming a charter 

school was the new administrative structure: 

1 mean, I think there is a lot administrative, how do we nm things 
issues, certainly and who has control and how do we do things. Um, I 
don't know if uniforms were created by charter, I don't know, but that 
certainly became an issue. Because the old way of doing stuff was like, 
okay, well you just got told how to do this, and now with the charter, 
they form a committee, and they had a plan, and people researched 
and did a lot of work. 

Sandy was not sure that much had changed as a result of the new 

administrative structure and that the old way of doing business was still trying 

to protect itself. Sandy's observation would hardly surprise educational 

researchers such as Sarason (1990,1998) who have studied the system dynamics 

that accompany changes in an organization's power structure. 

Linda, in describing what it meant to be a charter school, talked about a 

school (not necessarily Jtmiper) that would have more autonomy from the 

district and where many of the important decisions would be made by the 

teachers: 

1 would say it [a charter school] is just more autonomous where the 
teachers make the decisions. Before we had the charter, we had the 
governance team that didn't want the budget. 

Linda made the observation that with power came a lot of responsibility and that 

in the past, the teachers did not want to take on tasks such as the budget because 
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of the responsibility (this topic will be further investigated in Dimension Two of 

this theme). Linda felt important decisions needed to be made and that was 

often the role of the principal, and she indicated her skepticism in the ability of 

the JMT to do the job effectively and efficiently. 

Stan, along with Linda, was concerned too many people were involved in 

the dedsion-making process and, therefore, the system was neither effective nor 

efficient. He seemed to be voicing a concern that Irene also mentioned, which 

was, at least when the administrator made a decision, something was 

accomplished: 

I think having so many teachers making decisions is the problem. 
(Linda- yeah) I know there is a committee, and if we have 60 teachers 
and there are committees, but they spend so much time debating every 
little thing; if they could just say okay make a decision now and go 
with it, we could have some changes. (Linda-right) But it has taken 
them a year to decide what? ... The old way of at least having an 
administrator making the decision, not everybody agreed with it, but 
at least some things changed and happened. 

Linda then commented about the inefficiency and poor decisions that were 

made by the JMT because the committees did not have the big picture, and they 

made decisions without all the information. She thought that decisions were 

being made based on incorrect or insufficient information and that fewer people 

should be involved in the process: 

For example, we jiist had there is a [pause] I don't know if it's the race 
human relations committee or something, I don't know, they were 
making decisions based on our magnet program, and none of those 
teachers were involved with that program, and they had no idea what 
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they were talking about at all, and the decisions that they made would 
have taken our money that we get, away. But they did not have any 
idea what they were doing, and at least when you have one or a few 
people in charge, you can see all of what is happening, whereas this 
committee had no clue about the magnet money and the court 
integration. 

During a JMT meeting, another example of making decisions with 

insufficient information was observed. The decision involved the addition of art 

classes. In making that decision, the committee did not realize the impact their 

decision would have on the other course offerings. Once the JMT realized the 

impact their decision would have on other programs, they decided they wanted 

to reconsider their decision. However, they were told by the administration that 

it was too late. They were told the change had already been implemented, and 

there was no way to reverse the decision. Michelle, who was on the original 

subcommittee that made the decision regarding the art courses and who made 

the recommendation to the JMT for action, also realized the importance of 

imderstanding the big picture and having all of the necessary information to 

make an informed decision: 

And if you are on the education committee, which I am, you have to 
know not just what's going on in your own department but you know 
everything that affects the school. And we saw that yesterday at the 
meeting. The education committee proposed something and then 
foimd out there were other factors to consider. 

Finally, Irene felt there was a need for someone who understood the big 

picture of the school and whose job was to make the many decisions that needed 
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to be made, and in her experience, that had been the principal. Irene thought, as 

did Stan, Linda, and Michelle, that having the teachers take on administrative 

roles could be a problem because there would not be anyone with the whole 

picture, someone who had an overall vision of the school: 

You have to stand by to someone who has the vision of the whole 
picture and can make that decision. If we go to that here there isn't 
anybody on the JMT who is going to have the whole pictture. Thaf s 
usually the administrator who happens to be the principal who has the 
vision of what everything thaf s going on. And has his pulse on 
what's going on and um, so I am [pause] I don't know how it's going to 
go to tell you the truth. 

At Juniper, it appeared that one of the outcomes of involving so many 

teachers in the decision-making process was that decisions were being made that 

were not necessarily the best ones. This was apparently occurring because those 

who made the decisions were not fully informed, and there was no one with an 

overall vision of the school. 

No formal review of the literature was conducted to determine the "typical" 

form of governance in public schools; however, based on the author's 

backgroimd and understanding. Juniper's method of governance was not 

traditional. One reform movement, site-based management (Ftdlan, 1993), 

promoted a model similar to the one used by the JMT and as described in the 

Juniper charter. In fact, Stan said that the way decisions were currently made at 

Jimiper was similar to the way it was at his previous school and, accordingly, 

"not that much different" for him: 
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But you know that is not that much different than the last school I was 
at which the principal did not make any decisions; they had a 
management team, and they made all of the decisions; they had the 
budget, and they did site-based management. It was like what we are 
doing. 

Irene, like Stan, came from a school where decision making was teacher led. 

She also believed that making the decisions would eventually get old for 

teachers: 

My thing, as 1 said before, I don't have a problem with shared decision 
making. I came from a restructured school prior to coming here 
where we had been restructured, where we did make every decision, 
and at that time, I was the budget person, and I made every decision, 
budget decision. We lost our principal, and at that time, we went to a 
triad. We went to a triad to finish out his year for a principal because 
nobody could agree on a principal, so we decided that the three 
[pause] we would rotate the three groups. That's what we did [pause] 
um, one took care of the discipline, etc .... We hired subs with the 
principal pay that we would have had there. Hired subs [to] come in 
and do our thing, and we would do this quarterly. He was there for 
the first quarter, and we then had three quarters left to do this on. So 
what we did was [pause] I took [pause] I did the finance on my turn. 
So, but thaf s fine as far as it goes, but it gets old after a while because 
when the decision comes down whether or not you get to go to a 
conference, and I get to go to a conference, how is the decision making 
done? 

Gail saw pluses and minuses to having teachers make decisions that had 

previously been made by administrators: 

Sitting in on JMT meetings and seeing how decisions are being made. 
To me, that's a real change because they used to be made at the 
administrative level. And now there [pause] there are teacher 
decisions, and some ways it's good and some ways I am not agreeing 
with it, so. 
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Michelle, who had a great interest in teachers gaining more decision

making power, said she had no desire to become involved with the day-to-day 

things and felt these duties were the job of the principal: 

I don't really want to be concerned with the [pause] you know, daily 
running of things. I just want to do my thing. And thaf s probably 
not a good idea. Someone [pause] but you hire a principal, and you 
have a school board, and all of that stuff to take care that for you. 
That's why they get the big bucks. 

Michelle felt that on one hand it was not best to lock herself up in her room and 

let the administration run the school on their own. Yet, on the other hand, she 

felt that the reason for having administrators was to do exactly the kinds of 

things she and her fellow teachers had been doing during the past semester. She 

was caught in a dilemma. 

Linda stated explicitly her desire not to participate in the responsibilities of 

an administrator. She did not like the amount of time currently being expected 

of her to participate in the decision-making process and wanted a more time-

efficient system: 

I personally don't want to be an administrator, that is not why I am 
here; I would rather, although I resent like crazy, like at our meeting 
this morning, somebody telling me what to do, you know at least I did 
not have to spend two hours of my time going back and forth and back 
and forth. If you are going to do it and tell me what to do, tell me and 
don't waste my two hours. 

Both Stan and Irene came from situations that placed much of the decision

making power in the hands of the teachers, and for them, the situation at Jimiper 
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was not unique. Several other teachers including Gail, Linda, and Jill came from 

situations where administrators made the decisions. Yet, overall, irrespective of 

their background, the teachers from Juniper tended to lean in the direction of the 

administration making more of the decisions because of their big-picture view 

and then allow them to accept or reject the administrators' proposal. 

Stunmarv of Dimension One 

This dimension was not originally proposed as part of the study, and no 

formal review of the literature was completed. However, based on the author's 

experiences, the governance structure in the two schools was different than at 

most traditional public schools. Arguably, at both of these charter schools, the 

teachers held more decision-making power than the administrators. Although 

the teachers held the majority of the power at both schools. Elm went one step 

further, making parents the majority stakeholder on the Board of Directors (the 

policy setting body). Elm put the parents in a position of considerable power, at 

least on paper; however, the reality at both schools was that the teachers were 

the ones who made the decisions (with the exception at Juniper of decisions such 

as hiring the principal). Both charter schools had a governance structure that 

limited the decision-making capacity of the principal/CEO of the school and had 

a body that was composed mainly of teachers who controlled the direction of the 

school. 



275 

As a result of the changes in the dedsion-making structures and processes 

at these two schools, the teachers voiced concern over the inefficiency of the 

consensus-based decision-making model that had been adopted. Teachers were 

concerned that the new process was not an efficient, or even the best, method for 

making decisions. In addition, some teachers felt that their time was not being 

spent wisely. Irene summarized the dilemma and how many of the teachers felt: 

And a lot of the decisions they [teachers] don't need to [be involved 
in]. They [teachers] haven't learned yet to delegate that yet. For 
instance, you know when education first started, they hired principals 
to help the teacher so she wouldn't have to do all of Aose things. And 
now, we want that control back. My thing is that I don't have to do the 
work. All I [the teachers] have to do is say okay, let's see your [the 
administrations] process, let you go as far [pause] what do you think 
of this? I think it's fine, or I don't think if s fine. I am thinking that 
eventually we can get some of that delegation back to the 
administration. I think it will make it a lot easier for us. Because right 
now the down time is time. I mean the down part of it is time. 

Time Burden of New Decision-Making Process 

The decision-making process at both charter schools created a new role for 

teachers. They were now involved in a consensus-based, teacher-led decision

making process. As a resiilt of this role, teachers were becoming concerned with 

the amount of time needed to participate effectively. The new decision-making 

process added responsibilities for the teachers, relative to what was expected 

before teaching at a charter school, and impacted the teachers' time and ability to 

plan for the classroom. Teachers from both charter schools stated that the time 
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necessary to perform extra functions had decreased the time they had to prepare 

for instruction within their classroom. 

Elm 

Bill had concerns about the number of meetings and time involved in 

participating in the consensus-based decision-making model. He thought the 

ntimber of people involved and the time it took to reach decisions were more 

than necessary. Bill felt the reason they were still spending so much time in the 

decision-making process was because they were being forced to follow the 

process outlined in the original charter document. He said, "The fact that some 

people have made us stick to it [the original charter] and do it to me actually is 

just a big absorption of time." 

Jill was concerned about having to spend her time on issues she was not 

interested in rather than on things she wanted to do: 

And I get frustrated because I sit in meetings because we are in a 
consensus model here, and 1 am involved in decisions that I could care 
less about. I could care less how we regulate the girl's bathroom at 
Itmch. Just teU me what you need me to do. 1 could care less what the 
schedule is going to be on the last day of school; jiist give me a 
schedule, and I will be there. 1 don't want to be involved in all these 
decisions, that takes my time, and I don't [pause] they're not big 
pressing issues to me, and I would rather be writing curriculum or 
working with my kids than deciding on things like that. 
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Martin also talked about how empowerment meant a lot of work. At Elm, 

even with much smaller classes and fewer students, he was working many more 

hours: 

But that is us taking the responsibility .... But the bottom line of being 
empowered is a lot of work ... this is night afta: night and day after 
day through the weekend through sometimes vacation, but I have 
gotten a little bit more disciplined about preparing myself for vacation 
as well as everything else. 

Ttmiper 

At Jimiper, teachers also commented on the demands that had been placed 

on them as a result of participating in the new decision-making paradigm 

outlined in their charter. Irene thought that the biggest negative about being 

part of a charter school was the amount of time necessary to participate 

effectively in a shared decision-making process: 

The biggest negative of working in a charter school is that you have to 
make the time to make the decisions. And that takes a lot of extra 
time. You can do more by committees. That means you have to have 
committee meetings. Um, people right now want to be able to make 
the decisions so that's going to take time to do that. 

Michelle thought that since becoming a charter, the teachers had become 

more involved in decision making, which meant more responsibilities and time 

commitments. She thought, however, teachers had a lot to leam to participate 

effectively in the decision-making process: 

Well, yes because a charter means more [pause] oiar charter anjnvay 
means more um, site-based decision making, not just the site but the 



278 

teachers, and whai you take that privilege, you also have to take the 
responsibility. And if s a lot more time constmiing because I think the 
teachers are becoming more involved in administrative duties like 
money management and hiring and firing and the running of the 
school, whereas we before were just concerned about our own 
classroom. So my [pause] 1 had to broaden my view of what the 
school is and leam more probably than I wanted to know about a lot of 
things. Like if you are on the finance committee, which I am not, you 
have to know about the budget. Well that" s an extensive thing. 

She also said she felt responsible to participate in the decision-making process, 

even though she did not originally vote for the charter. Before the charter, the 

responsibility for decisions rested with the administration, not with the teachers. 

Her dilemma, now that the charter was in place and teachers were responsible 

for many of the decisions, was that she felt the need to give it her full support. 

As a result of these new responsibilities and time burdens, she was not sure 

whether she would support the charter if she had to vote on it again. However, 

since it had passed and was in place, she would do what was necessary to 

implement the charter effectively, which meant taking the time necessary to 

participate in the decision-making process. 

Nancy thought being part of the decision-making process as outlined in the 

charter was too time-consuming for teachers. She thought the teachers had taken 

over the administrations' responsibilities which was not their proper role or 

responsibility. As a result of the tremendous time commitments she no longer 

supported being a charter school: 
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I jiist know that the amount of time for operating a charter school is 
my big reason 1 don't agree with it [being a charter school] because 
you can't really operate a charter school without that time investment. 
You just can't. Or energy, or money, or consultants, or something. 
And, you know, I'm just not that against the way the district 
management is [patise] some people are against it. I'm not. 

Gail thought that the time commitment was more than originally expected 

when she voted for the charter. She felt her participation in the decision-making 

process was taking away from her classroom planning: 

I guess when 1 signed up for the charter, I thought things were going 
to be the same you [pause] you were always on a few committees to do 
work [pause] extra work here and there. But now they have become 
so more and so [pause] so many more committees. Thaf s my big pet 
peeve is that you know we are running staff days as we told you on 
Friday, and that's taken a lot of home time. 

Lauren and Gail described the nimierous subcommittees that composed the 

decision-making structure of the JMT. They also discussed the problem of 

finding a time to meet as a subcommittee and why the decision-making structure 

and accompanying process "has become overwhelming:" 

We have this educational committee. Which is a subcommittee of the 
JMT. It's called the educational task force which they meet like every 
other week OK. But then within this task force, there are fourteen 
subcommittees. Fourteen subcommittees so if you figure four people 
per subcommittee, and that's even a small committee, okay, four times 
fourteen is fifty-six teachers. Fifty-six teachers need to represent this 
one educational task force. And that is just one part of the charter 
which has like ten other task forces on it. Gail - That's why I am 
saj^g the committee work has become overwhelming. Lauren - So 
when you look at it, you know [pause] and then there are teachers out 
there that aren't on any committees ... it's hard to [also], because I 
want to see this different... so of course I am going to go join this and 
this committee, and there are so many committees out there that 
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[pause] I mean you can't [pause] they can't even schedule a meetings 
after school anymore because there's like three different meetings. 
Gail - That* s what we are using our preps [pause] we are using our 
before school. We meet at 7:00 or 6:45 ajn. 

