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ABSTRACT 

 

The purpose of this quantitative case study was twofold. The first purpose of this study 

was to create a parallel instrument to the School Culture Survey-Teacher Form in order to gauge 

the cultural perceptions of non-certified staff. The second purpose of this study was to respond to 

a lack of information concerning the perspectives of school culture among all building-level staff 

members within High School A. 

One survey was used in this study, in two forms. The two forms were the School Culture 

Survey-Teacher Form (SCS-TF) and the School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form (SCS-SMF). 

Data was collected by surveying 120 staff members at the selected site, High School A. Data 

were analyzed to determine the reliability and validity of the SCS-TF and the SCS-SMF. Data 

were also analyzed to determine the presence of differences and interactions among different 

subgroups within the population, more specifically, among subgroups which related to the job 

status and the tenure of the staff members within the selected site. 

The SCS-TF and the SCS-SMF were proven to be highly reliable instruments with this 

population. Both instruments, however, lacked construct validity with the original School 

Culture Survey (Gruenert, 1998). Conclusions suggest that there is a lack of a cohesive shared 

culture among the staff members of High School A. There were only two themes which emerged 

in the course of this case study (importance of a common mission and importance of praise). 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

 The study of culture within organizations has, too often, concerned itself only with the 

leaders of the organization. That investigation, however, fails to take into account the many other 

people who truly make an organization either flourish, or flounder. This study sought to bridge 

that gap, to understand the culture of an organization through the perceptions of all members. 

This quantitative case study queried the cultural perceptions of all members within the selected 

site, High School A. This chapter will be divided into eight sections. First, a brief description of 

the key tenets of High School A will be offered. Second, the importance of the study will be 

explained. Third, the conceptual underpinning of the study will be explained. Fourth, the 

problem statement will be explored. Fifth, the purpose of the study will be presented. Sixth, the 

research questions and hypothesis will be given. The seventh section will involve the limitations, 

delimitations, and the definition of key terms. A summary section concludes this chapter. 

Key Tenets of High School A 

 As schools seek to increase their focus on the success of students on standardized tests, 

they are seeking to engender a culture that supports and reinforces the notion that student success 

is the most important component of what they do. In High School A, there has been a clear shift 

towards this focus on the success of their students.  Student test scores are high and improving; 

and their focus on academic rigor has been consistently reinforced by the leadership of the 

school. The school embarked on a path towards collaborative practices four years ago, based 

largely on the work of Eaker, DuFour and DuFour (2002). These two tenets, student success on 

standardized measures and collaborative leadership, guide the school. 



                                                                                                                                        

2 

 

 The leadership of High School A has firmly placed their certified staff in a collaborative 

mode. Release time has been created on Wednesday of each week, time which is explicitly 

directed toward collaborative discourse among the teaching staff. A paper trail has been created 

to monitor this collaboration, as teacher teams submit agendas and accomplishments at the end 

of each Wednesday morning session. This focus on collaboration is also reflected in the vision 

statements of the school, which include the idea that decisions made through professional 

collaboration are likely better than those decided in isolation. 

 As High School A has become a more collaborative environment, the teachers have used 

multiple tools to address instructional issues. Departments have created SMART (Strategic and 

specific, Measurable, Attainable, Results-oriented, Time-bound) goals, as described by Eaker, 

DuFour, and DuFour (2002, p. 45). They have developed common assessments, which are used 

to guide instruction and to gauge student learning. These common assessments are given at 

specific times within the school semester. In all matters, it has been determined by the leadership 

of High School A that collaborative practices among the teachers are the key to student success.  

Importance of the Study 

 This study was important for a number of reasons. The first important component of this 

study concerned the adaptation of the School Culture Survey-Teacher Form (Gruenert, 1998). 

The adaptation of the School Culture Survey-Teacher Form (SCS-TF), in order to gauge the 

perceptions of non-certified staff, allows educational researchers to gain a greater understanding 

of all building-level staff members within their school. The original SCS-TF presented a quality 

instrument for educational leaders to investigate the perceptions of their teaching staff, but it did 

not allow the views of non-certified staff to enter into the discourse. The second important aspect 

of this study was related to the first. The query of all staff members will allow educational 
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researchers to understand the key perspectives of all staff. The importance of this inclusive view 

of culture within an organization is supported by other researchers (Bruffee, 1999; Eaker, Dufour 

& Dufour, 2002; Kanter, 1994; Schein, 2004). 

Conceptual Underpinning 

 The conceptual underpinning of this study centered on the definition of culture offered by 

Schein (2004). The culture of any organization can only be gauged through an investigation of 

all key members. According to Schein (2004),  

 the culture of a group can now be defined as a pattern of shared basic assumptions that 

 was learned by a group as it solved its problems of external adaptation and internal 

 integration, that has worked well enough to be considered valid and, therefore, to be 

 taught to new members as the correct way to perceive, think, and feel in relation 

 to those problems (p. 17). 

The key segment of this passage concerned the idea of a shared set of basic assumptions, and the 

ability of these shared assumptions to be delivered to new members of an organization. These 

shared ideals are necessary if an organization hopes to build a strong and sustainable culture. In 

schools, this is especially important, as their environment is marked with instability and the 

frequent turnover of staff. Hoy, Tarter and Kottkamp (1991) describe school culture as “a system 

of shared orientations held by members, which holds the unit together and gives it a distinct 

identity” (p. 5). 

 Each segment of the staff within a school has its own distinct duties and responsibilities. 

It follows, therefore, that to truly understand a school, the perceptions of each of these unique 

segments must be queried. Schein (1996b) separates the staff within an organization into three 

distinct cultures of management; operators, engineers, and executives. Schools can be divided in 



                                                                                                                                        

4 

 

an analogous fashion, with the operators representing the non-certified staff, the engineers 

representing the teaching staff, and the executives representing the administration. According to 

Schein (1996b), “lack of alignment among the three cultures of management can hinder learning 

in an organization” (p. 9). 

Statement of the Problem 

 The School Culture Survey-Teacher Form (Gruenert & Valentine, 1998) was designed to 

ascertain the cultural perceptions of certified staff, but no parallel instrument existed to derive 

the same perceptions from the non-certified population. In High School A, there are 61 non-

certified staff members. These professionals include custodians, campus supervisors, teaching 

aides, cafeteria workers, secretarial staff and paraprofessionals. Bus drivers were excluded from 

the study population because they are contracted by the district from a separate, independent 

employer. This non-certified subset of the school staff has a great influence on the overall culture 

of the building, but their perceptions have not been gauged as the school has transformed into a 

collaborative learning environment.  

 The culture of a group can now be defined as a pattern of shared basic assumptions 

 that was learned by a group as it solved its problems of external adaptation and  

 internal integration, that has worked well enough to be considered valid and, therefore, 

 to be taught to new members as the correct way to perceive, think, and feel in relation 

 to those problems (Schein, 2004, p. 17). 

 As the high school under investigation seeks to increase the success of students on 

standardized tests, there has not been an analysis of all of personnel in High School A, as it 

pertains to their ownership of this collaborative culture of academic rigor and emphasis on 

measured achievement. The leadership of the school has spent a great deal of time on this issue, 
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but an investigation into the completeness of this cultural shift has not been undertaken. The 

research supports the notion that all staff members within an organization must be on board if a 

cultural shift is to truly take hold (Adamy & Heinecke, 2005; Alston, 2004; Bruffee, 1999; Cook 

& Yanow, 1993; Langon-Fox & Tan, 1997). In a school, this would include both certified 

(teachers, administrators, counselors) and non-certified (custodians, teacher aides, cafeteria 

workers, secretarial staff, paraprofessionals) staff. Several researchers pointed to the importance 

of teacher leaders, and their role in the culture of the school (Alston, 2004; Beachum & Dentith, 

2004; Hoy, Tarter & Kottkamp, 1991).  

 One of the hallmarks of culture is that it “perpetuates and reproduces itself through the 

socialization of new members entering the group” (Schein, 1990, p. 115). In High School A, 

there has been no investigation into whether this socialization has taken place for both certified 

and non-certified staff. The staff of High School A is not a homogeneous group. More 

specifically, they vary widely in terms of levels of experience. In terms of levels of experience, 

118 of the 179 staff members have served in their position in High School A for two years or 

less. The cultural perspectives of these new staff members, in relation to their more experienced 

counterparts, have not been investigated. 

Purpose of the Study 

 The purpose of this study was twofold. The first purpose of this study was to create a 

parallel instrument to the School Culture Survey-Teacher Form in order to gauge the cultural 

perceptions of non-certified staff. The original School Culture Survey-Teacher Form has been 

validated for certified educators, but a parallel instrument to gauge the perceptions of non-

certified staff has not been created. As an example, many of the questions directly query the 

perceptions of teachers. A non-certified staff member would only be able to answer this type of 
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question based on second-hand information. A parallel instrument needed to be created that 

would directly ascertain the perspectives of non-certified staff. 