Nancy, like Michelle, beheved that it was important to be an active 

participant in the charter school process even if she didn't fully support the 

concept 

I have joined a committee or a task force. I believe that I have 
responsibility to do that, and I am inputting in the airriculum, 
education side of it what I can, because I think if you [pause] if you are 
a part of a charter school, you ought to try to do your part. I think that 
behooves you, even if you don't think it is that great of an idea. The 
idea is participation, so I've tried to do that, and I've tried to do it in 
the area that I'm good at. 

Michelle, who was originally against the charter concept and one of only 

four teachers who did not sign the charter (out of sixty-three teachers), felt as 

Nancy, that now that they were a charter school, it was important to support and 

participate in the process, "a lot of my energies and my time is going for this JMT 

stuft that I would rather be putting into the classroom and my personal Ufe, but I 

see the importance of it, you know, and it needs to be done." She echoed what 

other teachers had said about preferring to put the time it took to participate in 

the decision-making paradigm into their classroom and personal life. 

Michelle thought, as did Nancy, many of the responsibilities the teachers 

had taken on were the role of the administrators, not the teachers. She said, 

"One reason I was against the charter [was] I have my hands full being a 
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classroom teacher, and you know, I know to take this responsibility; if s time 

consnming." Even though Michelle thought that it took too much time to 

participate in the decision making process, she realized that it needed to be done. 

Sandy agreed with Michelle and Nancy about the importance of teachers 

participating in the process, but she had a slightly different perspective on the 

amotmt of committee work required at Juniper. She said for some people, it was 

taking a lot of time, but for her, it was not a big deal: 

One of the things that is very different is the unbelievable amount of 
time that people are putting in on committee work .... It's not an issue 
[for me] only because I think that for me in general I think I have been 
more involved not so much in charter stuff but just in general in other 
stuff you know sign up for things. Because I think you have to be 
[pause].... So I mean [pause] for me extra meetings, extra committees 
is not a big deal only because I think that you don't have a right to 
complain about stuff that happens to you unless you are active [pause] 
if you're doing stuff and then you don't like it then you have to change 
it. 

Several teachers felt that participation on these committees interfered with 

their classroom planning time and time for meeting with their students before or 

after school. Laxirensaid, 

We kick our kids out after school where usually [pause] usually we are 
here till 3:30; kids are on the computers doing work, and we gotta kick 
them off. So now when we have meetings, they're [pause] we have to 
close our doors and lock the doors. At the beginning of the year, it's 
like oh, I am here every day after school. So come in, stay for math 
tutoring, get your help. I have to walk out of my door at fifteen 
minutes after the bell rings to go to a meeting. And I don't kick kids 
out of my room imtil ten minutes after the bell rings, so that leaves me 
five minutes to help the student that stays after school for help. So 
thaf s real disappointing. 
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Gail thought that participation and preparation for all of the committee 

meetings had "taken a lot of thinking [and time]... that I don't [now] have to put 

into my classroom teaching." 

Linda and Stan discussed how they dealt with having to make a choice 

between working on a committee and helping a student or plan for a class and 

how different teachers handled this situation: 

Linda - It is hard because I hate to say you know kids, I can't work 
with you because 1 have to go to a meeting. (Stan- which I won't do) 
Which I rarely, I mean I blow off meetings all the time. (Stan added) 
The teacher next door goes to meetings every day after school, and 
then she spends her time typing stuff for committees. I don't know 
when she teaches. (Linda added) And I personally am not willing to 
spend my energy like that. My kids are why I am here. Not that hers 
are not important to her. 

Linda was asked if things were more positive or negative as a result of the 

various committees and the new decision-making process. She responded, "I 

don't think it is really that different. In one sense, it is negative because there are 

a lot of meetings to go to. It is a lot of work." Based on her comments, Linda's 

attending committee meetings was not negatively impacting her students 

because she did not go to meetings if a student needed help. 

Stan had a different perspective than other teachers interviewed at Jimiper. 

He did not care to get involved in the new decision-making process. He wanted 

to teach and did not want to attend meetings. Like other teachers, his biggest 

reason for this attitude was his students: 
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My situation is really different, but this year I have really learned that I 
just want to get in my room and teach. ... I just don't have time for all 
of those meetings. I mean, am I supposed to go to a meeting when I 
have four kids coming to my room, two for the computers and two 
want math help? And am 1 supposed to say no I have to go to a 
meeting where nothing ever changes, and all they do is blather about 
stuff? I don't go to meetings an5anore. 

Gail thought things would change but at the expense of planning time: "I 

think we are going to see more changes, and the big thing is the more demands 

on our time outside the classroom for the committees and organizing and 

things." Irene agreed that the time commitment was a problem. 

Nancy was tmwilling to put in the time necessary to be on these various 

committees: 

What I think I'm concerned about is tiiat [pause] and this was obvious 
when the charter school issue came up [pause] how much time 
teachers were going to have to spend outside the classroom doing this, 
and those people who are really actively involved in things like a task 
force, that's been the case. They've had to spend a lot of time outside 
the classroom, which I'm not willing to do. 

Nancy was then asked if spending all this time was a problem. She answered 

that it was a necessity if the teachers were going to run the school. However, for 

herself, she did not think teachers needed to spend time worrying about issues 

that were really the job of the administration and the district 

Well, if you want to end up running your school, you have to do that. 
You have to do that. And if you are willing, you know, not to have a 
private life and spend hours in committee meetings and, you know, 
going over textbooks [pause]; I kept saj^g in this meeting, this 
education committee. Do you understand the implication if you say 
you're goima approve or disapprove these textbooks, do you 
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understand what you're sajong as far as the amount of time you're 
gonna have to spend? Cause I've worked with curriculum before. 
And I think they have no concept of what we're talking about, 
approving or disapproving curriculum. If s ridiculous. I mean, you 
know, you have [pause] thaf s what you have the district for. That"s 
the point of the district is that you've got all of this mechanism to go 
through and get adoptions, and you're saying that you're going to take 
that aU on, in three grades, in ten subjects? I mean, if s absurd. 

It was clear she thought the district served a purpose. Having the teachers do 

things the district normally did required a very large time commitment, and she 

was not willing to make that commitment. 

The teachers at Jtmiper thought participating in the new dedsion-making 

process, including all of the JMT subcommittees, took a lot of time from their job 

as a teacher and their ability to meet with students. Several teachers also thought 

that only time wotdd tell whether these meetings would foment change at 

Jimiper. 

Summarv of Dimension Two 

At Elm and Jtmiper, as a result of the new powers given to the teachers 

through their charters, they were in a better position to make decisions. 

However, as a resxilt of the accompanying responsibilities, teachers' time to 

prepare for their classrooms and personal lives were being negatively impacted. 

The situation was summarized by two teachers' comments: "[With] privilege, 

you also have to take the responsibility" and "You can do it if you want to be up 

here twenty-four hours a day." 
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Political Fallout of the New Pprisinn-Making Process 

At these two charter schools consensus-based, teacher-led decision-making 

seemed to heighten the political atmosphere at the schools. The new decision

making structures and the resulting power granted to the teachers appeared to 

have magnified the political struggles among the teachers. The political nature 

of the events discussed throughout this study, unless specifically stated 

otherwise, referred to the micro-political nature of the events within the school. 

As discussed by Blas^ (1991), the micro-politics of a setting is typically limited to 

those activities that work within the immediate system, in this case, the school 

and the central office administration of the district. Micro-politics did not 

encompass the political nature of the relationship between the charter schools 

and the state or federal governments, and for this study, these macro-political 

relationships were not examined. Instead, the politics of this study were on a 

micro-political level, involving people in their day-to-day lives at these two 

charter schools. 

As has been discussed in the previous two dimensions of this theme, the 

teaching staff at both schools had been granted considerable decision-making 

powers through their charters. The data collected and analyzed for this study 

indicated a concern on the part of several teachers regarding the politics that 

were being played out as a result of the new decision-making structures at their 

schools. Indeed, over the coturse of this study, both observations and teacher 
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interviews revealed a political atmosphere that appeared to have been 

heightened as a result the new consensus-based, teacher-led decision-making 

processes at both charter schools. At both schools, the main political struggles 

were between different groups of teachers; however, political struggles between 

the teachers (the school) and the local school district administration were also 

mentioned. 

Elm 

Martin and Bill mentioned political compromises that had occurred 

between the district and Elm during the original approval process for the charter. 

Martin said the charter was written in a manner that ensured the local school 

board would accept it. One of his examples involved the desire of the local 

school board to have parents be the majority on the Board of Directors. This was 

not what the teachers at Elm necessarily wanted, but it was something the 

teachers were willing to accept as part of the political process necessary to gain 

their charter. He said. 

They [the local school district governing board] perhaps had other 
things in mind [when they approved Elm's charter], but at least they 
wanted parents involved with directing curriculimi and stuff like that 
.... All of those things were their ideas and not necessarily always 
ours. We did not object to having parents on it [the Board of 
Directors], but it was their desire to have majority parents, and in 
order to get it [their charter], you make a political compromise. It 
wasn't a necessarily imreasonable compromise. 
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For Martin, the key was that the political compromises they made to gain the 

school board's approval for a charter were not "unreasonable." 

Bill described the process they had to work through with the local school 

board as they were obtaining their charter as "fishy." He said, "There are lots of 

things about the whole charter process [that] can get fishy, specifically our 

charter getting through at that time; our Board of Directors makes this place a 

little bit weird as far as that." 

Nicole thought that the relationship between Elm and its local school 

district's administration was still political in nature: "I think a lot of it is politics. 

Okay, what a district is willing to accept and not accept." Elm, as with many of 

the charter schools in California, was chartered through the local school district. 

As a result, the school district maintained some control, even though it was 

limited. 

Over the course of this study, however, the struggles among the teachers 

themselves as well as between the teachers and the administration (the CEO) 

were much more evident than the political struggles between the teachers and 

the local district. 

At Elm, the teachers appeared to make the decisions. Based on 

observations made during this study, one outcome of the teachers' decision

making power was an internal "us versus them" attitude between different 

groups of teachers. Political allegiances seemed to split along two different lines. 
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depending on the situation. The first split was between the Division I and 

Division II teachers. Although the Division I teachers outnumbered the Division 

n teachers, two of the key founders were members teaching in Division H. 

Additionally, the Division II teachers were, in general, much more outspoken 

than the Division I teachers. The second split was among the three houses; the 

German, Spanish, and International houses. 

An example of the political squabbling between the teachers became 

evident after a weekly governance board meeting. Two Division I teachers were 

talking about the governance meeting that had just ended with a non-Elm 

teacher (labeled "M" below). This teacher was on campus visiting teachers at 

Elm. Based on their conversation, they did not think much was accomplished at 

the meeting. They talked about the bickering that had occurred between the 

teachers from the different houses as well as from the different divisions. The 

conversation began when die non-Elm teacher asked the two Division I teachers 

whether a decision had been made about the upcoming year-end conference in 

Palm Springs: 

R - Nothing was made [pause] a decision or [pause] 

L - No, there is nothing ever decided. 

[All three break out into laughter] 

R - They just stare at each other. 
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L - Well, we have to bicker a little bit [pause]; the Spanish hotise 
decided this, and you didn't let us know and the International house 
decided that, and you didn't let us know... [inaudible] 

L - Well, they're mad because we didn't include them on this decision. 

[An inaudible comment was made and all three started to laugh 
together again] 

R -Then they said, what about these 11th graders who don't get to 
have an elective, and they didn't let us know that they weren't going to 
let us have any 11th graders or 12th graders. So she is going, well, 
what about the decision you made. 

[R made this comment in a high-pitched voice imitating the teacher 
who made this statement in the meeting. When she finished her 
statement, the three broke into laughter] 

L - So we need to do a decision ... [inaudible] 

L - And then [a teacher at the meeting] stands up and displays the 
book where all of the communication responsibilities ... 

[She was drowned out by the others laughter. The book displayed by 
the teacher contained the policy and steps that should have been 
followed regarding communication within the school.] 

M - Oh, that's too funny. 

The two teachers continued to tell the third teacher about their governance 

meeting and related a situation that involved a potential new teacher at Elm. 

The prospective teacher had come to an all-day staff meeting the previous week 

to get a sense of the school's aalture. At the governance meeting following the 

all-day staff meeting (and after the prospective teacher had left), several teachers 

voiced a concern that, as a result of what the prospective teacher had heard at 
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that all-day meeting, he might decide not to take the job at Elm. Teacher R, who 

did not plan on returning to Him the following year, said that before she ever 

came back to work at Elm, she would make sure she sat in a governance meeting: 

R -1 will come to one of your meetings before I came back. 

[Lots of laughter] 

M - Gosh, I should have been there 

[Referring to the fact that it was obvious she missed something 
important at the governance board meeting] 

R - No, new teachers [should] have to move in before they start. 

R made this sarcastic statement in response to her previous comment about 

sitting in on a meeting before she wotild return. She was saying, don't let new 

teachers sit in on the meetings. Instead, before prospective new teachers start 

attending governance meetings, they should have to make their decision and 

move completely into their rooms. Otherwise, the new teachers might change 

their minds and never come to Elm. The conversation continued, 

L - Not a good idea [laughter] 

R - Mike [the prospective new teacher who was discussed at the 
governance meeting] is rethinking his decision to come here. 

L - Smart man 

M - It's recJly not that bad; it just looks ugly sometimes, you know 
[laughter] 

L - You go home and get your two hours of sleep at night; it looks 
better in the morning [laughter] 
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Based on this conversation of Division I teachers, they appeared to be cynical 

about the governance board meetings and the accompanying politics. 

This same day but prior to the above conversation of the three teachers, the 

author ate limch with several other teachers. These teachers also talked about 

what the potential new teacher had heard during the all-day meeting he 

attended. The limchtime discussion focused on whether the potential new hire, 

as a result of attaiding only one meeting, could have gotten the wrong 

impression about the coUegiality of the staff. The teachers pointed out this new 

teacher did not tmderstand the personalities involved in the meeting. They 

thought he might have incorrectly concluded the teachers from the different 

houses did not get along and did not know how to work together. 

Not only was there a rift between the teachers of the three houses and two 

divisions, there was also a power struggle between the administration (the CEO) 

and the teachers. Nicole talked about the tension that existed between the 

teachers and the CEO: "Because every time she tries that [to take our power 

away], she is not allowed to do it. We stop her, she gets mad, and then we go on, 

and then she tries it again. It's annoying." 

Power struggles and the accompanying politics were certainly not restricted 

to Elm. As the next example shows, at Juniper, power struggles and politics 

were also an issue. 
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Tuniper 

Several teachers at Juniper voiced concerns about the political struggle and 

the division among the staff. Based on the teachers' interviews, observations of 

the teachers, and the JMT meetings, there were at least three issues that had 

contributed to this division. First, as mentioned previously, the effects of the 

teacher strike were still present. Stan said, "The strike caused a lot of stress, and 

tons of people are moving aroimd this year." Irene thought the strike had 

caused a rift among a previously united steiff: 

Before the strike, we were all pushing towards the same goal. And 
now, there are a lot of people fractioned off here. And I think that it's 
probably because of the distrust that came about. And I think that we 
are working slowly towards getting back and healing again. 

Irene also thought the JMT's "infighting" had been exacerbated by the 

power the teachers received as an outcome of the strike: "Some of the infighting 

that you are going to see at the JMT comes about from people who received more 

power during the strike that they have ever had before, and I think that has 

made a difference." 