 The second purpose of this study was to respond to a lack of information concerning the 

perspectives of school culture among all building-level staff members within High School A. In 

order to accomplish this purpose, survey data were collected, via the School Culture Survey-

Teacher Form and the School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form, and analyzed to determine the 

presence (or non-presence) of differences and/or interactions between different distinct subsets 

within the school. The subsets contained the distinctions between status groups (certified vs. 

non-certified) and experience groups (veteran vs. non-veteran). These subgroups were chosen 

based on the work of Schein (2004), who delineated differences in organizational members based 

on their job status (and concomitant duties and responsibilities) and experience (definition of 

culture encompasses the socialization of new members into the fold). 

 This study will inform educational researchers and leaders who seek to engender a 

collaborative culture among all building-level staff within their school. The benefit will come 

from an increased understanding of the cultural perceptions of each group which has a direct 

influence on the formation of the culture of the school. 

Research Questions 

 The following research questions and null hypotheses were developed in order to guide 

the study. 

Research Question 1 

Were the School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form and the School Culture Survey-

Teacher Form reliable?  



                                                                                                                                        

7 

 

 Ho1. The School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form and the School Culture Survey-

Teacher Form were not reliable. 

Research Question 2 

Were the School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form and the School Culture Survey-

Teacher Form construct valid? 

Ho2. The School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form and the School Culture Survey-

Teacher Form were not construct valid. 

Research Question 3 

What are the perceptions of staff members, as measured by the School Culture Survey-

Teacher Form (SCS-TF) and the School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form (SCS-SMF), by 

item (n=35), by subscale score (n=6), and by total score (n=1)? 

Research Question 4 

What are the perceptions of staff members, by status and level of experience, as measured 

by the School Culture Survey-Teacher Form (SCS-TF) and the School Culture Survey-Staff 

Member Form (SCS-SMF), by item (n=35), by subscale score (n=6), and by total score (n=1)? 

Research Question 5 

Is there a difference in school personnel perception, by status, by experience, and is there 

an interaction between status and experience, as measured by the SCS-TF and the SCS-SMF, and 

by factor and total? 

Ho5. There is no difference in school personnel perception, by status, by experience, and 

there is no interaction between status and experience, as measured by the SCS-TF and the SCS-

SMF, by factor and total. 
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Sub research question 5.1. Is there a difference between certified and non-certified staff, 

in regards to the perception of culture, as measured by the SCS-TF and the SCS-SMF, by factor 

and total? 

Ho5.1. There is no significant difference between certified and non-certified staff, in 

regards to the perception of culture, as measured by the SCS-TF and the SCS-SMF, by factor and 

total. 

Sub research question 5.2. Is there a difference between levels of experience certified and 

non-certified groups, in regards to the perception of culture, as measured by the SCS-TF and the 

SCS-SMF, by factor and total? 

Ho5.2. There is no significant difference between levels of experience certified and non-

certified groups, in regards to the perception of culture, as measured by the SCS-TF and the 

SCS-SMF, by factor and total. 

Sub research question 5.3. Is there an interaction between status (certified vs. non-

certified) and levels of experience certified and non-certified groups, in regards to the perception 

of culture, as measured by the SCS-TF and the SCS-SMF, by factor and total? 

Ho5.3. There is no significant interaction between status (certified vs. non-certified) and 

levels of experience certified and non-certified groups, in regards to the perception of culture, as 

measured by the SCS-TF and the SCS-SMF, by factor and total. 

Limitations of the Study 

1. Results were limited by the reliability and validity of the School Culture Survey-Teacher 

Form (SCS-TF) and the School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form (SCS-SMF). 

2. Results were limited by the degree to which all participants understood and answered the 

questions in the SCS-TF and the SCS-SMF honestly. 
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3. Results of this case study only described participants involved in the study and cannot be 

generalized to other populations due to the fact that the data were self-reported and the 

sample was self-selected.  

Delimitations of the Study 

The researcher has worked two years at the selected high school giving an advantage of 

historical, tacit knowledge. 

Definition of Key Terms 

 Certified staff. All staff who are currently certified by the Missouri Department of 

Elementary and Secondary Education to teach, and are currently providing educational 

services to students within High School A (teacher, counselor, administrator). 

 Non-certified staff. All staff who are currently in the following positions in High School 

A: teacher aide, custodian, food service, campus supervisor, administrative assistant, or 

clerical. Bus drivers were excluded from the non-certified staff population because they are 

contracted from an independent company.  They do not work directly for High School A or 

the district in which High School A is located. 

 Veteran staff. All staff who have at least two years experience as a staff member in High 

School A previous to the 2006-2007 school year. 

 Non-veteran staff. All staff who have less than two years of experience as a staff member 

in High School A previous to the 2006-2007 school year. 

School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form (SCS-SMF). Self-Adapted School Culture 

Survey intended to gauge the cultural perceptions of non-certified staff. 

School Culture Survey-Teacher Form (SCS-TF). Survey instrument developed by 

Gruenert (1998) to investigate the cultural perceptions of certified staff.  The SCS-TF 
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measured school culture in terms of the following subscales: collaborative leadership, teacher 

collaboration, professional development, unity of purpose, collegial support, and learning 

partnership. 

Professional Learning Community (PLC). School structure based largely on collaborative 

decision-making among all key staff members within a school. The following six 

characteristics undergird this approach; (1) shared mission, vision, and values, (2) collective 

inquiry, (3) collaborative teams, (4) action orientation and experimentation, (5) continuous 

improvement, (6) results orientation (DuFour & Eaker, 1998, p. 25-29). 

Summary 

As reflected in the problem and purposes statements, two realities lay at the nexus of this 

study. First, a corollary instrument to the SCS-TF had not been created to investigate the cultural 

perceptions of non-certified staff. Second, the cultural perceptions of all staff within High School 

A had not been queried. As the leadership of the school seeks to sustain its collaborative culture, 

it must seek to fully understand the perspectives of all staff. 

This chapter was divided into eight sections. First, a brief description of the key tenets of 

High School A was offered. Second, the importance of the study was explained. Third, the 

conceptual underpinnings of the study were presented. Fourth, the problem statement was 

explored. Fifth, the purpose of the study was presented. Sixth, the research questions and 

hypothesis were given. The seventh section involved the limitations, delimitations, and definition 

of key terms was explained.  
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CHAPTER TWO 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

 The main tenets of Chapter One centered on the inclusive nature of cultural 

understandings. The study of culture within organizations has, too often, concerned itself only 

with the leaders of the organization. That investigation, however, fails to take into account the 

many other persons who truly make an organization either flourish, or flounder. This study 

sought to bridge that gap, to understand the culture of an organization through the perceptions of 

all building-level staff members. This quantitative case study queried the cultural perceptions of 

all building-level staff members within the selected site, High School A.  In High School A there 

are 179 employees, who perform distinct duties and assume different positions within the school. 

There was not a single instrument to derive the cultural perceptions of all members of the staff. 

The purpose of this study was two-fold. The first purpose was to develop an instrument to gauge 

the cultural perceptions of non-certified staff within a school setting. The second purpose was to 

ascertain the cultural perceptions of all employees in High School A. Chapter Two will provide 

literature review to connect the key tenets of this study to the current body of literature. 

 The literature review will focus on four areas. First, an examination of organizational 

culture and school culture, more specifically, will be offered. This section will provide multiple 

definitions of culture and school culture, in order to buttress the definition of culture offered by 

Schein (2004), which serves as the central conceptual underpinning of this study. Second, the 

notion of the sustainability of culture, which underlies the selection of experience groups for data 

analysis, will be explored. Third, research support will be presented for the six subscales 

identified by the School Culture Survey-Teacher Form (SCS-TF): collaborative leadership, 

teacher collaboration, unity of purpose, professional development, collegial support, and learning 
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partnership. These six subscales were identified by Gruenert and Valentine (1998) as the six 

components of the collaborative culture of a school, as measured by the SCS-TF. A summary 

section will conclude this chapter. 

Organizational and School Culture 

Culture Defined  

Scholars disagree on a definition of organizational culture. Some contend organizations 

have cultures; others believe organizations are cultures (Bolman & Deal, 1997).  Other 

researchers defined an organization’s culture as the common symbols, myths, and rituals that 

help define it to external constituencies (Bolman & Deal, 1997; Rafaeli & Worline, 2000; 

Schein, 2000; Tierney, 1988). The research also supported the notion of culture as a system of 

shared beliefs and assumptions (Deal & Peterson, 1999). Additionally, DuFour and Eaker (1998) 

defined culture as “the assumptions, beliefs, values, and habits that constitute the norms for that 

organization” (p. 131).  