A second factor that appeared to have contributed to the division among 

the teachers resulted from a nimiber of teachers who had aligned themselves 

with a group other teachers referred to as "La Raza." The National Council of La 

Raza was a private, non-profit, nonpartisan, tax-exempt organization established 

in 1968 to improve life opporttmities for Hispanic Americans (National Coimdl 
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of La Raza Mission statement, 1996). Several of the teachers from Jtmiper voiced 

a concern that the teachers involved in La Raza had sought out and obtained 

positions on the JMT. They were concerned that the teachers who were members 

of La Raza had different ideas and goals for the school than the majority of 

teachers, who were not members of La Raza. One teacher thought that some of 

the teachers who were members of La Raza and also members of the JMT were 

being motivated by personal agendas rather than for the students: 

I think that people are seeing this charter as [a] way to developing a 
school based on this agenda [La Raza]. And this is one of the hidden 
agendas that people are coming up with, and it's turning out to be 
something that's for their own [pause] their own personal 
advancement. Or their own personal [pause] instead of something for 
the kids. 

G iil also voiced a concerned that some of the teachers were acting on 

personal agendas rather than in a professional manner: "Here, I think there are 

so many other agendas going on in this larger school that sometimes I think the 

agenda is not the students; if s personal agendas of professional teachers, and I 

disagree with that philosophy." 

One of teachers, when asked if becoming a charter school had brought any 

issues to the fore, answered, "Yeah (long pause). It is the whole Latino La Raza 

stuff." She was concerned that as a result of the actions of some of the members 

on the JMT, teachers were breaking into groups such as La Raza and non-La 

Raza teachers. 
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The third issue that appeared to have contributed to the division among the 

teachers involved the new power of the teachers on the JMT. Teachers were 

positioning politically for power within the school. Sandy talked about the 

politics of the school in general that came about as a result of the changes in the 

power structure of the school and the JMT: 

The only problem with the JMT, and this is not a problem of the JMT 
so much as it is the structure, but is the politics. You know the politics 
of you know of newness of conception of stuff, and people are vying 
for to fit into a role because the roles that were previously defined are 
now no longer defined and for example [the JMT chairperson]. 

Gail said the division among the teachers was a function of teachers' "own 

grandizement." Irene thought the division was created by internal forces 

pushing and pulling in an effort to foment change: 

And um, I can see some forces pushing and pulling [pause] who are 
vjdng for change .... Of course they are pushing for heavy change and 
um,.... I am not just saj^g that that's wrong or right, I am just saying 
that it's one of the things that happened. 

The principal described the division among the teachers with the same 

word as Irene, "infighting." He felt the school, as a result of this infighting, was 

moving away from the reason the school originally chartered, improving student 

achievement and more fiscal flexibility: 

You've [speaking to the author] been to some of the JMT meetings .... 
There is a need for some staff members to get on a power trip of some 
sort as opposed to us working together [pause]. We now have begun 
[pause] b^ause everybody's flexing a little bit [pause], we now have 
begun doing some infighting at the site that has deviated our attention 
to what we became a charter school for in the first place. 
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The principal continued commenting on the political positioning of certain 

groups of teachers within the school which he attributed to the "intoxicating" 

effects of power: "And so that little group, I tell you is getting like intoxicated 

with power, which I don't even [pause] I mean, I laugh at that. That group wants 

to be perceived as the real decision makers on this or that." 

To a lesser degree than the infighting among the teachers, there was also 

power positioning between the teachers and the principal (similar to Elm). 

Sandy commented on power positioning that had occurred relative to the 

relationship between the JMT and the principal: 

There tends to be a perception of sort [pause] of [pause] power 
positioning if you will and so people were very concerned why does 
he (the principal) wanted this? Why you know? And the feelmg that 1 
hear and that I felt was that he was promoting charter as a way for him 
to get more power .... But people were concerned about him having I 
guess too much power ... sort of the Machiavellian concept I guess. So 
they worked very hard to make sure that that didn't happen. 

An example of the politics that had evolved from the decision-making 

power given the teachers through the charter involved the hiring of the new 

principeil. Earlier in this study, some of the events that ocaxrred between the 

school and the district office administrators during the four-day process to hire a 

new principal were described. The general feelings of the teachers regarding 

how the district manipulated the process was summarized in what the outgoing 

principal said, "This staff and the site governing team should have not fallen to 

the ploy of the district and how the district manipulated this school to select the 
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person." Despite these feelings, several teachers also commented specifically on 

the politics that had occurred among the teachers at Juniper during this process. 

One of the teachers believed that the amount of politics involved in the 

process to hire the new principal was more than she thought possible in 

education. Although she thought, like everyone else, that the teachers had been 

manipulated by the district administration, she was more surprised at the 

politics that occurred on her own campus. 

For the new principal, we were manipulated by the district. Now I am 
pretty low on this food chain of information from the district. I mean 1 
am just a classroom teacher. I mean I knew two months ago who the 
new principal was going to be. And we went through this whole thing 
and ended up with the same results ... but there was a lot of stuff 
going on behind the scenes. Just like you know [pause], 1 think it's just 
like in Washington. I heard a woman politician say one time she 
didn't get in on any of the decision making because it was all done in 
the men's' bathroom. But, you know, it was [pause], 1 was surprised 
[pause] truly siurprised at how low down and dirty things got, 
betrayals, spies, all that kind of stuff. I just [pause] maybe 1 am just 
naive, but I didn't expect to see that in education ... here on this 
campus [pause] on this campus. All the little politicians. 

Another teacher, who admitted deep involvement in the backstage 

positioning, politicking for the new principal, was upset with the fact that a 

committee assigned to develop criteria for hiring the new principal by the JMT 

induded "mandatory bilingual" as a prerequisite for the position. She said: 

Now what was the purpose for putting mandatory in there? There 
was one purpose and one purpose only. And that was to eliminate 
[the assistant principal]. Because [the assistant prindpal] is not 
bilingual and in all of this politicking going on, and I was quite 
involved in it iim, quite a few people on that JMT told me ^ey would 
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support [the assistant principal] if it were not going up against [the 
new principal]. 

In this quote, the teacher was referring to the division between the La Raza 

teachers who insisted on having bilingualism as a criterion for the new principal 

and the rest of the teachers who were not as concerned about the bilingual 

reqiiirement for a new principal. 

In reference to the politics that had arisen among the teachers at Jimip>er, the 

outgoing principal said. 

The situation is that instead of them worrying about getting the best 
person for the job [of new principal], there's a lot of little skirmishes 
going on in our school due to the fact that the group wants to have, or 
be perceived as we're the ones that have selected [the new principal] 
that see [pause] We've got power. Thaf s not the issue. 

One last teacher discussed the politics of different situations involved with 

the JMT. An example she talked about involved the maneuvering that was done 

to get her onto the JMT. She talked about how the assistant principal finagled it, 

how she and the assistant principal got one person to give up his seat on the JMT 

so she could replace him. Then they convinced the alternate not to pursue the 

open seat so she could take over the seat on the JMT. This teacher even arranged 

events so that when the grade-level teachers met with the principal to decide 

who to nominate for the open position, they'd already agreed who would 

nominate her, who would second, who would talk about it, and how it would be 

a tmanimous vote. She said she sat there, diiring this nomination meeting, kind 
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of chuckling, not in a deviotis way, jtist in a realization that she and the assistant 

principal had pulled it off. She said that she thought that it was so smooth that 

the principal must have known what was going on because they were way too 

obvious. However, she discovered several weeks later that he had not realized 

how she manipulated the situation because when she was walking into the 

counseling office, she overheard the principal talking about the situation to 

another teacher, and it was obvious he was, according to this teacher, "clueless." 

The entire process of getting her on the JMT was done so that the assistant 

principal would have an advocate. The assistant principal was hoping that if the 

principal left, she would be able to get enough votes from the JMT to become the 

new principal. As it turned out, this assistant principal did not receive the next 

principalship. All the behind-the-scene politicking was for naught, and in the 

end, this assistant principal was transferred to another school. 

In relation to this event, the author had a revelation while reviewing the 

field notes of the classroom observations. The field notes described how the 

assistant principal came into a classroom that was being observed and said to the 

teacher in the class, "We need to come up with a strategy overnight, quickly." 

The assistant principal then walked around the room, looked over a few 

students' shoulders, and left the room. She was in the room less than four 

minutes. At the time the author did not pay attention to those comments, he 

simply noted them. These comments turned out to have occurred several days 
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before the announcement that the principal was going to be replaced. Almost six 

months later, with the xmfolding of a political dimension to the decision-making 

theme of this dissertation, as the author reread the field notes, this scene almost 

jumped off the page. The date of the observation was examined, it was the day 

before a JMT meeting and at that meeting the assistant principal resigned as 

chair of the JMT. 

The JMT meetings, at the urging of some teachers, were observed on several 

occasions. The JMT meeting referenced above was actually the second meeting 

observed by the author. When the first JMT meeting was observed, the author 

had only been on campus a few days. Before this first JMT meeting started, the 

assistant principal came up to the author and said, "This will not be a good day 

because last week was a big meeting, and this is kind of a holdover from last 

week." 

As it turned out, this meeting revealed a division not between the teachers 

and the principal or among the teachers themselves but, rather, the principal and 

the assistant principal. As the meeting unfolded, the field notes referred to 

several "tense" moments. After several of these tense moments, the principal 

began talking about how another school was reporting test scores. The field 

notes stated, "[The assistant principal] interrupted him [the principal], [^e 

principal] said, 'okay I'll stop.' Then he closes portfolio and left." It became 

completely silent as the principal left the room. Once the principal was out of the 
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room, it continued to remain silent as people digested what had just occurred. 

As the discussion resimied, the assistant principal was asked a question. After a 

pause, she began her response with "Maybe I lost you, perhaps because I am 

dealing with something else right now." She was obviously still shaken from the 

principal storming out of the room. This occurred one week prior to the assistant 

principal's resignation as chairperson of the JMT. 

Through observations and teacher interviews, it was revealed that a variety 

of people were positioning for power and with that came politics. It appeared 

the politics and divisions among the teachers due to the strike and the existing 

situation with La Raza, was further exacerbated by the political maneuvering 

that resulted firom the power given to the teachers by the charter and manifested 

through the JMT. The author believed the decision-making ability given to these 

teachers was significant, and the political events that were surfacing were, in 

part, an outcome of the changing power structures. 

Several teachers commented on what needed to happen to resolve the 

division among the teachers. Irene thought part of the healing process to reunite 

the teachers involved rebuilding the trust among the different teacher "factions:" 

I can keep positive because if we are allowed to move, if we get the 
trust back between all of the factions on school. And we are allowed 
to keep on moving and trjong new things without people thinking we 
are stepping on anyone's toes. 
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Irene thought that over time, the people who were sincerely interested and 

committed would be the ones who would work on the committees: 

What I think it will do is the cream is going to rise to the top 
eventually. People see power here, with iliis [the JMrj, and I think 
that when the responsibility gets too difficult for some of the people 
that just want the power instead of for workability, I think they wiU 
get tired, and then it'll fall into place. 

Stan was slightly more pessimistic about what it would take to resolve the 

division among the teachers. He thought the best way to avoid division and 

promote innovation would be to start a charter school from scratch with 

handpicked, "like-minded" staff: 

1 think what you need for a charter school is to have a cadre of teachers 
who are all like-minded and into the same sort of changes and 
innovations, and when you're a school, and you keep the teachers 
basically the same, and all of a sudden become a charter, you still have 
all of those different opinioris and ideas, and you need to have a group 
of teachers who want to start a charter school; that is what you need. 
A group of twenty or fifty people, whatever, who want to do that. I 
think that would be the way to go with charters. 

While Stan thought having a "from scratch," handpicked staff would 

resolve the divisive issues among teachers, the experiences of Him did not create 

great hope for such an outcome. Elm was able to handpick its small staff of 

seventeen teachers, and yet, they also had to deal with their own unique politics 

and interruil divisioi\s. Stan's partner, Linda, when talking about the JMT's 

reaction to the teacher strike and how they handled that situation, simimarized 

the general feelings of many of the teachers at Jtmiper; "Anyway, too political." 
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finmmarv of Dimension Three 

As a result of their new-found power, the teachers at both of these charter 

schools realized political events had interfered with, as well as taken time away 

from, more substantive issues such as pedagogy, curricultmi, irmovation, and 

organizational structures. For these two schools, an us-versus-them mindset was 

evident, not only between the teachers and administration, but also to an even 

greater extent, between groups of teachers. 

Both charter schools had changed the traditional power structure in a 

manner that gave more control to the teachers. Both schools also had natural 

divisions among the teachers (strikers/ non strikers. Division 1/Division H, La 

Raza/ non La Raza, German house/Spanish house/International house). The 

author believed the sudden opportunity for decision making magnified the split 

among the teachers as they positioned themselves for power. The shift in power 

from the administration to the teachers was a move away from the traditional 

power structure; however, the fallout from this change resulted in increased 

micro-political struggles among various groups at these schools. 

What occurred at these two charter schools was not dissimilar to what 

Muncey and McQuillan (1996) foxmd in their study: political maneuvering 

resulting from reforms involving new roles for teachers. Politics was probably 

an indelible feature when bringing together groups of people, especially when 
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the rules had changed, and the power was up for grabs. The principal at Juniper 

made a statement about the political environment that summarizes the situation: 

Certain people on our staff, I think, think more of the politics of the 
situation. They're more interested in politics than achievement of 
students .... So the charter did bring that up, which I was not thinking 
that that was gonna be an issue because, again, as educators, we're 
thinking we're here for kids. But again, as adults, we lie a lot also. We 
always say things and then do something else. But if s interesting. 

He also said it was not xvhat was being decided that seemed to matter to those 

making the decisions, rather, it was who was making those decisions: "Instead of 

us concentrating on that goal [student achievement] and those goals that we had, 

now people are working on, as I said, the little decisions on [pause] based on 

power. Who's making decisions around here." Finally, he made the point that 

being involved in all of the politics took time away from the most important part 

of the school, the teachers' classrooms: "If we start playing politics, people get 

deviated from what the important thing in their classroom is." 

Summary Theme Five 

The principal of Jxmiper made a point that was true for both schools and, 

indeed, true for all classroom teachers: "Being a classroom teacher is hard 

enough as it is without having distractions." The teachers at these two charter 

schools were dealing with three major distractions: (1) the new role of the 

teachers in the decision-making process; (2) the additional time burdens of 
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partidpating in the dedsion-making process; and (3) the added layer of "playing 

politics" within the new dedsion-making structures of these charter schools. 

New dedsion-making roles for teachers brought with them a plethora of 

responsibilities and ramifications. The common element throughout this theme 

of dedsion-making revolved around the number of responsibilities that resulted 

from the new dedsion-making structures at these two charter schools and how 

that took time away from planning time for the dassroom. 

Martin, a veteran teacher with more than twenty years of teaching 

experience and one of the originators of Elm, said, "The empowerment means 

more work. I mean I have never worked harder to teach the sixty or so students 

plus the elective and everything like that than I have taught in my life." The 

prindpal of Juniper said almost the exact same thing; "Remember, responsibility 

and power are really just a lot of work." 

In addition to the responsibilities assodated with the new roles for the 

teachers in the decision-making process, the teachers also had to deed with the 

political fallout of this new decision-making paradigm. The increased burdens 

and increased political pressures placed upon the teachers at both schools were 

having an impact on their ability to innovate in their dassroom and to 

collaborate with their colleagues. 
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Theme Six - A New Operational Paradigm: Elm's Compromise? 