Concepts of culture commonly center on the belief that culture is all-encompassing, and 

that culture is a learned phenomenon. Schein (1990) echoed these two central beliefs in the 

meaning of culture. “Culture is ubiquitous, it covers all areas of group life” (p. 112). The culture 

is the organization. No member exists outside of the culture of the organization in which they 

work. “Each participant has been affected, either positively or negatively, by the organizational 

culture in which they work” (Adamy & Heinecke, 2005, p. 250). This notion of the inclusivity of 

culture within an organization is supported by other researchers (Adamy & Heinecke, 2005; 

Alston, 2004; Cook & Yanow, 1993; Schein, 2004). According to Schein (2004), 

culture is both a dynamic phenomenon that surrounds us at all times, being constantly 

enacted and created by our interactions with others and shaped by leadership behavior,  
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and a set of structures, routines, rules, and norms that guide and constrain behavior (p.1). 

 Morgan (1997) compared an organization to an organism that must respond to its 

environment for survival, referring to it as an open system. Continually surveying the 

environment and adapting to it as well as attending to the internal functions of subgroups within 

the organizations demands organizations “. . .to break free of bureaucratic thinking and to 

organize in a way that meets the requirements of the environment” (Morgan, 1997, p. 43). In 

turn, the organizational culture creates a learning environment. 

 Organizations are complex and unique. They require scrutiny to gain understanding of 

cultural dimension and depth. Bolman and Deal (1997) offered four frames for organizational 

analysis: human resource, structural, political and symbolic. The human resource frame strives to 

maximize the fit between the individual and the organization. The structural frame provides a 

lens to observe how an organization maintains appropriate order, coordination and control 

(Bolman & Deal). The political frame evaluates agenda setting, power, and decision-making 

strategies, while the symbolic frame highlights the value of ritual and ceremony in an 

organization. All of the frames help to explain the unique relationship among all members of an 

organization. The organization in this study is High School A, and the rights, responsibilities, 

and needs of all staff members can better be understood through an explanation of the frames for 

organizational analysis. 

 When viewed through the human resource frame, the concepts of satisfaction and 

meaning are key tenets to a productive workforce. In education, this is especially relevant, as 

schools grapple with high turnover rates and shortages in many key areas, such as math and 

science. A commitment to the shared vision and mission among the staff will help bring 

satisfaction and meaning to the teaching staff. According to Mays-Woods (2004), “teachers who 
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work together toward a mutual goal feel a shared investment in their efforts” (p. 119). This 

realization would also, inevitably, hold for all workers within a school, including those who are 

considered to be non-certified staff. This notion of the unifying quality of working together 

toward a common goal is most assuredly not reserved only for those who hold a certificate to 

teach, rather it describes all educational staff members in general. 

 The structural frame seeks to provide a blueprint for organizational efficiency and order 

(Bolman & Deal, 1997). It is not a static, regimented approach, however, as the realities of 

practical limitations and concerns guide the methodology of a particular organization. All 

organizations are “dynamic systems in a dynamic environment” (Schein, 2003, p. 82). 

Organizations may engage in vertical coordination, which is characterized by a hierarchical 

structure consisting of an ample amount of formality and rules adherence, or they may engage in 

a lateral pattern of leadership, in which informality is the norm, and more stakeholders are 

engaged in organizational processes (Bolman & Deal). In a lateral pattern of leadership within an 

educational setting, which is espoused by High School A, this engagement of all stakeholders 

would necessarily involve all staff members, including the non-certified staff. 

 Leaders influence the creation and maintenance of an effective organizational culture 

dedicated to a common vision through strengthening the organization’s collective identity. This 

is accomplished through empowering people and facilitating opportunities for collaborative 

learning (Bruffee, 1999). Organizational learning sustains organizational culture (Schein, 1996a). 

In order for an organization to sustain a more permanent sense of their predominant culture, they 

must engage in learning patterns which will allow the cultural values to remain long after 

particular members of the organization are gone. Learning organizations replace single-loop 

learning of error detection and correction with the double-loop learning of scanning and 
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monitoring the environment, comparing information to existing operating norms, questioning, 

challenging, and changing operating norms, and then strategically implementing an appropriate 

response (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; Morgan, 1997). This concept of double-loop learning is 

especially important in schools, which are characterized by high turnover of staff. In order for 

double-loop learning to successfully be implemented in schools, all staff members (including 

non-certified staff) must be active participants in the process. 

School Culture 

 Schools are dynamic environments. “We need to treat educational organizations as 

complex social organisms held together by a symbolic webbing” (Deal, 1990, p. 7). This 

symbolic webbing must be understood and embraced by all personnel. A true measure of a 

school’s culture is a difficult pursuit (Roach & Kratochwill, 2004). Schools encounter constant 

turnover of staff, and inevitable turnover of the students. The peculiarities of schools, in contrast 

to private enterprises, have led many researchers to define school culture in specific ways which 

may contrast with the cultural specifications of other types of organizations. Hopkins, Ainscow 

and West (1994) offered the following meanings of culture, as it relates to schools: 

 the observed patterns of behavior 

 the norms that evolve in working groups of teachers  

 the dominant values espoused by the school 

 the philosophy that guides the approach to teaching 

 the unwritten policies and procedures that new teachers have to learn 

Hoy, Tarter and Kottkamp (1991) further described school culture as “a system of shared 

orientations (norms, core values, and tacit assumptions) help by members, which holds the unit 

together and gives it a distinct identity” (p. 5). In this pattern of shared orientations, no 
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distinction is made between different subsets of status within the school. The non-certified staff 

must also embrace these shared notions if a school hopes to establish a sustainable set of cultural 

values. 

 Effective schools research helped to define cultural aspects of schools in which students 

succeed. According to Snowden and Gorton (2002), there are five important cultural elements of 

an effective school: 

 a positive organizational culture 

 emphasis on academic effort and achievement 

 belief that all students can learn 

 ongoing faculty development and innovation 

 a safe and orderly learning environment (pp.116-7) 

Sustainability of Culture 

 Culture is an ongoing phenomenon. As new members enter an organization, the 

sustainability of the espoused cultural values is at risk. Fullan (2005) established eight elements 

of sustainability: 

 public service with a moral purpose 

 commitment to changing context at all levels 

 lateral capacity building through networks 

 intelligent accountability and vertical relationships 

 deep learning 

 dual commitments to short-term and long-term results 

 cyclical energizing 

 the long lever of leadership (p. 14) 
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These elements are especially important for schools, as they seek to build a sustainable culture in 

the face of incredible turnover among their staff and students. 

 The concept of shared assumptions, as described by Schein (2004) in his definition of 

culture, is the key concept for schools to engender a culture that stands the test of time. “Once 

shared assumptions exist, the culture survives through teaching them to newcomers” (p. 19). This 

idea of that shared nature of organizational principles, as a model for their cultural stability, is 

supported by other researchers (DuFour & Eaker, 1998; Goldman & O’Shea, 1990; Lambert, 

2003; Langon-Fox & Tan, 1997; Peterson & Deal, 2002; Schein, 2004; Senge, 1990; Strahan, 

2003).  The main conceptual underpinning of this study, the cultural definition of Schein (2004), 

helped to steer this idea of shared assumptions in a way which includes the perspectives of all 

personnel, including those of the non-certified staff. 

 In educational settings, the key to sustaining a positive learning culture involves 

identifying and protecting shared values, reflective dialogue, and celebrations which support the 

culture of learning (DuFour & Eaker, 1998). This cultural shift is the most crucial, and most 

difficult step that must be undertaken if a school seeks to transform on a permanent basis. Once 

the culture of a building becomes ingrained within all facets of a school community, it becomes a 

sustainable resource. In schools, which are often rife with high turnover of both staff and 

students, this sustainable resource helps to ensure that the focus of the school remains intact as 

new members enter the organization, and other members depart. 

 The tenure of the leader is another important concept to investigate within an analysis of 

the sustainability of the culture of an organization. No leader can be in a position of power 

forever, so they must prepare others to assume their reign if they hope that the culture of the 

organization will survive after they are gone. “The main mark of an effective principal is not just 
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his or her impact on the bottom line of student achievement, but also on how many leaders he or 

she leaves behind who can go even further” (Fullan, 2005, p. 31). In concert with the definition 

of culture offered by Schein (2004), this notion of the tenuous reign of any leader helps to 

explain the need for an understanding of the perspectives, responsibilities and needs of all 

personnel in a building. 

Six Subscales of the SCS-TF and the SCS-SMF 

Collaborative Leadership 

 Leaders can influence the creation and maintenance of an organization’s culture. To 

sustain an effective organizational culture, participative leadership that shares power with 

followers is important (Davis, 2003; Hackman & Johnson, 2000; Leithwood, Jantzi, & 

Steinbach, 2000; Yukl, 2002). A participative process builds trust, legitimacy, and ownership. 