Throughout this study, small differences between the two charter schools 

were evident. However, there was one area that was significantly different the 

additional burdens resulting from increased operational responsibilities for the 

teacher at the start-up chcirter. At the start-up charter school, because of its 

organizational structure, teachers were expected to take on many of the 

"operational" duties. These duties were normally performed by administrative 

and support personnel at traditional public schools, including Jimiper. However, 

at Elm many of these positions did not exist and, therefore, these operational 

duties had to be shared among the teachers. These included administrative 

functions such as being in charge of implementing programs or workshops/ 

retreats and scheduling logistics. Teachers also had operational responsibilities 

that were normally covered by a range of support persormel such as coimselors, 

librarians, custodians, maintenance and security personnel, secretaries, and the 

nurse. Additionally, working at a start-up charter school meant the teachers had 

to be part of the school's public relations and student recruitment efforts. As Jill 

said. 

There are so many jobs that need to be done becaxise we don't have 
administration, and we don't have custodial services that my job 
description changes daily from I am not only a teacher, I am also the 
covmselor which I did [pause] .... 1 am also the custodian, I am also the 
principal, 1 am also the nurse. So I wear a lot more hats here than I did 
before. 
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In addition to the operational burdens that were normally covered by 

support and administrative staff, teachers at Elm often had four (or more) 

different classes to prepare for and teach. Teachers were also attempting to fully 

integrate the curriculimi and were expected to complete narrative reports that 

were sent home to parents every two weeks. Add to this list the time needed to 

participate in the consensus-based, teacher-led, decision-making process as well 

as the resulting stress of coping with the political fallout of that new system, and 

it was imderstandable why many of the teachers at this start-up charter school 

were stretched to their limit. Under these circumstances, it was not siirprising 

that the Elm teachers made comments about demands on their time. For 

instance, Jill realized that Elm was operating with fewer people, specifically 

support staff, and that teachers were doing more things, such as multi-preps and 

narrative grading. She said, "I mean you have got fewer people doing twice as 

much work .... It's completely overwhelming." Martin said the operational 

paradigm of their charter school meant more administrative and secretarial 

responsibilities for all of the teachers: "Each one of us are much more involved 

with administrative kinds of things." This situation was reminiscent of an 

observation Neumarm (1994) made about early alternative schools: "The roles of 

teacher, administrators, and coimselor were shared among the educators who 

worked in alternative schools. Everyone did everything" (p. 548). 



307 

Martin pointed out that the teachers were always the last ones to leave each 

day: "Well, you [the author] have been here long enough to know that the last 

people who generally check out of here and set the alarm are the teachers." 

Based on observations, he could have added that they were also the first to arrive 

at school each day. Martin described how other, non-Elm teachers' felt about the 

effort necessary to work at Elm: 

They [non-Ekn teachers] say sounds like you are working really hard. 
I say yeah, but we have a chance to make a difference. And their thing 
is well, I don't Weint to work that hard. I am rowing this afternoon; I 
am doing this, I am doing that kind of a situation. I [non-charter 
school teachers] like the idea, I like the philosophy, but it is a lot of 
work. And it is going to be. 1 mean it gets me grayer probably than I 
would be otherwise. 

Jill thought her role at Elm was different in comparison to her last position 

because she was taking on many administrative roles: 

For example, this workshop retreat thing that I have kind of gotten 
myself snared into in July. At my other school, I might have been 
asked to give input, but I never would have like been put in charge 
kind of the way I have been here. So I think that here if you show any 
sort of initiative whatsoever, you are going to get stuck with the job, 
which is sometimes an okay thing and sometimes not an okay thing 
because you don't want to voltmteer because then you just get more 
work. But um, I think that people who are much more willing to give 
somebody the job, say yeah, if you are willing, go ahead; you do it and 
then just let you do it. Where at the other school, you always had an 
administrator or somebody else who was kind of calling the shots 
behind the scene. 

Jill, in talking about the expectations she had prior to coming to Elm, said, 

"I knew it was going to be a lot of work; I knew it was going to be really 
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stressful." Jill (who was six months pregnant) also felt that her personal situation 

this year did not allow her to spend the time she needed to spend on her 

classroom: "I mean, I got a lot of personal stuff going on outside of the school 

this year." This comment may have been pcurticularly telling because it implied 

that in a normal year, she would have given even more because her personal life 

would not have gotten in the way of her school life. This level of dedication 

among the Elm teachers was commonplace. 

Despite Jill's dislike for staff meetings and other demands on her time 

outside the classroom, she was willing to take the time when it was for her 

students and classroom but not for "how we regulate the girls bathroom at 

lunch." For example, each teacher sent home an annotated report card every two 

weeks, and when she was asked about the amoxmt of time necessary to complete 

these reports, she said, "It takes more time .... See it takes a lot more time but 

that [pause] that to me is really [pause] that time I don't mind spending because 

that was reeilly worth it to me." 

Nicole talked about another time-constiming issue that teachers at Elm were 

expected to accomplish, developing a truly integrated oirriculum: 

I will take a section out of one book and another section out of another 
book that I like better. It is a phenomenal amoxmt of work for me; it is 
not the first time that I have taught this way um that private school in 
[her previous district] was also fully integrated .... But there is no 
doubt about it, it's a phenomenal amount of work, and it's work on top 
of everything else a regular teacher does. 
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Nicole also made the point that she was going to have essentially five different 

preps next year, and that would take incredible amount of time to plan: 

We are here all the time [pausej, or you know we are home doing it. I 
mean there is a phenomenal amount of preparation that 1 am going to 
have to do to put together the program for next year so because 1 will 
be teaching senior academy IB honors, senior academy regular 
eleventh graders who are not going for an IB, Division 11 honors which 
is ninth and tenth grade. 

Because there was only one science teacher and one math teacher for grades 

eight through ten, it was necessary for the same teacher to teach many different 

classes. This required an incredible amount of planning time each day. 

One step the school had recently taken to alleviate an administrative 

responsibility from the teachers was the hiring of a discipline dean. Martin said 

that at first. Him did not have a dean for the school, however, they soon realized 

they had to have one: 

Lindsey's role as dean is a very necessary one. We found that out 
when we didn't have the dean that we expected to have in the fall. 
And then we had to also do the discipline and stuff like that. If s a lot 
of emotional energy and whereas we are already putting out enough 
emotional energy in the direct interaction with students the direct 
interaction with many parents both in person as they come here or on 
the phone in the evenings and stuff like that. 

One of the reasons Nicole moved to California was because she thought she 

would be able to find more time for life outside school: 

I felt, wrongly, that I would if I only had to work at one job, I would 
have more time to pursue my doctoral degree. That was a complete 
[with emphasis] mistake in prediction... this job itself is so much more 
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demanding, if s jxist [patise] if s much more demanding than having 
two jobs in the other place [her previous teaching position]. 

Bill, like Martin, understood why some teachers might not want to work at 

Elm given the additional responsibilities teachers had xmdertaken: 

It is much easier (laughter) to sit at a traditional high school and do 
your job even if you aren't doing it in a traditional way; it is just easier 
because as I said before, you close the door and do whatever you want 
and not have to deal with 700 things so I do xmderstand when they go, 
I agree with everything you guys are doing, but I am not willing to put 
in that kind of time and that kind of effort to get to kids. I always have 
put in a ton of time and effort into teaching, but this is a different kind 
of time and effort. 

Ehiring Bill's interview, he discussed what he considered to be an important 

issue, how to make Elm a sustainable workplace. He said that this issue was an 

ongoing discussion by the teachers at Elm and that imless they got the time 

commitment under control, Ehn was going to have a tough time recruiting new 

teachers: 

Until we figure a way as [another Elm teacher] likes to say a lot and we 
address a lot at meetings, is to really create a sustainable work 
envirorunent for teachers along witii everybody else; otherwise this is 
always going to be a difficult place to recruit teachers to come to. 

Bill made similar comments to Martin about why he was willing to work as hard 

as he did: 

I am willing to do this, but that is because I am part of the vision so I 
think what we have to do is make this a place other people are willing 
to come to, and right now, it is way exhausting of a situation for most 
people to do it. 
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Given all of the demands on their time, how did the teachers feel about its 

effect on their classroom? Several teachers addressed this in their interview, 

despite the fact that it was not a question that was directly asked of the Elm 

teachers. Jill discussed how things were different this year compared to her past 

experiences: "But there is so much more now. And it causes me great concern, 

and I spend a lot of nights thinking about did I [pause] was 1 really a very 

effective teacher this year?" In a follow-up to this statement, Jill was asked, 

"Since the way you teach in the classroom has not really changed but you have 

all this extra stuff, does it impact the classroom?" She responded. 

Definitely, absolutely. 1 don't feel like I taught to the best of my 
abilities this year. I mean, 1 think that 1 am a really good teacher. I 
mean [pause] I do [pause] 1 think 1 am a really good teacher and I don' t 
[with emphasis] feel like I was able to do the kind of teaching that I am 
used to doing because I had so many other stresses on me this year. 
So many other things to do that I just couldn't do the stuff I like to do. 
I did okay in here, I am not saj^g [pause], 1 don't think I failed my 
students, but I just [pause] it's [pause] that's been really hard for me to 
reconcile. 

Bill, in a similar maimer to Jill, Martin, and Nicole, had been used to putting 

enormous amounts of time into his teaching. However, he thought all of the 

demands on his time, as a result of the many hats he had to wear, meant he had 

to redistribute his time, leaving less time for working with his kids, plaiming, 

curriculum, and grading. In answering the question "Are you saying it is just a 

heck of a lot more time?" Bill answered. 
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No, it is that it is a different kind of time. It is a heck of a lot more time 
for some people. I mean you have got to imderstand at [his previous 
school] for whatever dumb reasons, I taught like all the IB science 
courses so time isn't that much different between here and there. But 
it is different there, it was all me teaching, that was me and kids, the 
kids and I, the curriculum and I, the grading and I, and that was it. 
Here, there is a certain amount of frustration time re-explaining to the 
same parent for the sixteenth time that their kid actually does have to 
do this, or you are not going to give him a grade. 

Bill came to the same conclusion as Jill, Nicole, and Martin, he said, "We have to 

make it a more sustainable place for everyone. But I think we need to make it a 

more livable place." 

In addition to not being able to spend as much time to prepare for class, Jill 

felt that because everyone was so overwhelmed, they did not have time to reflect 

and think carefully, in an evaluative way, about what they were doing with the 

kids. Instead, people were just walking aroimd saying, "Isn't this great," and 

they really had not had a chance to reflect 

But I just [patise], I don't think that any of us has had time to step back 
and reflect on what's happening here, and that's to me very frightening 
because when you don't have time to stop and reflect, and you're just 
[pause] you're so busy with your nose to the grindstone, and you don't 
see where you are going. 

For the teachers at Elm, participation in the operational duties was taking 

time away from teachers who were already overworked. This resulted in less 

time for the teachers to plan for their classrooms and to work with their students. 

All of the teachers thought they were spending more time on school-wide 



313 

operational responsibilities than they had before they started working at this 

start-up charter school. 

Sununarv of Theme Six 

Elm's organizational structure lacked support personnel. This resulted in 

teachers being expected to fulfill many of the responsibilities often covered by 

administrators and other staff. 

Administratively, teachers were expected to cover responsibilities such as 

planning the summer conferences and workshops, creating the master schedule 

for the school, and returning phone calls to answer general questions relative to 

the school. This last category added another responsibility uiuque to start-up 

charter schools: public relations and recruitment of students. Unlike conversion 

charter schools and traditional public schools that had a built-in constituency, 

start-up charter schools begin with no students and must recruit and maintain 

their student populations. Contact with parents was essential but time 

consuming. During the semester of this study, a dean was hired to give the 

teachers some relief from coping with student discipline problems; however, the 

teachers were still expected to work through most student discipline problems 

on their own. 

In addition to these administrative responsibilities, teachers at Elm had to 

perform multiple support tasks such as counseling services (the school had no 
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counselors), bookkeeping paperwork normally handled by secretaries (only one 

and one-half secretaries for the entire school), cleaning/repair work (no 

custodians or maintenance personnel), librarian services (a teacher, whose room 

hotised the library, acted as a librarian when not teaching), security functions 

(there were no security persormel on campus), and in a pinch, minor medical 

services (no school nurse, just the office secretary and her first aid kit). 

The Elm teachers, as a result of the school's size, attempts to be different, 

and commitment to a fully integrated curriculum, had several other classroom 

responsibilities not typically expected of most traditional public school teachers. 

Specifically, Elm teachers were expected to develop lessons, without class 

textbooks, that integrated other subjects; often prepare for fotir or more different 

classes; and produce narrative reports to parents regarding their children's 

progress on a biweekly basis. 

In toto, these demands as well as those discussed in Dimension Two 

regarding the teachers role in the decision-making process had begim to impact 

some teachers and their classroom performance. This was in spite of the fact that 

the teachers at Elm were given one day each week to plan as a team. The 

demands on the teachers' time led Elm teachers to the realization that something 

needed to change, something had to give. As the teachers said, they had to 

figure out a way to create a sustainable work environment, or it was going to be 

difficult to recruit and retain teachers. 
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One teacher at the start-up school thought there was a reason that teachers 

throughout the country kept going back to certain practices over the last century. 

She thought practices within a school must create a workable, livable 

environment or they would not be sustained over time. She said, "You can come 

up with this great idea, but if the idea were doable ... more places would be 

doing it. ... But sometimes you rediscover the original reason that things 

happened the way they did back in the school system [traditional public 

schools]." When she stated, "you rediscover the original reason that things 

happened" she was referring to innovations that teachers realized were too 

difficult to implement to make them workable and for this reason these ideas 

never become widely adopted throughout public education. Could the new 

operational paradigm at the start-up charter school be forcing Elm teachers to 

adopt an "Elm's [Horace's] Compromise" mindset? 

Summary of Chapter Four 

The mode of analysis for this study was a pattern-matching scheme 

described by Yin (1994). The steps of this process involved (1) making 

predictions based on the purposes of this study (based on review of literature, 

interviews with charter school experts, and personal experience), (2) collecting 

data, (3) coding data, (4) sorting data, (5) determining themes, and (6) reporting 

the findings including a comparison to the original predictions. 
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The three purposes of this study and their four corresponding predictions 

were (A) Purpose: To investigate classroom practices and structures behind the 

classroom doors. (1) Prediction: Most of the classroom activities observed would 

be ones that the investigator had seen before or practices that were described in 

the literature as having been stable and predictable in classrooms throughout 

American public schools over the last century (TTQ, (2) Prediction: The teachers 

would feel they had more autonomy within the classroom since teaching at a 

charter school; (B) Purpose: To examine whether charter school teachers had 

changed their teaching practices as a result of working at a charter school. (3) 

Prediction: The teachers would not feel their classroom practices had changed 

significantly since teaching at a charter school; (Q Purpose: To explore how the 

start-up and conversion charter schools were similar and/or different. (4) 

Prediction: The number of innovative activities at the start-up school would be 

greater than the irmovation occurring at the conversion charter school. These 

predictions were developed before the fieldwork was conducted. 

The themes that evolved from the data collected in the field included (1) 

irmovation within the school and particularly in the classrooms; (2) changes in 

teacher pedagogy/iimovativeness; (3) teacher autonomy; (4) factors that 

influenced teacher iimovativeness; (5) decision-making: structure, impact, and 

politics; and (6) operational responsibilities and sustainability: Elm's 

compromise. 
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Theme One, innovation within the classroom, revealed that the teachers' 

pedagogy at both charter schools was not completely in line with every element 

of the theoretical traditional classroom (TTC) practices and structures described 

in Chapter Three. Yet, whether these teachers and schools were innovative was a 

question left unanswered. The subjective nature of the concept of innovation, the 

subjectivity of developing the theoretical traditional classroom practices and 

structures (the TTC), the subjectivity of collecting and reporting classroom 

descriptors, and the subjectivity in judging teachers' practices to the TTC to 

determine their innovativeness were all contributing factors in the decision not to 

judge the school and teachers' innovativeness. Instead, deciding whether these 

charter schools and their classrooms were innovative was left to the reader. 