Ownership, in turn, yields satisfaction by participants who feel they are treated with respect 

when they are allowed to express views and utilize expert skills. A healthy organizational culture 

is sustainable through participative leadership. 

 Shared-decision making. Effective leaders lead by distributing leadership among 

participants to positively influence the culture of their organization (Bensimon, Neumann & 

Birnbaum, 1989). Davis (2003) described collaborative leaders as those who build broad-based 

participation, and sustain participation by building hope. Such leaders use frames, lenses, or 

metaphors to survey and monitor organizational culture, and as a means of reflection about 

issues impacting organizational culture, including leadership, structure, function, governance, 

and problem solving (Bolman & Deal, 1997; Bensimon, Neumann & Birnbaum, 1989; 

Donaldson, 1998; Leithwood, Jantzi, & Steinbach, 2000; Morgan, 1997; Tierney, 1988). 
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 Successful leaders embrace shared decision-making. According to Ogawa and Bossert 

(1995), leadership is not the sole domain of a gifted few, rather it “flows through the network of 

roles that comprise organizations” (p. 225). Thus, it is important to involve all stakeholders in 

key decisions that affect them directly (Bruffee, 1999; Patton, 1997). Yukl (2002) believed this is 

best accomplished through a consistent pattern of shared, participative leadership. “Participative 

leadership involves the use of various decision procedures that allow other people some 

influence over the leader’s decisions” (Yukl, 2002, p. 81).   

 Potential benefits of utilizing participative leadership include better decision-making, 

increased buy-in and satisfaction, and decision-making skill development (Hackman & Johnson, 

2000; Yukl, 2002). According to Kouzes and Posner (2002), “when a leader makes people feel 

strong and capable, they’ll give it their all and exceed their own expectations” (p. 18). This is 

especially important in schools, where personnel (both certified and non-certified) are often 

bereft of financial incentives and often feel alone in their building. In an environment of 

collaboration and support, all staff members are more likely to improve their practice, which in 

turn assures an improved learning experience for all of their students. 

 The leadership of a school is not held solely within the leader(s). It exists throughout the 

organization, within different members who may hold very distinct official roles (Ogawa & 

Bossert, 1995; Preskill & Torres, 1999, Rafoth & Foriska, 2006; Reeves, 2006). If a leader is to 

be effective, they must distribute the roles of leadership among several staff members. This idea 

is supported by Marzano, Waters and McNulty (2005), who described this development of a 

leadership team as a key characteristic of effective schools. 

.   
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 Teacher leaders. According to Danielson (2006), the failure to allow teachers to break 

free from the barriers of their rooms, to become leaders within the school, is due in part to two 

major inhibiting subscales: administrators threatened by teacher leadership, and teacher 

reluctance to take part in leadership endeavors. Effective administrators, however, understand 

that the use of teacher leaders is the only method to enhance the learning experience for all facets 

within the school, to attempt to enact a change toward a more productive school environment. 

Marzano (2003) supported this notion, “although it is certainly true that strong leadership from 

the principal can be a powerful force….the notion that an individual can effect change by sheer 

will and personality is simply not supported by the research” (p. 174). Eaker, Dufour, and 

Dufour (2002) described teachers as transformational leaders, and view administrators as leaders 

of leaders. Beachum and Dentith (2004) described teachers as “successful agents and conduits in 

promoting cultural change” (p. 283). Goldman and O’Shea (1990) promoted teachers as 

“dynamic forces fully capable of effecting change” (p. 2). 

 Professional learning communities. Within any public school, the workforce is well-

educated and professional. In this environment, a shared leadership style can be promulgated as 

the best method for success. In this vain, DuFour and Eaker (1998) described a model of 

participative leadership within the realm of education known as the Professional Learning 

Community (PLC). The following six characteristics undergird this approach: 

 shared mission, vision, and values 

 collective inquiry 

 collaborative teams 

 action orientation and experimentation 

 continuous improvement 
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 results orientation (p. 25-29) 

This ideal, of a participative and collaborative work environment for schools, is supported by 

other researchers (Adamy & Heinecke, 2005; Beachum & Dentith, 2004; Bolman & Deal, 1997; 

Hoppey, Yendol-Silva, & Pullen, 2004; Mays-Woods, 2004; Wade, 2004; Winn & Blanton, 

2005).  

 Schools that operate as a Professional Learning Community are quite different from the 

more traditional approach to public schooling. Decision making is shared, via a systematic 

approach to collaboration among all key staff, and the focus of the school is on student learning. 

The success or failure of a PLC school is based on measurable results. The PLC approach to 

dealing with students who experience difficulties in academic concerns is also different. 

According to Dufour (2004), in a PLC the response to student difficulties is timely, based on 

intervention, and directive. The directive component to this approach signifies a place where a 

PLC is truly different from other schools. When a student has academic concerns, they are 

required to devote extra time to their studies until they prove that they have successfully changed 

their behavior. 

 Staff collaboration. Collaboration is increasingly gaining favor as an organization 

strategy to be employed in effective schools. The following are educational research accounts of 

the importance of collaboration among staff members for schools: 

 the importance of collaboration in changing teacher practice has led to its widespread 

acceptance as an essential component of any effort at improved teaching (Brownwell, 

Adams, Sindelar, Waldron, & Vanhover, 2006, p. 170). 
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 enlightened administrators recognize that achieving their aims of high-level student 

learning can happen only though the active engagement of teacher leaders (Danielson, 

2006, p. 126). 

 educators must stop working in isolation and hoarding their ideas, materials and 

strategies and begin to work together to meet the needs of students (Dufour, 2004, p. 11). 

 underpinning healthy cultures in districts is an understanding that education can be 

improved through active networks of people in different job settings working together in 

an interconnected setting (Marshall, Pritchard, & Gunderson, 2004, p. 188). 

 time for teacher collaboration is essential for effective education (Reeves, 2006, p. 103). 

 evidence for the benefits of collaboration, rightly conducted, are overwhelming 

(Schmoker, 1999, p. 12). 

 one characteristic of successful schools is that teachers work together (Strahan, 2003, p. 

128). 

 working collaboratively in small groups and larger school-wide groups to identify student 

learning needs and address those needs has been one of the most important subscales in 

student achievement (Wade, 2004, p. 29). 

 Bruffee (1999) discussed the importance of constructing knowledge through 

interdependence, collaboration, and reacculturation. This model of collaborative knowledge 

construction is especially relevant for schools, which traditionally have operated within a 

hierarchical structure, in which the teacher is the unquestioned authority in the classroom, the 

principal is the unquestioned leader of the school, and so forth. This approach was assailed by 

several authors (Bruffee, 1999; Katzenbach & Smith, 1992; Larson & Ovando, 2001; Ogawa & 

Bossert, 1995; Peterson & Smith, 2000). According to Ogawa and Bossert (1995), “leadership is 
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embedded not in particular roles but in the relationships that exist among the incumbents of 

roles” (p.235). In other words, it is not the formal structure of schools that decides their fate, but 

rather the relationships that are developed within the key stakeholders. 

 In order for schools to truly provide a learning environment for their students, 

collaborative practice needs to be at the core of their approach. In this way, knowledge will 

become a social construct, with a relevant context that applies to all facets within the school 

setting. Collaborative discourse is the most appropriate way to achieve this end, where all 

components of the school are allowed to become key decision makers, and trust is developed 

among all members of the school community. Bruffee (1999) offered the concept of nonstandard 

discourse, in order to explain the difficult task of breaking free from traditional roles, to truly 

understand and trust those with whom little may be shared. He described this discourse in terms 

of peer relationships (teacher to teacher) and non-peer relationships (student-teacher). 

 If schools are to engender a collaborative approach, they need to understand the 

difficulties inherent in this approach. All teachers may not readily submit to the lessons of 

collaborative practices. Brownwell et al (2006) described this reality in their discussion of the 

different benefits of collaboration among teachers. They describe teachers in a continuum of high 

to low adopters. In their research, high adopters were those teachers who had the most 

knowledge of curriculum, student-friendly belief systems, student-focused instructional 

approaches, and a propensity for reflective practice. Medium and low adopters, by contrast, were 

lacking in these essential skills to a certain degree. This absence of these skills practically means 

that not all teachers will derive the same benefits from collaboration. It follows, therefore, that 

not all students will benefit in the same way from a collaborative environment within their 

school. Senge (1990) presented an analogous perspective to this idea of high to medium 
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adopters. The researcher separated the groups into those who comply with shared goals to those 

who commit to shared goals. The difference is that “people who are enrolled or committed truly 

want the vision” (p. 221). Educators must also be properly trained in order for collaborative 

practices to be effective (Dufour & Eaker, 1998). 