As the conclusions to this study were being written, Sarason (1998) 

published a book on charter schools, and in passing, he mentioned a possible 

definition for innovation, the only one to date that the author had seen in his 

reading of the literature on charter schools. His definition for innovation was "a 

radical departure from tradition" (p. 4). If the author were to use Sarason's 

(1998) definition of innovation, neither of the two charter schools or their 

classroom teachers as a group could be described as radically departing from 

TTC structures and practices. 

The pattern of findings in Theme One did coincide with Prediction One, 

that most of the classroom activities observed would be ones that the 
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investigator had seen before or practices that were described in the literature as 

having been stable and predictable in classrooms throughout American public 

schools over the last century (TTQ. The key word in this prediction was the 

word most, which for these two schools made the prediction match well with the 

observations. 

The pattern foimd in Theme One relative to Prediction Four (that the 

ntimber of innovative activities at the start-up school would be greater than the 

innovation occurring at the conversion charter school), should have been 

relatively easy to determine. However, although the teachers at Elm were more 

consistent in their teaching styles (and slightly more innovative), the author 

believed the most innovative teachers taught at Juniper. This was in spite of the 

fact that Elm, the start-up charter school, was chosen because it was considered 

to be one of the most irmovative charter schools in the state of California. Based 

on all of the teachers observed behind the classroom doors at both schools, the 

evidence supported the alternative prediction that the number of iimovative 

activities at the conversion school would be comparable to the innovation 

ocoirring at the start-up charter school. However, this prediction was based on 

the school as a whole (behind and beyond the classroom doors) and, therefore, 

the prediction needed to be considered in terms of all of the findings of this 

study. 
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The evidence revealed that beyond the classroom doors, including the 

schools' organizational structures, physical plant, size, and to a lesser extent the 

decision-making structures. Elm was the more innovative, non-traditional, of the 

two charter schools. Therefore, the overall pattern of the data in this study 

supported Prediction Four. This did not, however, suggest that the amoimt of 

innovation behind the classroom doors of these two charter schools paralleled 

the evidence beyond the classroom doors. 

However, as the study progressed, the author realized the important issue 

of this study was not whether these teachers or schools were irmovative but, 

rather, whether they had changed and become more innovative. For this reason, 

the author did not force a conclusion about the innovativeness of these teachers 

and schools. Instead, data were presented, and the reader can make the decision 

about innovation behind the classroom doors at these two charter schools. 

The second theme revealed the more important finding relative to 

irmovation at these charter schools. Teachers at these two charter schools 

reported that they did not feel their classroom teaching had changed 

significantly or that they had become more innovative since they started to teach 

at a charter school. This was true for teachers from both the conversion and the 

start-up charter school. None of the teachers interviewed at either charter school 

thought their classroom teaching practices had changed in any significant way 

since their previous non-charter public school teaching position. A few teachers 
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mentioned slight changes, but the majority of the teachers did not feel their 

pedagogy had changed. Of the teachers who felt they had changed, there were 

actually more who had abandoned innovative strategies in favor of more 

traditional pedagogy than vice versa. 

When the teachers were asked to explain why they felt their classroom 

teaching practices had not changed, they typically stated they had no reason to 

change. Charter school legislation was intended to foment innovative thinking 

by teachers, resulting in more innovation within the classrooms (Williams & 

Buechler, 1993). However, at least at these two charter schools, this goal was not 

accomplished. The finding of Theme Two matched well with Prediction Three -

that the teachers would not feel their classroom practices had changed 

significantly since teaching at a charter school. 

Theme Three revealed that the teachers did not believe their autonomy 

within the classroom had changed significantly as a result of working at a charter 

school. As with Theme Two, this finding was applicable for the teachers at both 

the conversion and start-up charter schools. This finding did not match with 

Prediction Two that stated the teachers would feel they had more autonomy 

within the classroom since teaching at a charter school. Rather, in this case, the 

alternative prediction matched the findings of Theme Three - teachers woxild not 

feel they had more autonomy within the classroom since teaching at a charter 

school. 
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Theme Four involved the factors teachers thought influenced their desire 

and ability to irmovate. Overall, the teachers at Juniper and Elm, when asked if 

they thought becoming a charter school influenced their innovations or desire to 

innovate said not particularly. None enthusiastically said it did, and most said it 

did not. Theme Four did not have a corresponding prediction and was not part 

of the pattern-matching analysis. 

Further probing of the teachers' motives for being innovative within their 

classroom revealed that the teachers themselves, their time, and their energy 

were of much greater importance in their ability to innovate and change than 

being part of a charter school. Other factors mentioned by one or more teachers 

as having a positive influence on their innovativeness included having 

administrators who gave them autonomy and did not closely monitor their 

teaching, having small class size and a small school, and working within an open 

curricular framework such as the California Frameworks. 

Several teachers at both charter schools also mentioned factors that had a 

negative impact on their ability to be innovative, including thematic instruction 

and fiscal considerations. Particularly at the start-up charter, teachers mentioned 

other factors such as parents and students as having impeded innovation at their 

school and in their classroom. Many of these external and interrial pressures 

were forces Sarason (1998) predicted would interfere with charter schools' efforts 

to implement innovation. 
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As a whole, the picture painted by Themes One through Four revealed an 

environment where the teachers at these two charter schools had the autonomy 

to innovate and change. An enviroiraient similar to the one in which they had 

taught before teaching at their current charter school, an envirorunent where the 

most important factor in whether the teachers iimovated was themselves, their 

time, and their energy. Despite these realities, the teachers at these charter 

schools had not significantly changed what they did behind the classroom doors 

since starting to teach at a charter school. 

Theme Five reported findings related to the new decision-making paradigm 

of these two charter schools. Dimension One of Theme Five reported that as a 

result of the charter, teachers were empowered with considerable responsibilities 

and power relative to the consensus-based, teacher-led decision-making process. 

Dimension Two of Theme Five revealed that at both schools, the teachers 

thought the time required to participate effectively in the decision-making 

process was more than they anticipated, emd they were concerned with finding a 

more efficient way to conduct the decision-making process. Several teachers also 

voiced a concern about impact this was having on their classroom planning time. 

Dimension Three of Theme Five described the micro-political environment at 

these two charter schools. Teachers at both schools thought the new decision

making power given to teachers had exacerbated the political struggles among 

the teachers themselves as well as between the teachers and the administration 
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(school and district). Several teachers and the principal of Juniper thought the 

struggle for power and associated politics had distracted some of the teachers 

from working on issues related to improving the classroom and the curriculum. 

As a whole. Theme Five discussed the impact on the teachers who were part 

of a consensus-based, teacher-led decision-making process. Several teachers 

were concerned about the time commitments needed to participate effectively in 

the decision-making process and the politics that had resulted from the 

newfound power of the teachers. Teachers were also worried about the impact 

these concerns were having on their ability to plan, to teach, and to work with 

their students. Theme Five did not have a corresponding prediction within this 

study; however, the impact of the new decision-making paradigm was a concern 

for teachers at both charter schools. 

The last theme of this study involved the additional operational 

responsibilities and corresponding burdens that appeared to be unique to the 

teachers at the start-up charter school. This theme revealed that the teachers at 

the start-up school had more biurdens placed on their time as a result of 

additional operational responsibilities. Teachers felt these added burdens 

negatively impacted their ability to prepare for their classrooms. In fact, at Elm, 

one teacher went so far as to state that if the conditions did not improve, he/she 

might not be back after next year. 
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The biggest difference between these two charter schools was the number of 

responsibilities placed on the teachers at the start-up school. This had resulted in 

less time to devote to the classroom. At Elm, the teachers had a variety of 

responsibilities that resulted from their unique organizational structure. These 

responsibilities, outside of the traditional classroom teacher's role, consumed 

much of the teachers' time. Given that the teachers believed their time and 

energy were key to determining how innovative they were in the classroom, it 

would appear, at least for the teachers at the start-up charter school, that teachers 

may have been less (rather than more) innovative since beginning to teach at 

their start-up charter school. At a minimum, the teachers' increased burdens 

outside of the classroom resulting from participating in the decision-making 

process and the fact teachers thought they had always had autonomy within 

their classroom, made it understandable why the teachers at both charter schools 

said they were not more innovative teaching at their charter school. Add to this 

list the operational responsibilities placed upon the teachers at the start-up 

charter school, and the author began to comprehend why the teachers at the 

start-up charter school had not become more innovative and why they had 

abandoned some of their innovative ideas and returned to more traditional 

strategies. 

In stunmary, the analytical strategy of pattern-matching xised in this study 

revealed that the empirical-based patterns found in the data matched well with 
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Predictions One, Three, and Four and the Alternative Prediction Two. 

According to Yin (1994), the matching of these predicted patterns increased the 

internal validity of the study, making the findings more significant. 

1) Prediction: Most of the classroom activities observed would be ones that 

the investigator had seen before or practices that were described in the 

literature as having been stable and predictable regularities in classrooms 

throughout American public schools over the last century (TTQ; 

2) Prediction (alternative^: The teachers would not feel they had more 

autonomy within the classroom since teaching at a charter school; 

3) Prediction: The teachers would not feel their classroom practices had 

changed significantly since teaching at a charter school; 

4) Prediction: The number of irmovative activities at the start-up school 

woidd be greater than the irmovation occurring at the conversion charter 

school. 

The filial chapter of this study discusses implications of these findings and 

how others might be able to use this initial work to further investigate charter 

schools. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE STUDY 

When this study began Y2K had no meaning and the millenium seemed like 

an event in the distant future. Now less than a year away, Y2K and its effects 

have appeared in places such as "Time, Newsweek, AARP Newsletter, 60 

Minutes" (Lawrence, 1999), and regularly on the nightly news. Likewise, charter 

schools have foimd popularity during the 1990s and now are discussed even on 

television shows such as "Oprah" (1999). In addition to gaining a foothold in 

public education, charter schools are now being studied by the federal 

government and other individuals. 

This study looked behind the classroom doors of two middle-level charter 

schools in California. One of the schools was a start-up, and the other was a 

conversion charter school. Approximately eighty hours of classroom 

observations of some thirty teachers as well as fifteen hours of formal interviews 

with thirteen teachers were the foimdation for this study's findings. 

Additionally, other data sources such as docxmients obtained in the field and 

shorter, less formal interviews with staff, parents, and students were used to 

corroborate the story that tmfolded at these two charter schools. 

This study investigated several of the underlying premises of the charter 

school movement. The first premise examined was that charter schools would 
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produce innovation, with the outcome being improved student achievement 

(Corwin et al., 1996; Corwin & Flaherty, 1995; Datnow, 1994; Dianda & Corwin, 

1994; Firm et al., 1996b; General Accotmting Office, 1995; Little Hoover 

Commission, 1996; Loveless & Jasin, 1998; McCotter, 1995; Nathan, 1996a; Wells, 

1993; Wohlstetter at al., 1995; Williams & Buechler, 1993; Yamashiro & Carlos, 

1996). Based on a belief that teachers' classroom practices were key to improving 

student achievement, this study focused on teachers' iimovations within their 

classro*Dms. A second area of interest came from smother premise of the charter 

school movement: that charter school teachers would experience increased 

autonomy as a result of being freed from many of the bxireaucratic regulations 

foxmd in public education (Amsler, 1992; Corwin et al., 1996; Corwin & Flaherty, 

1995; Datnow, 1994; Dianda & Corwin, 1994; Finn et al., 1996b; General 

Accoimting Office, 1995; Little Hoover Commission, 1996; Loveless & Jasin, 1998; 

McCotter, 1995; Medler, 1996; Nathan, 1996a; B^P International, 1997; Wells, 

1993; Wohlstetter at al., 1995; Williams & Buechler, 1993; Yamashiro & Carlos, 

1996). This study began by focusing on these two imderpinnings of the charter 

school movement - innovation and autonomy. 

Charter school proponents believed that the government had over-

regulated schools and stifled the ability of teachers to innovate (Bierlein & 

MulhoUand, 1994; Corwin et al., 1996; Corwin & Flaherty, 1995; Datnow, 1994; 

Dianda & Corwin, 1994; Finn et al., 1996b; General Accounting Office, 1995; Little 
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Hoover Commission, 19%; Loveless & Jasin, 1998; McCotter, 1995; Nathan, 

1996a; Wells, 1993; Wohlstetter at al., 1995; Williams & Buechler, 1993; Yamashiro 

& Carlos, 1996). If schools and teachers were freed from the bxireaucratic red 

tape and regtilations, teachers would flourish and innovate, and student 

achievement would increase. Give educators the autonomy to "decide what and 

how they will teach ... who will be hired, and how they will spend their funds 

and use their buildings" (Qinchy, 1998, p. 277). This autonomy would lead to 

iimovation and increased student achievement. This study focused on the 

second factor in Qinchy's list how teachers teach in a charter school. What was 

happening behind the classroom doors? Would teachers change how they taught 

and become more innovative? What influenced teachers' desire and ability to 

innovate? Were teachers more autonomous behind the classroom doors at their 

charter schools than they were at their public schools? The findings of this study 

provide some answers to these questions. 

Summary of Findings 

The following findings were applicable for both charter schools, unless 

indicated otherwise. 

1. Teachers had not changed how they taught compared to their 
previous non-charter school. 

2. Teachers' primary motivation for innovating within their classroom 
was themselves, their time, and their energy. 
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3. Teachers did not think teaching in a charter school had affected how 
innovative they were in their classrooms. 

4. Teachers did not mention autonomy as a factor in their desire or 
ability to innovate. 

5. In comparison to their previous teaching position, most teachers felt 
little difference in the amount of their classroom autonomy. 

6. Teachers believed they had more autonomy beyond the classroom 
doors in areas such as staffing and controlling the budget compared 
to their previous non-charter school situation. 

7. A new consensus-based, teacher-led decision-making process at both 
schools heightened the school's micro-politics and increased 
teachers' responsibilities creating a burden that many teachers 
thought impacted their classroom performance. 

8. There were no significant differences in the amotmt of iimovation 
demonstrated behind the classroom doors by teachers in the start-up 
or conversion schools. The conversion school had the most and the 
least innovative teachers. 

9. The start-up charter school was sUghtly more innovative overall than 
the conversion charter school. 

10. The two charter schools had more in common with each other than 
they had differences. 

11. At the start-up charter school teachers had taken on additional 
responsibilities including many administrative and support duties 
when compared to the teachers from the conversion school. 
Teachers were concerned that these responsibilities meant less 
classroom planning time, kept them from performing to the best of 
their abilities in the classroom, were causing them to feel 'bum-out,' 
and were making it difficult to hire and retain staff. 

12. At the start-up charter school parents and students influenced 
teachers to abandon some non-traditional, innovative practices in 
favor of more traditional practices and structures. 

13. At the start-up charter school the small campus, faculty, and number 
of students appeared to create a family-like atmosphere. Several 
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teachers thought "smaUness" was a factor in their ability and desire 
to innovative, although this study did not support this belief. 

A review of charter school literature demonstrated a lack of research that 

looked behind the classroom doors of charter schools. This study was initiated in 

part because no case study had been conducted of charter schools based on 

observations of teachers teaching in classrooms or on interviews with teachers 

talking about their pedagogy. 

The key findings of this study, how they relate to other research in the 

literature, and their implications for practitioners and policymakers are 

discussed in the following three sections. The first section. Behind the Qassroom 

Doors: Innovation and Autonomy, discusses the implications and findings 

related to how teachers had changed their practices within their classroom. This 

section also discusses the findings and implications related to what influenced 

the teachers' desire and ability to innovate within the classroom and the role 

autonomy played in the process. The second section, Decision-Making, focuses 

on the findings related to the new consensus-based, teacher-led decision-making 

process at both schools and related implications. The last section. Uniqueness of 

the Start-Up Charter School, discusses the implications of the findings unique to 

the start-up charter school. 
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Behind the Qassroom Doors: Innovation and Autonomy 

Looking behind the classroom doors at these charter schools fociised on two 

key components of the charter school movement innovation and autonomy 

(Corwin et al., 1996; Corwin & Flaherty, 1995; Datnow, 1994; Dianda & Corwin, 

1994; Firm et al., 1996b; General Accounting Office, 1995; Little Hoover 

Commission, 1996; Loveless & Jasin, 1998; McCotter, 1995; Nathan, 1996a; Wells, 

1993; Wohlstetter at al., 1995; Williams & Buechler, 1993; Yamashiro & Oirlos, 

1996). The examination of irmovation began by attempting to determine the 

innovativeness of the teachers at these two charter schools. This initial question 

led to an examination of whether these charter school teachers had changed their 

teaching practices and become more innovative within their classrooms 

compared to their previous teaching position. To explore innovation within the 

classroom further, teachers were also asked to discuss their thoughts on what 

influenced their desire and ability to innovate within their classrooms. The 

second component involved teachers' autonomy, how it had changed for the 

teachers, and the role it had played in creating innovative teaching within the 

classroom. 

The first purpose in looking behind the classroom doors was to examine the 

irmovativeness of the teachers and the schools. The original research question 

that guided this exploration asked; Do classrooms and school structures in these 

two charter schools appear any different than classrooms in traditional public 
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schools? Literature of the past century on how teachers taught was reviewed in 

an attempt to codify a description of what the author called the theoretical 

traditional classroom (TTQ practices and structures. However, as the study 

progressed, it became evident that due to many factors, including the subjective 

nature of the term innovation, it was not desirable or possible to judge these 

teachers and schools as innovative or not. It was a mistake to try and judge the 

innovativeness of these charter schools and their teachers, given that innovation 

was in the eye of the beholder. Manno, Finn, Bierlein, and Vanourek (1998) said 

it this way, "In their own contexts, however, virtually all charter schools are truly 

irmovative. ... educational arrangements that might not strike cosmopolitans as 

novel are almost certain to appear revolutionary to locals who have not 

previously had access to anything of the sort" (p. 493). 

The important question was not whether a particular school or teacher was 

irmovative. The school may have already been innovative (in the case of the 

conversion school) or the teachers may have come to the school already using 

innovative methodologies (in the case of the start-up school). Rather, the 

important question and next focus of this study was reflected in the second 

research question, had these charter school teachers changed their classroom 

practices and become more innovative? 

This study found that teachers at both charter schools reported they had not 

significantly changed how they taught compared to how they taught at their 
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previous non-charter school. However, at the start-up charter school, several 

teachers thought they were teaching in a more traditional way than they had 

when they first started teaching at the charter school. These teachers reported 

they had changed toward a more traditional methodology because of the 

pressxares placed upon them from parents, students, and other teachers at their 

school. 

Teachers were also questioned about possible influences that affected their 

desire or ability to iimovate within their classroom. The teachers from both 

schools had similar responses. Teachers thought that they themselves, their time, 

and their energy were the primary influences on their desire and ability to 

innovate within their classrooms. Other factors that impacted their 

innovativeness, both positively and negatively, included lack of curriculum, the 

California Frameworks and other ctirricular guidelines, fiscal considerations, 

administrative support, class size, other stakeholders (including parents, 

students, and other teachers), and the expectation to teach thematically. None of 

the teachers thought that their school being a charter school was an influence on 

innovativeness within their classroom. Also, throughout all of the teacher 

interviews, not one teacher mentioned autonomy as a factor influencing his/her 

desire or ability to iimovate. 

The second purpose of looking behind classroom doors was to examine 

teachers' autonomy and the impact this autonomy had on their innovativeness 
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within their classrooms. Autonomy was one of the charter school movement's 

central tenants to improve student achievement (Amsler, 1992; Corwin et al., 

1996; Corwin & Flaherty, 1995; Datnow, 1994; Dianda & Corwin, 1994; Finn et al., 

1996b; General Accounting Office, 1995; Little Hoover Commission, 1996; 

Loveless & Jasin, 1998; McCotter, 1995; Medler, 1996; Nathan, 1996a; RPP 

International, 1997; Wohlstetter at al., 1995; Williams & Buechler, 1993; 

Yamashiro & Carlos, 1996). As Wells (1998) stated, "Charter schools are granted 

autonomy from the bureaucratic, rule-based public system [with the hope that] 

empowered by this flexibility, charter school educators will better serve 

students" (p. 4). A research question of this study examined how teachers 

thought their autonomy within the classroom had changed as a residt of teaching 

in a charter school. The study found that most of the teachers interviewed felt 

that their autonomy behind the classroom doors had not changed significantly. 

This study's finding that little had changed behind the classroom doors for 

the teachers in these two charter schools was in line with similar findings 

reported by Wells (1998) and Wohlstetter and Griffin (1998). Two large studies 

by Finn, Manno, Bierlein, and Vanourek (1996a, 1996b, 1997) and Corwin and 

Flaherty (1995) had more mixed findings regarding the innovativeness of charter 

school teachers. Corwin cind Flaherty^s (1995) survey of administrators indicated 

that administrators did not think their teachers were more innovative in their 

classrooms, yet most of the teachers surveyed thought they were slightly more 
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innovative than before they taught at their charter school (Corwin & Flaherty, 

1995). They sxmunarized their study stating, "Most of the innovations the 

respondents identified have been adopted by other schools .... This raises 

questions about how important charter status is in promoting innovation" (p. 

73). Firm et al. (1996a, 1996b, 1997) conducted a two year study that was 

reported in three phases. An initial report published half-way through the first 

year stated, "most of the charter schools we have seen can be described either as 

variants on 'progressive' educational thought or versions of 'traditional' 

education" (Finn et al., 1996a, p. 2). At the end of the first year, one of their 

conclusions was, "Genuine educational innovation is occurring in charter 

schools" (Finn et al., 1996b, p. 5). By the completion of the study, Finn et al. 

(1997) did not directly address the issue of teaching and innovation behind the 

classroom doors. A fifth large survey-based study by the Little Hoover 

Commission found there had been innovation within charter school classrooms. 

The Little Hoover Commission (1996) also stated, "innovations are rare in 

regular public schools while they are a standard for charter schools" (p. 28). 

This dissertation, along with Wells (1998) and Wohlstetter and Griffin (1998) 

provided a more in-depth look at charter schools rather than broader overviews 

based on siirveys or short site visits as was the case with Little Hoover 

Commission (1996), Firm et al. (1996a, 1996b, 1997), or Corwin and Flaherty 

(1995). Based on this dissertation and the work of Wells (1998) and Wohlstetter 
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and Griffin (1998), it appears as though the more in-depth examinations of 

charter schools foimd less innovation and change behind the classroom doors 

than the broader studies. 

In this study, teachers reported no increase in their autonomy behind the 

classroom doors since coming to teach at a school, and they indicated that they 

did not believe they were stifled by a lack of autonomy within their classrooms. 

This fit well with Goodlad's (1984) description of teachers' autonomy behind the 

classroom doors in A Place Called School. He said, "The classroom is indeed the 

teacher's domain, and here, according to our data, teachers perceive themselves 

to be quite autonomous. Our teachers saw themselves to be in control of what 

they taught and how. ... All other influences were seen as relatively 

insignificant" (p. 188). Goodlad (1984) also said, "Teachers at all levels perceived 

that they had almost complete control over selecting teaching techniques and 

learning activities" (p. 109). 

The findings on teachers' autonomy also agreed with the findings by Wells 

(1998) and Wohlstetter and Griffin (1998). Wells fotmd that the charter school 

teachers in her study did not believe they had significantly more autonomy and 

had not significantly changed how they taught in the classroom. Wohlstetter 

and Griffin reported that "The autonomy of charter schools offered opportimities 

for implementing cutting-edge innovations in teaching and learning, although 

many charter schools did not capitalize on this power" (p. 23). Corwin and 
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Flaherty (1995) were unable to find sigrtificant differences in teachers' freedom 

within the classroom for charter versus public school teachers. This fit with this 

study's finding that there was no significant difference when comparing 

teachers' autonomy in their charter school to the autonomy in their previous 

teaching position at a non-charter school. 

Overall, this study's findings on teachers' iimovativeness and autonomy 

behind the classroom doors raised questions about whether ttiese two charter 

schools studied had "Encourage[d] the use of different and innovative teaching 

methods" (California Education Code, 47601(c), 1999) which was one of the goals 

outlined in the California charter school legislation. Several implications from 

these findings, if implemented, may increase the probability these charter schools 

will successfully attain the California charter school legislative goal. 

Implications for Practitioners and Policymakers 

This study found that for these two charter schools, the teachers reported 

they had not significantly changed their classroom practices or become more 

innovative compared to their previous teaching position. Also, these teachers 

did not feel charter school status, per se, had influenced their desire or ability to 

irmovate. Rather, these teachers thought the primary influence on their desire 

and ability to innovate within their classrooms was themselves, their time, and 

their energy. As one of the teachers in this study stated, "I don't think, per se, by 
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itself, that it [charter schools] promotes innovation. ... I don't think charter 

schools, the charter school movement, even promotes faculties coming together. 

... I don't think by itself, it is more than a piece of legislation." The words of this 

teacher agreed with the Little Hoover Commission's (1996) report which stated, 

"On its own, the charter movement neither creates such individuals nor gives 

them the training that would enhance a charter school's chance for success" (p. i). 

The implication from these findings seems to be that working at these charter 

schools did not promote innovation within the classroom and that teachers did 

not begin to innovate on their own. Some type of impetus for teachers to 

innovate within charter schools must be created. Most teachers in these two 

charter schools had been teaching for a number of years and may have been on 

auto-pilot for a considerable period. These teachers did not see a reason to 

change how they taught in their classrooms. 

The implication that teachers need an impetus to change is also consistent 

with findings from Fullan (1993), Goodlad (1984), Heckman (1996), and Sarason 

(1990). As Goodlad said, "Those in schools are so much a part of what schooling 

is that they perceive what is as what should be. Why change?" (p. 267). And as 

Newman (1998) said, "Change in education comes about only when teachers are 

helped to change themselves" (p. 296). The teachers at these schools had not 

been helped to change. Again, the implication is straightforward, practitioners 

and policymakers need to keep the question - why should teachers change? - in 
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mind as they develop and implement charter schools as well as future legislation. 

There are many possible strategies to promote innovation within the classroom. 

There is a broad body of research on the topic of school change that makes 

recommendations for specific change strategies. Based on the findings from this 

study, and in light of the literature on school change, a few suggestions on ways 

to promote innovation within the classroom are presented. 

First, neither of the two charter schools reported having "the training that 

wotdd enhance a charter school's chance for success" (Little Hoover Commission, 

1996). One implication of this lack of training could be that professional 

development needs to be a central component in charter schools. This strategy to 

foment change has been recommended by authors such as Lieberman (1990) and 

Wohlstetter and Griffin (1998). However, the professional development program 

needs to be innovative and not a retread of previous staff development. 

A second method to enhance the chance for successfully encouraging 

innovation within the classroom could be promoting coUegiality and 

collaboration among teachers in charter schools. This is a strategy that has been 

recommended before (Darling-Hammond, 1996; Little, 1990; Wasley, 1990) and 

could become part of a broader goal of developing a learning community in 

these schools (Carnegie Coxmdl on Adolescent Development Task Force on 

Education of Yoxmg Adolescents, 1990). This community would offer 

opportunities for teachers to interact and exchange ideas while discxissing 
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curricular issues. Teachers would participate as learners in a collaborative, 

ongoing, school-wide professional development cultture (Darling-Hammond, 

1996). 

At the conversion charter school in this study, teachers were proud of their 

innovative past and saw no reason to change what they were doing with their 

students. They gained charter status to have more fiscal freedom from the 

district and to protect themselves from being controlled by the district. They did 

not become chartered so they could innovate; they already considered 

themselves innovative. The Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD) Cross-

Site report (Izu et al., 1998) found similar reasons why some of the conversion 

schools in their study had gained charter status, to increase their autonomy from 

the central office of the district. The implication for practitioners and 

policymakers is that the motivation for schools wanting charter status needs to 

be considered. Based on the conversion school of this study and several 

conversion charter schools in the LAUSD study, the reasons of many who initiate 

charter schools may not be sufficient for granting the charter. Qoser attention by 

Boards of Education may be necessary when considering charter requests. 

Practitioners also need to be sensitive to the need for additional teacher 

planning time if teachers are expected to teach multiple subjects in an 

interdisciplinary manner. Staff development should be targeted at assisting 

teams of teachers in developing fully integrated, thematic-based curriculum 
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when appropriate. In addition, attention could be given to the use of curriculum 

guidelines such as the California Frameworks as another solution to assist 

practitioners in coping with these planning issues. The Frameworks were 

mentioned by several teachers as giving them just enough guidance, while at the 

same time allowing for flexibility in methodology. One of the successful features 

of the alternative schools movement of the 1970s was that the state set the goals, 

and this allowed teachers more time to plan (Neimiann, 1994). This approach 

might work equally well today in charter schools. 

The second purpose of looking behind the classroom doors in this study 

was to examine teachers' autonomy. This study examined whether autonomy 

was a component in allowing teachers the freedom to innovate within their 

classrooms. Tyack (1990) discussed how one of the brightest and best hopes for 

changing and improving classroom education would come through "Enabling 

teachers to do their job better by giving them the autonomy" (p. 187). This belief 

in autonomy as a condition for fomenting innovation was also a premise in the 

charter school movement (Amsler, 1992; Bierlein & MulhoUand, 1994; Corwin et 

al., 1996; Corwin & Flaherty, 1995; Datnow, 1994; Dianda & Corwin, 1994; Finn et 

al., 1996b; General Accounting Office, 1995; Little Hoover Commission, 1996; 

Loveless & Jasin, 1998; McCotter, 1995; Medler, 1996; Nathan, 1996a; RPP 

International, 1997; Wells, 1993; Wohlstetter at al., 1995; Williams & Buechler, 

1993; Yamashiro & Carlos, 1996). However, none of the teachers interviewed for 



this study mentioned freedom to teach within their classroom as an influence on 

their innovativeness. Additionally, these teachers did not feel they had increased 

their autonomy within the classroom since coming to teach at a charter school. 

The implication of these two findings appears to be that teachers don't require 

more autonomy to innovate within their classrooms. These teachers felt they had 

all of the autonomy they needed within their classrooms, and therefore 

autonomy was not a factor in determining their innovativeness. 

The findings of this study in conjxmction with Corwin and Flaherty (1995), 

Wells (1998), and Wohlstetter and Griffin (1998) suggest the charter school 

premise that teachers need to be given more freedom so they can teach as they 

see fit within their classrooms may not be operational. It appears deregulation 

does not necessarily mean that teachers will create innovative programs. This 

implication would also seem to fit with findings from Fuhrman and Elmore 

(1995). They found that when teachers and schools were given the flexibility to 

ignore state rules, most did not use this autonomy and stayed within the state 

guidelines (Fuhrman & Elmore, 1995). This has implications for the 

policymakers and advocates of charter schools because removing the 

bureaucracy and regulations may not necessarily mean that teachers will then 

change what they do in their classrooms, one of the charter school movement's 

goals. An implication for advocates of charter schools and policymakers could 

be that the deregulation of charter schools needs to be reconsidered in light of 
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other possible outcomes brought on by deregulation rather than for the effect 

deregulation has on the teachers' autonomy within their classrooms. Autonomy 

and deregulation may be necessary, but not a sufficient condition for promoting 

school change. Policymakers might focus on steps to encourage irmovation 

within charter schools, not on promoting more autonomy through deregulation, 

which appears to be the focus for most charter school poliqonakers and 

advocates. As mentioned earlier, this could occur through the development of 

collaborative environments with well thought out staff development programs 

embedded within a learning commtmity culture. 