 Collaboration cannot be forced upon a school, rather it must be an agreed upon principle. 

This seemingly inherent tenet, that the decision to undergo a collaborative approach must be 

decided upon in a collaborative fashion, is supported by Reeves (2006). He cautioned against an 

autocratic implementation of collaboration, with the reality that the leader can only enact change 

through a cooperative decision-making strategy, and that improved organizational performance 

happens through the cooperation of networks of individuals, rather than individuals acting alone. 

Unity of Purpose 

 In order for any group of people to work together in ways in which they are most 

effective, there must be a shared goal to which they all aspire. In education, these goals are 

labeled by several distinct terms, such as mission, vision, or purpose. These terms will be used 

interchangeably throughout the course of this section. The unifying aspects of such a shared goal, 

or purpose, are supported by several researchers (Dufour & Eaker, 1998; Gabriel, 2005; 

Goldman & O’Shea, 1990; Haberman, 2004; Lambert, 2003; Preskill & Torres, 1989). 

 The process of formulating shared purposes will bring an organization together and drive 

the members towards a more coherent working relationship. There are several benefits to this 

process of clarifying values, beliefs, assumptions and knowledge. They include the formation of 

common understandings of terms, the ability of individual members to accept change, and the 

increased ease of mediating conflicts once they arrive (Preskill & Torres, 1999). The principal 

should lead this effort, and ensure that all members are involved in the creation of this common 
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mission (Danielson, 2006; Fullan, 2005; Goldman & O’Shea, 1990; Marzano, Waters, & 

McNulty, 2005). This will engender support from all staff members within the school.  

 In order for a purpose to be a unifying force, it must contain applicable concepts that the 

organizational members can truly own. Senge (1990) supported this postulate, “a vision not 

consistent with values that people live by day to day will not only fail to inspire genuine 

enthusiasm, it will often foster outright cynicism” (p. 223).  Gabriel (2005) offered “a mission 

statement should focus on goals, on what you intend to accomplish, rather than on theories” (p. 

68). Educators are consistently bombarded with best practices research and theories who offer 

theoretical perspectives on how to improve their teaching. These are often disregarded by staff 

members who are seeking real practical knowledge, rather than theoretical constructs. Effective 

school purposes, by contrast, are built upon practical knowledge and application, and are agreed 

upon by all who have a direct stake in the learning environment of the students. 

Professional Development 

 On-going training for staff is a crucial component of successful schools. The importance  

of professional development has long been a central tenet of public schools (Brownwell et al, 

2006; DuFour & Eaker, 1998; Pedder et al, 2005; Snowden & Gorton, 2002; Sparks & Hirsh, 

1997; Wood, 2003). The shift towards collaborative environments, however, has changed the 

notion of an educated school workforce. Professional development no longer simply entails the 

traditional modes and methods of attending workshops, and reading and using novel best practice 

research, rather the concept has become intertwined with the very nature of the work done in 

schools. 

 Professional development intertwined with instruction. Professional development is no 

longer viewed as in independent activity which takes place in an independent sphere, separated 
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from the day to day work of school staff. It is seen, rather, as a more diverse concept, 

incorporating many different types of activities. 

 Those involved in planning for and facilitating professional development programs need  

 to offer teachers a range of choices that incorporate many different strategies, ranging 

 from traditional workshops to more collaborative, team-based initiatives such as study 

 groups or teacher-inquiry groups (Goodnough, 2005, p. 88). 

The key tenets of any professional development program must be succinct, and they must 

directly intertwine with instruction (DuFour & Eaker, 1998; Guskey, 2000; Hargreaves, 2001; 

Lambert, 2003; Pedder et al, 2005). Dufour and Eaker (1998) presented a model of professional 

development in which it is so intertwined with instructional concerns that it is difficult to 

ascertain where the two are divided, there is no separation between the two. 

 Collaboration as professional development. The very nature of collaboration and 

collaborative discourse lend themselves to teacher learning and, thus, student improvement. 

Several researchers support this notion of the inherent professional development aspect of 

collaboration (Danielson, 2006; DuFour & Eaker, 1998; Lambert, 2003). “I would define 

professional development to include learning opportunities that can be found in collegial 

conversations, coaching episodes, shared decision-making groups, reflective journals….or other 

such occasions” (Lambert, 2003, p. 22). 

 As teachers work together in collaborative environments, they increase their knowledge 

of effective practices. It is these collegial conversations that can take the place, at least in part, of 

more traditional, research-based, instructional improvements. “Inherent in this call for 

collaboration is that the act of planning and working together, by itself, is a powerful 

professional development tool” (Brownwell et al, 2006, p. 169).  
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 Professional development of non-certified staff. The literature strongly supports the 

notion of the importance of professional development for certified staff, especially teachers, but 

the evidence of the importance of professional development for non-certified staff is scant. 

Tomlinson and Allen (2000) offered a model in which special education and regular education 

teachers can learn together, in order to improve the learning experience for all students. 

Trautman (2004) discussed the peculiar needs of paraprofessionals, and offered ideas concerning 

the necessity of offering them quality professional development opportunities. Weiss and Weiss 

(2001) described a novel notion of the collaborative professional development of student 

teachers. In their model, a collaborative environment needs to be designed among certified 

teachers, student teachers, and their university supervisors, via “reciprocal observation”. This 

arrangement provides for the on-going learning of each of the three distinct members, who have 

much different rights and responsibilities within the school setting. 

Collegial Support 

 The nature of collegiality among the staff at a school is a related, yet distinct, concept to 

collaboration. The notion of collegial support concerns the degree to which teachers work 

together, the relationships that they form. The quality of discourse, dialogue and reflection 

among the teaching staff are key components of collegial support. 

 Teachers who work together in a collaborative environment are afforded the unique 

opportunity to build lasting relationships. “Collaborators evolve into learning partners, equally 

invested in each other and in improving achievement” (Gabriel, 2005, p. 110). It is these 

relationships that bring a staff closer together, that encourage them to support each other toward 

the goal of ensuring the success of all students. “The culture should emphasize that the school is 

a community of learners and that all can learn from each other” (Robbins & Alvy, 1995, p. 25). 
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In traditional schools, staff members are often seen as independent contractors, who work 

diligently within their own sphere but who seldom engage their peers in order to improve their 

practice. If an effective level of collegial support is in place, all staff members will learn from 

each other, which will, in turn, benefit all segments of the staff. 

 Dialogue and reflection are key components of this nature of collegiality. The dialogue 

among staff must directly relate to student learning, and must be geared toward the success of all 

subgroups within the school (DuFour & Eaker, 1998; Pedder et al, 2005; Strahan, 2003). The 

benefits of this dialogue include: contributes to building a sense of community and connection, 

and increases the likelihood that learning at the small group level will continue throughout the 

organization, and helps bring hidden agendas to the surface (Preskill & Torres, 1999). Dialogue 

also provides energy to the organization, which can help sustain the culture (Strahan, 2003). 

Reflective discourse also fuels effective schools. This discourse should push boundaries and 

invite conflict, in order to be most effective (Bruffee, 1999; Lambert, 2003). It [discourse] should 

also be purposeful and data-driven (Strahan, 2003).  

Learning Partnership 

 The notion of learning partnership concerns the involvement of all facets of the school 

community into the learning process. This includes the school staff, as well as the parents, 

students, and the community-at-large. Schools must be increasingly responsive to the needs of 

those within the community. 

Several authors submit that organizational change and learning is best accomplished 

through the collaboration of all stakeholders. Davis (2003) explained a collaborative model for 

decision making, and its corresponding advantage for the organization as a whole. “The value in 

this model is in its recognition of complexity in the organization as a system and the need to 



                                                                                                                                        

29 

 

involve everyone in the change process who is affected by or who will be expected to implement 

the new directions” (p.162). Grogan (2003), in her analysis of the social context of the 

superintendency, promulgated the notion that the superintendent must be receptive to the 

increasingly varied needs of their school community. According to Grogan (2003), “the most 

effective means of doing that are learned by connecting with the communities, by hearing the 

voices of dissent, and by working through others” (p. 26). Oldroyd and Hall (1997) also mention 

this collaborative nature of school learning, “the needs of a range of individuals and groups have 

to be taken into account” (p.137). This range of individuals must include all facets of the staff at 

a school, including the non-certified staff. 

Summary 

 The literature review focused on several key areas. First, an examination of 

organizational culture and school culture, more specifically, was offered. The peculiarities of 

schools, in contrast to private enterprises, necessitate a distinct cultural definition. Second, the 

notion of the sustainability of culture, which underlies the selection of experience groups for data 

analysis, was explored. In order for a school to sustain its culture, it must postulate a shared 

assumption of values which are collectively supported. Third, research support was presented for 

the six subscales identified by the School Culture Survey-Teacher Form: collaborative 

leadership, teacher collaboration, unity of purpose, professional development, collegial support, 

and learning partnership. Each of these distinct concepts plays a key role in understanding the 

collaborative culture of a school. 