The charter school movement often describes autonomy in broad terms that 

include freedoms beyond the classroom doors (Clinchy, 1998). dinchy 

mentioned four specific autonomies that many charter schools strive to achieve: 

deciding what and how teachers will teach, who will be hired, how they will 

spend their funds, and how they will use ilieir buildings. In his list, three of the 

four areas related to issues beyond the classroom doors. For the charter school 

movement, the theory was that autonomy beyond the classroom doors would 

"trickle-down" and foment changes within the classroom. This trickle-down 

change theory, however, does not appear to have worked its way into the 

classrooms at the two charter schools in this study. In these two charter schools, 

teachers were given more power to make decisions about running the school 

including who would be hired and fired, how they would spend their funds, and 
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how they would use their buildings. This meant the teachers had more 

autonomy with what was occurring beyond the classroom doors as was 

discussed within the charter school movement (Qinchy, 1998). In fact, the only 

increased freedom that was not apparent at these two schools was an increase in 

teachers' autonomy within their classrooms. Yet, changes in the teachers' 

autonomy with issues beyond the classroom did not translate into changes in 

how the teachers taught behind the classroom doors at these two charter schools; 

there seemed to be no trickling down. 

In sxommary, looking behind the classroom doors revealed a situation where 

"Teachers have much of the autonomy they need for effecting change. Missing, 

it appears, are the kinds of encouragement and support for change that must 

come from the larger context" (Goodlad, 1984, p. 269). The major implications 

include the necessity to provide some type of impetus to "encourage the use of 

different and innovative teaching methods" (California Education Code, 

47601(c), 1999). The process for creating this change is indeed a difficult and long 

road to follow, and the development of a collaborative envirorunent with a well 

thought out staff development program embedded within a learning commtmity 

culture is one possible path for charter school practitioners. Another implication 

suggests that polic5niiakers should reexamine the theoretical imderpinnings 

behind charter schools in general. Could it be that the deregulation of charter 
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schook does not necessarily lead to teachers becoming more autonomous or 

innovative within their classrooms? 

Decision-Making: Structure, Impact, and Politics 

Although not originally part of this study, the decision-making structure 

and process at these two charter schools were notably similar to each other yet 

were significantiy different from the author's experience in public schools. Both 

schools had developed a consensus-based, teacher-led decision-making process. 

During the interviews, several teachers mentioned that as a result of 

participation in this process, they were concerned about the impact it was having 

on them and their ability to teach. Specifically, there were two main fall-outs 

from this new decision-making paradigm. First, teachers were concerned with 

the amount of time necessary to complete the responsibilities associated with this 

new decision-making process. A similar finding was noted by Wells (1998). She 

found that the time commitment of teachers was becoming a situation that 

needed to be addressed. Corwin and Flaherty (1995) stated, "By small but 

consistent margins, the same types of schools that give teachers opportunities to 

influence decisions also demand more of their time" (p. 49). The Little Hoover 

Commission (1996) reported that often charter school teachers thought 

"administrative responsibilities are almost overwhelming" (p. 31). Wohlstetter & 

Griffin (1998) also foxmd that because of added responsibilities teachers "began 
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to feel the press for a more centralized system of decision-making that could 

lessen the time teachers spent on issues uiurelated to teaching and learning" (p. 

20). Teachers in this study were concerned about how to balance their desire to 

participate in the decision-making process with being the best classroom teacher 

possible. Teachers from both schools were considering what the proper role of 

the teachers and the administrators were in the new consensus-based, teacher-led 

decision-making process. Wohlstetter & Griffin (1998) made similar comments: 

"The process of balancing between centralized and decentralized management 

appeared to be an endemic issue for nearly all the sample charter schools" (p. 21). 

These descriptions would also apply for both charter schools of this study. 

A second fallout resulting firom the shift to the consensus-based, teacher-led 

decision-making paradigm involved a concern over an increased political 

atmosphere at the two charter schools. This new decision-making process and 

the accompanying power given to the teachers brought to the surface political 

struggles among the various stakeholders at these two charter schools. This 

outcome was, as Sarason (1990) would say, a predictable outcome of the power 

shift that occurred at both of these schools. Several teachers were concerned that 

these issues were affecting the time and energy they were able to devote to the 

classroom and, therefore, were effecting their classroom and their students' 

learning. 
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Implications for Practitioners and Policymakers 

When setting up a consensus-based, teacher-led decision-making structure 

within a charter school, planners should anticipate the time burden placed on the 

teachers. Consideration should be given to how the teacher's responsibilities 

beyond the classroom interfere with the teacher's primary job of facilitating 

student learning. A teacher's job is already full time. A study of twenty-three 

non-charter Minneapolis public middle-level schools found, "Teachers are too 

busy and do not have enough time to effectively plan, reflect and maintain 

rapport with students and other adults" (Kolb, 1998, p. 12). Add to this the 

additional responsibilities of participating in the decision-making process found 

at these two charter schools, and it becomes apparent why careful planning and 

consideration needs to occur to minimize the time biurden on the teachers. The 

LAUSD study (Izu et al., 1998) described the time demands on the charter school 

teachers as "A major challenge is balancing work with having a life .... Most 

teachers put in long hours" (p. 50). 

Another implication of added teacher responsibilities associated with the 

new decision-making process involves the teachers' ability to innovate within 

their classrooms. These increased responsibilities have to be viewed in light of 

another finding of this study, that teachers themselves, their time, and their 

energy were the single biggest factor in determining how innovative they were 

in the classroom. These two findings taken together suggest that as a result of 
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teachers' involvement in the school dedsion-making process, they may actually 

be less innovative in their classrooms. In fact, teachers at these two charter 

schools may have been more innovative had they been in a different school 

where teachers were not expected to participate in the dedsion-making process. 

The increased micro-political atmosphere at these charter schools suggested 

that when placing meaningful decision-making power in the hands of teachers it 

was necessary to provide strategies to help teachers and administrators work 

together. These strategies should promote more open, frank, and 

straightforward interactions in an effort to work through this difficult transition 

period. Development of a collaborative learning community, as mentioned 

earlier, is a strategy that would begin to address the micro-political turmoil 

among staff members (Darling-Hammond, 1996). 

In addition, perhaps teachers should be compensated in some manner for 

their partidpation in the decision-making process itself. This could involve 

release time, extra planning time, fewer preparations, dassroom aides, monetary 

compensation, or recognition for their efforts. 

The critical point is that strategies that minimize the impact of these 

additional decision-making responsibilities and political pressures on teachers 

must be developed. Without these strategies, there is an increased chance 

teachers will not perform to the best of their abilities. Development of a support 

system and programs that address the issues resulting from these additional 



349 

decision-making roles may help ensure the goal of "encouraging the use of 

different and innovative teaching methods" (California Education Code, 

47601(c), 1999). 

Uniqueness of the Start-Up Charter School 

A final purpose of this study was to compare the start-up and conversion 

charter schools. A fourth and final research question explored the similarities 

and differences in the classrooms and structures of these two charter schools. 

Based on the data collected, overall, these two schools were more alike than 

different. However, there were three notable distinctions that appeared to be 

unique to the start-up charter school. First, the parents and students at the start

up charter school demonstrated considerable influence over the teacher's and the 

school's autonomy and ability to innovate. As a result of parent and student 

pressures, the school and several of the teachers abandoned some of their 

innovative practices and went back to more traditional teaching methods and 

structures. A second tmique feature of the start-up charter school was its 

operational structure. This new operational paradigm had placed an 

overwhelming bxirden on the teachers. Teachers found themselves carrying out 

new and additional jobs that they had never been responsible for in their 

previous, non-charter school positions. Teachers at the start-up charter school 

had been having ongoing conversations about how to make their jobs more 
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sustainable, how to avoid bumout, and how they would recruit teachers under 

these conditions. These circumstances existed in spite of the fact that at this start

up charter school, teachers were provided a full day for planning each week. 

Third, the start-up charter school was significantly smaller with respect to its 

campus, size of faculty, and niunber of students in comparison to the conversion 

charter school. This appeared to be a factor in the more "family-like," personal 

atmosphere. Teachers at both schools believed "smallness" was a positive 

influence on their desire and ability to innovate, although this study could not 

support the teachers' belief that smallness had created more innovation within 

the classroom. 

Implications for Practitioners and Policymakers 

As outlined in Chapter One, one of the philosophical imderpinnings used to 

support the concept of charter schools was in part based on the notion that 

market forces would improve schools (Friedman, 1962; Chubb & Moe, 1990). 

Charter school advocates believed that more innovative teachers would result in 

increased student achievement (Corwin et al., 1996; Corwin & Flaherty, 1995; 

Datnow, 1994; Dianda & Corwin, 1994; Finn et al., 1996b; General Accoxmting 

Office, 1995; Little Hoover Commission, 1996; Loveless & Jasin, 1998; McCotter, 

1995; Nathan, 1996a; Wells, 1993; Wohlstetter at al., 1995; Williams & Buechler, 

1993; Yamashiro & Carlos, 1996). This study found that at the start-up charter 
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school, parents and students had much more influence on the structures and 

practices of the school and the teachers than at the conversion school. As a result 

of their influence, however, teachers and the start-up charter school moved from 

innovative strategies and practices toward more traditional practices. Based on 

the start-up school's experience, these two stakeholder groups were not 

"encouraging the use of different and innovative teaching methods" (California 

Education Code, 47601(c), 1999). The market forces, as originally proposed by 

Friedman (1962), were at work at the start-up charter school in this study. They 

were noticeably absent at the conversion school. 

However, a question arises: Should parents and students have such power 

that they control a school's innovativeness? Should market forces determine the 

future of our charter (and public) schools? Is it in the public's best interest to 

allow parents and students to transfer from school to school based on what they 

think is best for them? Although the answer to these questions may be 

straightforward in the business world, in the world of education they are not as 

clear and, rather, are often hotly debated topics. Many would argue that 

educators don't conduct education in an objective, business-like manner and that 

was the problem with public education (Chubb & Moe, 1990). However, Fuller 

at al. (1996), Molnar, Farrell, Johnson, and Sapp (1996), Wagner (1996b), Wells 

(1996), and Witte (1996) would argue that the answer to these questions are much 
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more complicated: that the world of public education does not lend itself to a 

simple comparison with the free enterprise system. 

One implication of parents and students having the freedom to choose 

schools could be the development of a "shopping mall" mentality, where parents 

and students move from school to school in search of the perfect school for the 

child. This woxild be reminiscent of the way parents searched for an alternative 

school in the sixties and seventies. They shopped aroimd, moving from school to 

school in search of the best school for their child: "If one [school] is not 

compatible, there are others" (Fantini, 1973, p. 448). Is this what the future of 

public education will look like? Would this be an equitable system? There are 

many such questions that will need to be addressed. 

Another implication for schools would be that they need to be very clear 

about what they stand for as well as how they are going to operate. Parents 

could then choose a school based on that information. If the parents and 

students did not like the way the school operated, they could move on to another 

charter school, at least the parents would know what they had chosen in 

advance. 

It is also possible that the changes the start-up charter school made when it 

reverted to more traditional models of teaching and operating were what was in 

the best interest of the students. The free market system was functioning as it 

should. One thing was certain: the experiences that the teachers at the start-up 
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charter school had with these parents and students caused them to revert to 

more traditional methods and structures. For this start-up charter school the 

market was not conducive to "encouraging the use of different and innovative 

teaching methods" (California Education Code, 47601(c), 1999), but it may have 

been what was best for this commimity. 

The second major distinction between the start-up and the conversion 

charter school involved the operational responsibilities that had been shifted to 

the teachers at the start-up school. These responsibilities were in addition to 

those discussed previously resulting from the new consensus-based, teacher-led 

decision-making process implemented at the start-up school. The impact of 

additional operational responsibilities to already overburdened teachers seemed 

to have been almost exponential in nature. As outlined above, practitioners need 

to carefully guard against such burdensome conditions to ensure that teachers 

are not overwhelmed and are able to make their jobs livable. Otherwise, charter 

schools that place their teachers in comparable conditions may find their teachers 

completely bumt-out. The ultimate outcome of placing teachers in these 

working conditions was on the classroom and the students. That is why this 

implication on the teachers' well being may be the most important implication of 

this study. It was why at least one teacher, who had agonized over this situation 

at the start-up charter school, had literally lost sleep over the quality of her 
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teaching and why another teacher mentioned that if conditions did not improve, 

she wotdd not be back the following school year. 

The last feature unique to the start-up charter school involved the small size 

of the campus, faculty and student population. Several teachers, including one 

from the conversion school thought that a small school was a positive influence 

on their desire and ability to innovate. This finding fits with other reports that 

emphasize the importance of small schools. For example, Rajrwid (1994) 

reported that one trait of "successful" alternative schools of the 1970s was their 

small size. Fantini (1973) described successful alternative schools as "smaller 

structural units replac[ing] the mass production, factory-like nature of today's 

schooling" (p. 448). Sizer (1984) promoted the notion of smaller schools-within-

a-school as part of his Coalition of Essential Schools. Wagner (1996a) said in 

discussing reform movements of the 1990s, "Divisive debates about whether or 

not there should be school charters, vouchers ... obscur[e] a mundane truth: 

creating smaller schools is probably the most important structural reform we can 

make" (p. 149). 

Despite the many indications that smaller was better, the implication for 

charter schools was not evident. Although most would agree there were 

advantages to small settings, there were tradeoffs that must be considered. Two 

of these tradeoffs involved the fiscal cost of maintaining a small school and the 

ability to deliver a comprehensive set of course offerings. In smaller schools. 
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economies of scale are difficult to achieve, resulting in conditions such as the one 

foimd at the start-up charter school in this study where the teachers had to take 

on additional operational responsibilities. However, these added teacher 

responsibilities may ultimately lead to decreased teacher effectiveness. 

A second issue restilts from small niraibers of students wanting to take 

various courses. In a school with only fifty students per grade level, as was the 

case with this study's start-up charter school, the logistics of offering a range of 

subjects becomes nearly impossible. If a school has only one teacher for multiple 

grade levels and a limited number of students per grade level, it would be 

essentially impossible to offer a large variety of courses. The implication may be 

to set up schools that are not too small and not too large, but somewhere in the 

middle. Lee and Smith (1996) examined the "balance point" between small and 

large schools and found that being too small or too large adversely impacted 

student achievement. For example, in a high school setting "results indicate that 

the ideal high school, defined in terms of effectiveness (learning), enrolls 600-900 

students. Students leam less in schools smaller than this, but students in very 

large high schools (over 2,100 students) leam considerably less" (p. i). 

Recommendations for Further Study 

Based on the findings from this research, one recommendation for further 

study wotdd be a longitudinal study investigating a variety of questions such as 
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• How teachers change and adapt to teaching at charter schools; 

• How teachers' pedagogy and innovativeness changes over time; 

• The impact on teachers in charter schools when there is a shift of the 
operational responsibilities; 

• Have the original decision-making structures as setout in the charter 
been implemented; 

• How will the role of teachers and administrators evolve over time as 
a result of new consensus-based, teacher-led decision-making 
structures; 

• What is the effect of a teacher-led decision-making process on the 
autonomy of the teachers within their classroom; 

• How will the role of the parents and other community stakeholders 
evolve within the decision-making structure of the schools; 

• How the parents and students' perspective changes with time 
regarding why they are involved with the charter school. 