 Chapter Three will present the methodology which will be utilized in the course of this 

study. Sections of Chapter Three will include a description of the population and sample, 

research design, and instrumentation and data analysis.  



                                                                                                                                        

30 

 

CHAPTER THREE 

METHODOLOGY 

 The staff of High School A is directed toward a collaborative culture, as reflected in the 

vision statements of the school, which include the idea that decisions made through professional 

collaboration are likely better than those decided in isolation. There are 179 building-level staff 

members in High School A. Each segment of the staff within the school has distinct duties and 

responsibilities. It follows that to truly understand a school, the perceptions of each of these 

unique segments must be queried. This investigation had not been done. This study sought to 

bridge that gap, to understand the culture of a school through the perceptions of all building-level 

staff members. This quantitative case study queried the cultural perceptions of all building-level 

staff members within the selected site, High School A. 

 All of the main cultural components of High School A are directed toward the idea of 

collaboration among all key stakeholders within the school. As described in Chapter 1, High 

School A has structured its processes in order to promote the idea of collaborative practices. 

Gruenert (1998) described the lack of an instrument intended to gauge the cultural perceptions of 

schools who espoused a vision and mission directed toward collaboration among staff. He 

developed such an instrument, which was labeled the School Culture Survey-Teacher Form 

(SCS-TF). The SCS-TF measured school culture in terms of the following subscales: 

collaborative leadership, teacher collaboration, professional development, unity of purpose, 

collegial support, and learning partnership. 

 This chapter will be divided into five subsections. First, the problem statement will be 

offered. Second, the purpose of the study will be described. Third, the research questions and 

hypothesis will be presented. Fourth, the population and sample, research design, 
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instrumentation and data collection and analysis will be discussed. The School Culture Survey-

Teacher Form (SCS-TF) and the School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form (SCS-SMF) were 

used to gauge cultural perceptions of staff. Fifth, a chapter summary will be provided. 

Statement of the Problem 

 The School Culture Survey-Teacher Form (Gruenert & Valentine, 1998) was designed to 

ascertain the cultural perceptions of certified staff, but no parallel instrument existed to derive 

the same perceptions from the non-certified population. In High School A, there are 61 non-

certified staff members. These professionals include custodians, campus supervisors, teaching 

aides, cafeteria workers, secretarial staff and paraprofessionals. This subset of the school staff 

has a great influence on the overall culture of the building, but their perceptions had not been 

gauged as the school has transformed into a collaborative learning environment.  

 The culture of a group can now be defined as a pattern of shared basic assumptions 

 that was learned by a group as it solved its problems of external adaptation and  

 internal integration, that has worked well enough to be considered valid and, therefore, 

 to be taught to new members as the correct way to perceive, think, and feel in relation 

 to those problems (Schein, 2004, p. 17). 

 As the high school under investigation seeks to create a learning culture, there has not 

been an analysis of all of staff members in High School A, as it pertains to their ownership of 

this collaborative culture of academic rigor and emphasis on measured achievement. The 

leadership of the school has spent a great deal of time on this issue, but an investigation into the 

completeness of this cultural shift had not been undertaken. The research supports the notion that 

all facets of an organization must be on board if a cultural shift is to truly take hold (Adamy & 

Heinecke, 2005; Alston, 2004; Bruffee, 1999; Cook & Yanow, 1993; Langon-Fox & Tan, 1997). 
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In a school, this would include both certified (teachers, administrators, etc.) and non-certified 

(custodians, teacher aides, etc) staff. Several researchers point to the importance of teacher 

leaders, and their role in the culture of the school (Alston, 2004; Beachum & Dentith, 2004; Hoy, 

Tarter & Kottkamp, 1991).  

 One of the hallmarks of culture is that it “perpetuates and reproduces itself through the 

socialization of new members entering the group” (Schein, 1990, p. 115). In High School A, 

there had been no investigation into whether this socialization has taken place. The staff of High 

School A is a widely varying lot. More specifically, they vary widely in terms of levels of 

experience. In terms of levels of experience, one fourth of the staff have served in their position 

in High School A for two years or less. The cultural perspectives of these new staff members, in 

relation to their more experienced counterparts, had not been investigated. 

Purpose of the Study 

 The purpose of this study was twofold. The first purpose of this study was to create a 

parallel instrument to the School Culture Survey-Teacher Form in order to gauge the cultural 

perceptions of non-certified staff. The original School Culture Survey-Teacher Form has been 

validated for certified educators, but it is not appropriate for non-certified staff. As an example, 

many of the questions directly query the perceptions of teachers. A non-certified staff member 

would only be able to answer this type of question based on second-hand information. An 

instrument needed to be created that will directly ascertain the perspectives of non-certified staff. 

 The second purpose of this study was to respond to a lack of information concerning the 

perspectives of school culture among all staff members within High School A. In order to 

accomplish this purpose, survey data were collected, via the School Culture Survey-Teacher 

Form and the School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form, and the data were analyzed to 
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determine the presence (or non-presence) of differences and/or interactions between different 

distinct subsets within the school. The subsets contained the distinctions between status groups 

(certified vs. non-certified) and experience groups (veteran vs. non-veteran). These subgroups 

were chosen based on the work of Schein (2004), who delineated differences in organizational 

members based on their job status (and concomitant duties and responsibilities) and experience 

(definition of culture encompasses the socialization of new members into the fold). 

 This study will inform educational researchers and leaders who seek to engender a 

culture that places student success on standardized tests as a main priority. The benefit will come 

from an increased understanding of the perspectives of each group who has a direct influence on 

the formation of the culture of the school. 

Research Questions 

 The following research questions and null hypothesis were developed in order to guide 

the study. 

Research Question 1 

Were the School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form and the School Culture Survey-

Teacher Form reliable?  

 Ho1. The School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form and the School Culture Survey-

Teacher Form were not reliable. 

Research Question 2 

Were the School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form and the School Culture Survey-

Teacher Form construct valid? 

Ho2. The School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form and the School Culture Survey-

Teacher Form were not construct valid. 
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Research Question 3 

What are the perceptions of staff members, as measured by the School Culture Survey-

Teacher Form (SCS-TF) and the School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form (SCS-SMF), by 

item (n=35), by subscale score (n=6), and by total score (n=1)? 

Research Question 4 

What are the perceptions of staff members, by status and level of experience, as measured 

by the School Culture Survey-Teacher Form (SCS-TF) and the School Culture Survey-Staff 

Member Form (SCS-SMF), by item (n=35), by subscale score (n=6), and by total score (n=1)? 

Research Question 5 

Is there a difference in school personnel perception, by status, by experience, and is there 

an interaction between status and experience, as measured by the SCS-TF and the SCS-SMF, by 

factor and total? 

Ho5. There is no difference in school personnel perception, by status, by experience, and  

there is no interaction between status and experience, as measured by the SCS-TF and the SCS-

SMF, by factor and total. 

Sub research question 5.1. Is there a difference between certified and non-certified staff, 

in regards to the perception of culture, as measured by the SCS-TF and the SCS-SMF, by factor 

and total? 

Ho5.1. There is no significant difference between certified and non-certified staff, in 

regards to the perception of culture, as measured by the SCS-TF and the SCS-SMF, by factor and 

total. 
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Sub research question 5.2. Is there a difference between levels of experience certified and 

non-certified groups, in regards to the perception of culture, as measured by the SCS-TF and the 

SCS-SMF, by factor and total? 

Ho5.2. There is no significant difference between levels of experience certified and non-

certified groups, in regards to the perception of culture, as measured by the SCS-TF and the 

SCS-SMF, by factor and total. 

Sub research question 5.3. Is there an interaction between status (certified vs. non-

certified) and levels of experience certified and non-certified groups, in regards to the perception 

of culture, as measured by the SCS-TF and the SCS-SMF, by factor and total? 

Ho5.3. There is no significant interaction between status (certified vs. non-certified) and 

levels of experience certified and non-certified groups, in regards to the perception of culture, as 

measured by the SCS-TF and the SCS-SMF, by factor and total. 

Population and Sample 

 The selected research site, High School A, is located in the Midwestern United States. 

The school is located in the suburbs of a major metropolitan area. In 2006, there were 

approximately 1,600 students enrolled (grades 9-12), with 179 staff members. The district in 

which High School A is located encompasses a total of nine elementary schools, one sixth grade 

center, two middle schools, and two high schools. The district covers 68 square miles with a total 

population of 48,000 people. The students in the district come from eight different 

municipalities. The school system spends about $6,600 per pupil, with the average student-

teacher ratio at 17:1. Almost 80 percent of graduates go on to higher education, and district 

average scores on college entrance exams like the ACT are among the highest in the area. The 

enrollment of the district has remained fairly stable over the last five years, with an enrollment of 
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9,004 in 2001 to 9,468 students in 2005. The student count at High School A has enjoyed a great 

degree of stability during that same time period, from 1,382 students in 2001 to the current total 

of 1,587. The percentage of free and reduced students within the district, and within High School 

A, has risen in the past five years. The percentage of district students who received free and 

reduced lunch was 11.0% in 2000 and 18.3% in 2005. In High School A, during that same time 

period, the percentage of free and reduced students rose from 5.5% to 12.5%. 

Staff Characteristics of High School A 

 There are 179 staff members in High School A. Of this total, 118 are certified teachers. 

As described in Chapter 1, certified staff are defined as all staff who are currently certified by the 

Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education to teach, and are currently 

providing educational services to students within High School A (teacher, counselor, 

administrator). Of this total, 109 are teachers, four are counselors, and five are administrators. 

There are 61 non-certified staff members within High School A. As described in Chapter 1, non-

certified staff are defined as all staff that are currently in the following positions in High School 

A: teacher aide, custodian, food service, campus supervisor, administrative assistant, or clerical. 

Of this total, five are campus supervisors, one is a School Resource Officer, 17 are clerical, 16 

are food service workers, one is a Technology Specialist, 12 are custodians, and 6 are teacher 

aides. The following paragraph will further describe the staff of High School A in terms of data 

subsets used for analysis. All of the remaining subsets are contained within the certified staff 

count of 118 members. 

  There are 132 veteran staff members in High School A. As described in Chapter 1, 

veteran staff are defined as all staff that have at least two years experience as a staff member in 

High School A previous to the 2006-2007 school year. There are 47 non-veteran staff in High 
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School A. As described in Chapter 1, non-veteran staff are defined as all staff that have less than 

two years of experience as a staff member in High School A previous to the 2006-2007 school 

year. Table One delineates the demographic staff breakdown of High School A.  

Table 1 

Demographic Breakdown of Staff at High School A (179 total staff members) 

 

Data Subset             Veteran  Non-Veteran 

Total Staff       132       47 

Certified         85       33 

Non-Certified       43       18 

Teachers (certified)                 80       29 

Counselors (certified)                 2        2 

Administrators (certified)     3        2  

Campus Supervisors (non-certified)    5        0 

School Resource Officer (non-certified)              1                   0 

Clerical (non-certified)     14                   3 

Food Service Workers (non-certified)                         14                   5 

Custodians (non-certified)     8                           4  

Technology Specialist (non-certified)   1        0 

Teacher Aide (non-certified)     4                   2 

  

 

Research Design 

 The research design was a non-experimental quantitative case study of staff at a selected 

high school. This survey case study was conducted at a high school convenient to the researcher. 

Participation of all staff members at the research site was requested. Data were collected in two 

formats, according to job classification. Certified staff completed the School Culture Survey-

Teacher Form (SCS-TF). Non-certified staff completed a researcher adapted survey which 

mirrored the survey items of the SCS-TF. This survey was titled the School Culture Survey-Staff 

Member Form (SCS-SMF). As described by Fink (2006), surveys “are information collection 

methods used to describe, compare, or explain individual and societal knowledge, feelings, 

values, preferences, and behavior” (p. 1).  
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 Use of a survey instrument indicated a non-experimental design (Mertler & Vannatta, 

2002) while use of the survey in a one-time fashion indicated a cross-sectional design. This study 

was a case study because it sought to gain an in-depth understanding of a phenomenon, cultural 

perceptions in this case, and it was delimited by the object of study, High School A (Merriam, 

1998). Therefore, this study was considered a non-experimental, quantitative, cross-sectional 

case study survey research design. 

Instrumentation and Data Collection 

One survey was used in this study, in two forms. The two forms were the School Culture 

Survey-Teacher Form (SCS-TF) and the School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form (SCS-SMF). 

Both of the surveys were descriptive surveys. According to Fraenkel and Wallen (2003), “a 

descriptive survey involves asking the same set of questions (often prepared in the form of a 

written questionnaire or ability test) of a large number of individuals” (p. 13). The complete 

survey instrument for each participant was divided into three sections: informed consent, 

demographic survey, and SCS-TF or SCS-SMF. The researcher separated participants into 

certified and non-certified groups prior to survey implementation, to ensure that certified staff 

received the instrument which contains the SCS-TF and non-certified staff completed the SCS-

SMF as the final component of their survey.  

 The surveys were self-administered by proxies of the researcher. The first page of each 

survey included the informed consent form, and described the purpose of the study and named 

the researcher. Certified staff received the survey during a staff meeting. The surveys were 

distributed and collected by a proxy not known by the survey participants. The researcher was 

not be present as the surveys are filled out by individual participants. The surveys were given to 

the researcher after the informed consent form was removed from each individual survey packet. 
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For non-certified staff, a member of each non-certified subset (clerical, cafeteria worker, etc) 

distributed and collected the surveys, which were then given to the researcher. The informed 

consent form was removed from each individual survey packet before the materials were given 

to the researcher. In concert with the procedure for certified staff, the researcher was not present 

as non-certified personnel completed the survey. The survey was completed by each participant 

in written form. This form was used due to the potential difficulty of conducting the survey in an 

electronic format. As described by Dillman, Tortora, and Bowker (2001), a key disadvantage of 

electronic surveys is the potential level of discomfort among participants to the electronic format 

of the instrument. The researcher had a great amount of both explicit and tacit knowledge to 

discern that this disadvantage might undermine the survey’s applicability within High School A, 

if given in an electronic format.  

 The informed consent form was the first section of the survey (Appendix A). The format 

of this form closely mirrored the recommendation formulated by Fink (2006). The form was 

divided into the following sections: purpose of the survey, voluntary nature of survey instrument, 

procedures to be followed, statement of confidentiality, and identification of researcher. Each 

informed consent form required the signature of the participant, and was separated from the 

completed surveys prior to analysis. The informed consent forms for each group will be held by 

an individual known to the researcher for a period of at least three years from the completion of 

the research. 

 After completing the informed consent portion of the survey, the participants completed a 

demographic survey (Appendix B). This information was used to separate survey participants 

into predetermined groups. The demographic survey included the following areas: years of 

experience within High School A and status (certified vs. non-certified). Participants were 
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grouped according to these areas, but the actual numbers of experience for each staff member 

was not present on this form. 

 At the conclusion of the demographic survey, certified and non-certified staff completed 

either the SCS-TF or the SCS-SMF. Certified staff completed the SCS-TF (Appendix C), which 

was developed by the Middle Level Leadership Center at the University of Missouri-Columbia 

(Gruenert & Valentine, 1998). The initial set of constructs for the SCS-TF were developed 

through an analysis of existing literature. This analysis yielded 79 items, which were surveyed by 

a population of teachers in order to obtain data for factor analysis. These items were analyzed 

through a series of statistical techniques, including a scree test, varimax rotation and internal 

correlations. The following set of criteria were used to determine which factors and items to 

retain: (a) a loading of 0.50 or higher, (b) cross-loading items must have a difference of 0.15 or 

higher, and (c) there must be a minimum of three items per factor (Gruenert, 1998, p. 68). The 

resulting analysis yielded a final survey instrument of 35 items, with six independent factors. 

Cronbach’s Alpha was conducted to determine the reliability coefficients of the six subscales 

identified within the SCS-TF. The reliability coefficients of the six subscales were as follows: 

collaborative leadership (.910), teacher collaboration (.834), unity of purpose (.821), professional 

development (.867), collegial support (.796), and learning partnership (.658). The final survey 

contained 35 items, and was scored on a Likert scale from one (strongly disagree) to five 

(strongly agree).  

 Non-certified staff completed the SCS-SMF, which was a researcher adapted survey 

intended to directly mirror the survey questions of the SCS-TF (Appendix D). Permission was 

granted from the original survey author (Gruenert & Valentine, 1998) to use the SCS-TF for this 

study (Appendix E) and to revise the School Culture Survey so that it was applicable to non-
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certified staff (Appendix F). Final permission was also granted for the use of the SCS-SMF, once 

the original researchers viewed the adapted draft of that instrument (Appendix G). The 

researcher replaced words within the original SCS-TF so that the survey items directly queried 

the perspectives of non-certified staff. As an example, item #4 in the SCS-TF reads “teachers 

trust each other” (Gruenert & Valentine, 1998). In the SCS-SMF, the same item reads “staff trust 

each other”. The changes were made so that the perceptions of the non-certified staff could be 

gauged on a more personal level, as opposed to investigating their perceptions of the certified 

staff at High School A, from a second-hand perspective.  