Another issue that could be further investigated involved the notion of 

leadership vs. management. The study could examine whether teachers were 

interested in short-range management-like issues such as scheduling, hiring, and 

supplies and/or long-range issues such as strategic planning, vision building, 

and program development. Do teachers involved in charter schools have 

characteristics of leaders or majnagers? These notions have been explored by 

authors such as Bennis (1989) and this body of work could be used to develop a 

strong theoretical framework. 

A future study could also look at the innovativeness of teachers who were 

in this extra-duty situation at a charter school and then went back to a more 
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traditional setting where they were not expected to perform additional support 

services. The purpose of this type of study might be to determine whether the 

quality of education in these charter school classrooms was comparable to what 

the students would have received if they had the same teachers in a traditional 

public school. 

A study could explore what motivated parents and students to request 

changes in school and teacher practices once the child was eruroUed in a charter 

school. This study could also examine the reason parents and students gave for 

choosing one charter school versus another and see if this matched with the 

stated goals of the school. A study about the micro-political consequences of 

charter schools that put more decision-making power in the hands of the 

teachers and the parents might also be considered. 

The perspective of the students in these charter schools has much to add to 

the examination of charter schools. A study could be conducted based on 

student interviews and other forms of student data such as surveys and 

observations. 

Finally, a study could explore the impact of size, collaboration, or other 

factors such as professiorial development on a charter school's ability to 

"encourage the use of different and irmovative teaching methods" (California 

Education Code, 47601(c), 1999). 
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Final Thoughts 

In these two charter schools, according to the teachers interviewed, when 

comparing their current situation to the previous non-charter position, they 

thought that their teaching, their autonomy, and their desire and ability to 

innovate behind their classroom doors had remained essentially imchanged. 

Taken together, these findings seem to indicate that the California charter school 

legislation goal to "encourage the use of different and innovative teaching 

methods" (California Education Code, 47601(c), 1999) was not being 

accomplished at these schools. Based on these and others findings (Wells, 1998; 

Wohlstetter & Griffin, 1998), it seems imperative that charter schools (as well as 

all public schools) focus on the quality of instruction behind the classroom doors. 

Although increased student achievement is the ultimate goal of all schools, to 

achieve this end, teachers must be given an impetus to change and innovate. 

Otherwise, the level of instruction and resulting level of student achievement 

will not change. 

The charter school movement's belief that the market will foment 

innovation within charter schools did not appear to be operational at this point 

in either of these two charter schools. However, there was evidence that the 

start-up charter school had market forces at work that had caused it to shift from 

innovative to more traditional practices and structures. 
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Perhaps indicative of the how far charter schools have moved into the 

public eye, and also how they are still misunderstood was demonstrated by 

television talk show host Oprah Winfrey. On her February 2,1999 show, she 

annoimced a scholarship fund set up to assist up to forty thousand kindergarten 

through eighth grade students. She indicated it was to be for low-income 

students to get a better education. She also said the scholarship money could be 

used to allow students to go to private, parochial, or charter schools. 

Her statements demonstrated several misconceptions about charter schools. 

First, she grouped charter schools with private and parochial schools, implying 

that charter schools were private rather than pubic schools. Second, she implied 

that students needed to leave their public schools for the "better education" 

offered at private, parochial, and charter schools. Third, she indicated that it was 

necessary to pay to attend charter schools. All of these statements were either 

incorrect or had no substantial basis in fact. This research study may shed some 

light on how two charter schools in California were functioning so that people 

will become more informed regarding charter schools, resulting in less 

statements such as Oprah's. 

It is hoped that Goodlad's (1984) comments regarding past efforts to reform 

schools are not repeated: "The critical error in past efforts to effect change and 

irmovation has been to assume that those in remote places, with funds to 

disperse, have known best what is wrong and what to do about it. Whether or 
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not we actually have learned any useful lessons from past failures remains to be 

seen" (p. 270). Unfortunately, some fifteen years after this statement, it does not 

appear we have learned many lessons from the past. 

As this study concludes, three years after it began, charter schools have 

grown from approximately two hundred fifty schools in twenty states (Charter 

School Research, 1999; Nathan, 1996c; RPP International, 1998) to over eleven 

hxmdred schools in thirty-four states and the District of Columbia (Charter 

School Research, 1999; Center for Education Reform, 1999). According to the 

Center for Education Reform, the nimiber of students estimated to be attending 

charter schools in the spring of 1999 is over two himdred fifty thousand. The 

public school system is changing in response to the charter school movement, as 

the charter school movement had hoped would happen. Note for example, Rudy 

Crew, Chancellor of New York City Public Schools and a critic of charter schools. 

In February of 1999, he announced plans to open ten charter schools in New 

York City. Dr. Crew "predicted that his changes would touch 60,000 to 80,000 

children within the next 18 months" (Hartocollis, 1999). Charter schools have 

proven to be more than a flash in the pan. Questions, however, remain: Will 

charter schools improve the overall educational experience occiuring behind 

classroom doors across the coimtry, resulting in increased student achievement? 

Is the imderlying goal of charter school legislation, "striking a balance between 

autonomy and accoimtability that promotes innovative teaching practices" 
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(McCotter, 1995, p. 1) the right concern and strategy to improve student 

achievement? Will charter schools help public education create a rising tide of 

excellence? 

At least for these two charter schools, the opportimities afforded the 

teachers, administrators, and parents as a result of their charter status had not 

resulted in the desired outcome of change and irmovation within their 

classrooms: 

And change is the major promise of charter schools:... School by 
school, teachers and administrators are being given the opportunity to 
put their concepts for achieving academic excellence into place. And 
school by school, parents are free to make a decision about whether 
the educational approach offered by a specific school suits their child 
and meets their expectations. (Little Hoover Commission, 1996, p. ii) 

The future is a shadow of the past, and although the number of charter 

schools has grown at phenomenal rates over the last five years, the alternative 

schools movement had a similar growth spurt (Raywid, 1983). Despite this 

growth, however, some would argue that alternative schools never sigiiificantly 

changed pubic education (Neumann, 1994) and instead alternative schools 

settied into their own niche within the traditional pubic school system. Will 

charter schools follow a similar path, serving a specialized need of the public 

school system? Time will tell. For the teachers at these two charter schools, 

historian David Tyack's (1990) comments regarding change in the classroom are 

appropriate: "Progress in improving classroom instruction will come slowly and 
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in small and perhaps temporary increments, I suspect, not in millennial bursts" 

(p. 188). 
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APPENDIX A: TEACHER INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

1. What is your title and position? Professionally, how would you 

describe your position? 

2. How long have you taught? How long have you been at this 

school? 

3. Where did you work before? How long were you there? What 

t)^e of school was it? Private, public; grade levels; size; urban, 

suburban? Where? 

4. Why did you decide to teach at this school? 

5. If the classroom could be broken into five components: 

Physical layout/size 
Materials 
Students (number and tj^es) 
Pedagogy 
Content 

How would you describe each? 

6. Based on the amoimt of difference from your previous teaching 

situation, how would you rank these five components? From the 

most changed to the least? Why? 

7. How would you compare your current position to your previous 

position? 
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8. What are the biggest changes that have occurred at this school 

compared to your last school? 

9. What do you think determines how innovative you can be in the 

classroom? 

10. Given this response, how do the following affect innovation in the 

classroom? 

Resources? 
Students? 
Administrative support? 
Parental support? 
Qass load? 
Other? 

11. What do you think is the most innovative thing you do in your 

classroom? How long have you been doing this? 

12. Do you think charter status promotes innovation? 

13. Has being a charter school brought out or created any new issues? 

14. What do you think you can do now that you could not have done if 

you were not in a charter school? 

15. Has this charter school turned out the way you expected? Why or 

why not? How? 

16. If you were at a party talking to a friend and you were asked why 

you worked at a charter school, what would you tell him/her? 
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APPENDIX B: EXPERT INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

1. What is your name? 

2. How long have you been involved with education and in what 

capacity? Where did you do this work? 

3. How and why did you first get involved with charter schools? 

When was this? 

4. Since that time, how have you been involved with charter schools? 

5. What is your official job title, and who do you work for? How long 

have you been in your current position? 

6. How would you rate your knowledge of the (AZ or CA) charter 

schools on a scale of one to ten where one is just a little knowledge 

about (AZ or CA) charter schools, and ten is you are probably the 

most knowledgeable person about the (AZ or CA) charter schools? 

(If less than ten, of the people you know who are involved in 

charter schools in (AZ or CA), do you think any of them are more 

knowledgeable than you? If yes, who? (Get contact telephone 

nimiber.) 

7. Of the current charter schools up and rtmning, how many have you 

visited in (AZ or CA)? 
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8. How would you rate your knowledge about what is going on 

within each of the charter schools on a one to ten scale where one is 

knowing a small amount about what is going on in each of the 

schools, and ten is knowing well what is going on in all of the 

schools? 

9. Is there any other background information you would like to add? 

10. Of all the charter schools in (AZ or CA), would you give your 

opinion on which of them are the most innovative? (You can limit 

your answer to three or foxir if you would like, and if possible, try 

to list them starting with the most innovative first.) 

11. Could you tell me what it means, in your opinion, to be an 

innovative school? (So what I hear you saying is ... is that correct?) 

12. Could you tell me why you chose each of the schools you 

mentioned? (So I am now hearing you say ... is important to an 

innovative charter school, is that correct?) 

13. Would you consider the schools you mentioned to be innovative if 

they were not charter schools? 

14. In choosing the innovative charter schools, you did was it difficult 

to narrow your list down to the ones you mentioned? Why? 

15. How many (percentage) of the current charter schools wotdd you 

say are innovative? What percentage of today's public schools in 
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(AZ or CA) would you say are innovative? (Why do you think the 

number of innovative schools is [more or less] in charter schools 

than in today's public schools?) 

16. (If they have not mentioned state legislation at this point in the 

interview, ask) What role do you think the (AZ or CA) charter 

school legislation has on the amotmt of innovation occurring in the 

charter schools? 

17. My intention is to find one or two schools that are the most 

innovative in (AZ or CA). Besides you, I have one other person I 

am interviewing. I would like to come to a consensus about which 

schools are the most innovative. Would it be all right to do a brief 

conference call with you and this person if 1 need assistance in 

making this determination? (This was not done because it became 

evident during the interview 1 was not going to find two standout 

innovative charter schools.) 

18. As my work progresses, do you mind if I call you again if I have a 

few additional questions? 
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APPENDIX C: AUTHOR BIBUOGRAPHY 

The author graduated from the University of Michigan in 1975 with a 

Bachelor of Science in Microbiology. Since 1976, he lived in Tucson, Arizona. 

From 1976-79, he worked on his Ph.D. in Molecular and Cellular Biology at 

The University of Arizona. He left the program frustrated by the lack of human 

interaction in the field. The program was strictly research based, and the author 

spent many seventy-plus hour weeks isolated in a laboratory with only petri 

dishes, cells, and viruses. He next went into real estate for several years. During 

this time, he realized his vocation was education and that he loved to teach. In 

1981, he received his teaching certification and shortly thereafter a M.Ed. 

He started teaching high school science and math in 1981 and did so for 

over a decade. Throughout most of those years, he taught three different levels 

of physics, conceptual physics, general physics, and advanced placement 

physics. 

In the early 1990s, he worked for two years as a district evaluator of 

teachers involved in the state's career ladder program. During that time, he 

worked with nearly one hxmdred middle and high school teachers as an 

evaluator and facilitator. As a result, he spent hundreds of hours observing in 

middle and high school classrooms. 
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The following year, the author took a sabbatical to begin his doctoral 

studies in educational administration at The University of Arizona. Part of this 

year was spent interning in the central administrative office of curriculum and 

development in a local school district. The author then went back to the 

classroom to teach ninth grade physical science for one year. Over the next two 

years, 1995-97, the author worked on this research full-time. The 1997-98 school 

year was spent as an assistant principal at a high school. In this capacity another 

thirty teachers were observed and evaluated throughout the year. 
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APPENDIX D: GERMAN HOUSE YEAR-END PROJECT CRITERIA 

The following was written on the chalkboards of the humanities and 

math/ science teachers from the German house. 

June Project Components 

1. Community Prospectus 

A. Tables and/or charts and/or graphs (m/s) 

1. Population Density (m/ s) 

2. Land xise/ topography (m/ s) 

B. Biography of community foxmder (1/h) 

C. Plant and Animal field guide - (cover, title page, four of each, 

represents food web, drawings, descriptions, distribution, habitat) (m/s) 

D. Timeline/Commxmity history (1/h) 

n. Toxirist Information 

A. Map (Legend in German) (m/ s) 

B. Transportation, schedule (g) 

C. Community information (location, topography, climate, animals, 

goverrunent officials, population, buildings, history, restaurants, 

shop guide, architecture) Choose at least five, (g) 

D. Tour (g) 

E. Souvenir (1/h) 
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F. Menu/Recipes (g) 

n. Time Capsule 

A. 10 artifacts representing cultural universals (1/ h) 

B. Calendar, number system. Community events (m/s) 

C. Trade article, currency (m/ s) 

D. Food (g) 

IV. Presentations (Interesting, attractive, informative quality work) 

V. Trade Fair 

Note: (m/s) = math/science; (1/h) = Language A/htunanities; g = German. 

All of the German house teachers used a handout to convey to the students 

similar information regarding the components needed in the final year-end 

presentation. The complete "Final 1995/96 German Project Checklist" is 

available for review. The following was the first few pages of the checklist given 

to the students. 
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Final 1995/96 German F*roject 

Checklist 

Please use this checklist to identify what components have been done and 

have yet to be completed. Parents, please note that there has been minimal 

homework assigned this term in German class, but students shoxild be working 

on the German portion of their project on a daily basis. Tasks have been given in 

class which are part of the project. The circled/checked elements below have 

been reviewed by Mr. Davis in class to see if there is sufficient progress. Please 

discuss with your son or daughter the remaiiiing work that needs to be 

scheduled and completed before presentations. 
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Tourist Information Booklet 

A. Choose one: 

1. Map of the commimitv (like the first-term German mini-project) 

Everything written in German, neat and visually attractive. This may 

be a map done in science. Scale must be mathematically correct. 

-10 sights labeled 

-10 kinds of features labeled in a key/legend 

- scale given in metric system 

- compass rose 

2. Transportation pamphlet (Like second-term German mini-project) 

Everything written in German, neat and visually attractive. 

- three routes each with ten stops 

- schedule for at least five buses/trains? On each route 

- fares and general information 

B. Choose one: 

1. Community Information (Like second-term German mini-project) 

In the form of a book/brochure/report/display. Circle your intended 

form. 
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Minimum of five paragraphs (approximately 25 saitences in German) 

Suggested topics: Circle your intended topics 

- location of community 

- topography 

- climate: months/seasons and weather (Like Calendar project last year) 

- plant and animal information (Like Calendar project last year also) 

- government officieds: names, ages, origins 

- size of population 

- description of important buildings (Like exterior house description 

last year) 

- history 

- restaurant and shopping recommendations 

- architectural styles (Like Exteriors project last year) 

2. Guided Tour (like the first-term German mini-project) 

- Give directions with different transportation methods around the 

community to five places. 

- Tell about a minimum of five important places. 

- Each place described with at least four sentences. 
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