Data Manipulation and Analysis 

 The completed surveys were collected by the researcher, and data were entered into an 

Excel format. The format was an SCS-TF scoring template supplied by the original authors of 

the SCS-TF. The researcher then imported data into Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 

(SPSS) version 11.0 for statistical analysis. Table Two described the data analysis which was 

utilized to answer each of the research questions. In relation to research question one, 

Cronbach’s Alpha was conducted to determine the reliability of the SCS-TF and the SCS-SMF. 

The level of probability indicated for statistical significance was p<.05 (Field, 2005, p. 126). The 

standard for reliability was set at 0.70 (p. 676).  

To determine the construct validity of the instruments (research question two), principal 

components with varimax rotation was conducted between the SCS-TF and the SCS-SMF. The 

level of probability indicated for statistical significance was p<.05 (Field, 2005, p. 126). A scree 

plot was analyzed in order to determine the relative importance of each factor. An eigenvalue of 

over one represented a substantial amount of variance (p. 633). Data reduction analysis followed 

the criteria recommended by Gruenert (1998) to determine which factors and items to retain: (a) 
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a loading of 0.50 or higher, (b) cross-loading items must have a difference of 0.15 or higher, and 

(c) there must be a minimum of three items per factor (p. 68). 

Summary statistics were computed to answer research questions three and four. This data 

included the mean and standard deviation for each subset by item, by subscale score, and by total 

score. 

 Question five was analyzed via two one-way ANOVA and one two-way ANOVA. The 

two one-way ANOVA designs were computed to determine the presence (or non-presence) of 

significant differences between certified vs. non-certified groups, and between veteran vs. non-

veteran groups. The two-way ANOVA analyzed the interaction between status groups and levels 

of experience groups. Equal variances were assumed. For each of these tests, the level of 

statistical significance was p<.05 (Crowl, 1996, p. 172). 

Table 2 

Summary of Analyses used by Research Questions 

Research Question  Date Type   Analysis Strategy 

 

1. reliability   interval, scale   Cronbach’s Alpha 

        p<.05, r = 0.70 

 

2. construct validity  interval, scale   Principle Components with 

        Varimax Rotation, p<.05, 

        scree plot, eigenvalue>=1 

 

3. summary statistics  interval, scale   summary statistics (i.e. mean, SD) 

 

4. summary statistics  interval, scale   summary statistics (i.e. mean, SD) 

 

5. difference, interaction interval, scale   One-way ANOVA, Two-Way  

        ANOVA, p<.05 

  

      

Variables 

 The two independent variables in this study were professional status (certified vs. non-

certified) and levels of experience. The data concerning the independent variables was nominal, 
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as described by Crowl (1996). All of the data concerning these independent variables was 

collected via the demographic survey of the instrument. The study consisted of 6 dependent 

variables, according to the subscales of the SCS-TF: collaborative leadership, teacher (or other 

staff) collaboration, professional development, unity of purpose, collegial support, and learning 

partnership. These subscales were scored according to a Likert scale (1-5). Table Three describes 

the identification of dependent variables. For each subscale, a range of scores is given. The 

differences in ranges among subscales is due to the fact the there are differing numbers of 

questions which were identified by Gruenert and Valentine (1998) as related to each of the 

subscales. For example, subscale #1 (collaborative leadership) is queried within the SCS-TF by 

11 items, while subscale #3 (professional development) is only investigated via 5 questions from 

the same instrument. The specific items which relate to each of the subscales, within the SCS-

TF, are offered in Table Three (Gruenert, 1998). 

Table 3 

Identification of Dependent Variables Contained in the SCS-TF 

Data Type      Range   Items 

 

Individual items     Likert (1-5) 

 

Subscale #1- Collaborative Leadership  11-55   2, 7, 11, 14, 18 

          20, 22, 26, 28, 32, 34 

Subscale #2- Teacher (or other staff) Collaboration  6-30   3, 8, 15, 23, 29, 33 

 

Subscale #3- Professional Development   5-25   1, 9, 16, 24, 30 

 

Subscale #4- Unity of Purpose    5-25   5, 12, 19, 27, 31 

 

Subscale #5- Collegial Support    4-20   4, 10, 17, 25 

 

Subscale #6- Learning Partnership    4-20   6, 13, 21, 35 

 

Total Score       35-175 
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Summary 

 Chapter 3 described the methodology used in this study. The problem statement was 

presented first. The purpose of the study was then summarized, and the research questions and 

hypothesis were presented. The population and sample were then described. The population 

included all staff at High School A. Research design was the fourth component of Chapter 3. The 

participants completed a survey instrument which included the following sections: informed 

consent, demographic survey, and the School Culture Survey-Teacher Form (SCS-TF) or the 

School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form (SCS-SMF). These data were then statistically 

analyzed using various statistical techniques, including variance of analysis, Cronbach’s Alpha 

and Principal Components with varimax rotation. Independent variables were all nominal in 

nature, and included the status of the participants and their years of experience within High 

School A. There were six dependent variables utilized for study, based on the six subscales 

identified by the SCS-TF and the SCS-SMF.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 

PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS 

The purpose of this study was twofold. The first purpose of this study was to create a 

parallel instrument to the School Culture Survey-Teacher Form in order to gauge the cultural 

perceptions of non-certified staff. The original School Culture Survey-Teacher Form has been 

validated for certified educators, but it was not appropriate for non-certified staff. The second 

purpose of this study was to respond to a lack of information concerning the perspectives of 

school culture among all staff members within High School A. In order to accomplish this 

purpose, survey data were collected, via the School Culture Survey-Teacher Form and the School 

Culture Survey-Staff Member Form, and the data were analyzed to determine the presence (or 

non-presence) of differences and/or interactions between different subsets within the school. The 

subgroups contained the distinctions between status groups (certified vs. non-certified) and 

experience groups (veteran vs. non-veteran). These subgroups were chosen based on the work of 

Schein (2004), who delineated differences in organizational members based on their job status 

(and concomitant duties and responsibilities) and experience (definition of culture encompasses 

the socialization of new members into the fold). The following research questions were 

addressed in this study: 

1. Were the School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form and the School Culture Survey-

Teacher Form reliable?  

2. Were the School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form and the School Culture Survey-

Teacher Form construct valid? 
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3. What are the perceptions of staff members, as measured by the School Culture 

Survey-Teacher Form (SCS-TF) and the School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form 

(SCS-SMF), by item (n=35), by subscale score (n=6), and by total score (n=1)? 

4. What are the perceptions of staff members, by status and level of experience, as 

measured by the School Culture Survey-Teacher Form (SCS-TF) and the School 

Culture Survey-Staff Member Form (SCS-SMF), by item (n=35), by subscale score 

(n=6), and by total score (n=1)? 

5. Was there a difference in school personnel perceptions, by status, by experience, and 

was there an interaction between status and experience, as measured by the SCS-TF 

and the SCS-SMF, by factor and total? 

Sub research question 5.1. Was there a difference between certified and non-

certified staff, in regards to the perception of culture, as measured by the SCS-TF 

and the SCS-SMF, by factor and total? 

Sub research question 5.2. Was there a difference between levels of experience 

certified and non-certified groups, in regards to the perception of culture, as 

measured by the SCS-TF and the SCS-SMF, by factor and total? 

Sub research question 5.3. Was there an interaction between status (certified vs. 

non-certified) and levels of experience certified and non-certified groups, in 

regards to the perception of culture, as measured by the SCS-TF and the SCS-

SMF, by factor and total? 

 This chapter describes the findings collected via the School Culture Survey-Teacher 

Form and the School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form. This chapter is divided into four 

sections. First, a review of the research design will be offered. Second, the study participants will 
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be described. Third, statistical analysis of research questions will be presented. The summary 

section concludes this chapter. 

Review of Research Design 

The research design was a non-experimental quantitative case study of staff at a selected 

high school. This survey case study was conducted at a high school convenient to the researcher. 

Participation of all staff members at the research site was requested. Data were collected via two 

surveys, according to job classification. As described by Fink (2006), surveys “are information 

collection methods used to describe, compare, or explain individual and societal knowledge, 

feelings, values, preferences, and behavior” (p. 1). The use of a survey instrument is a non-

experimental design (Mertler & Vannatta, 2002) while use of the survey in a one-time fashion 

indicates a cross-sectional design. This study was a case study because it sought to gain an in-

depth understanding of a phenomenon, cultural perceptions in this case, and it was delimited by 

the object of study, High School A (Merriam, 1998). Therefore, this study was a non-

experimental, quantitative, cross-sectional case study survey research design. 

Description of Study Participants 

 The population in this study consisted of 179 staff members of the selected site, High 

School A. Surveys were distributed to the certified staff during two staff meetings, via a proxy of 

the researcher. The staff meetings were held on consecutive days, during the afternoon and 

morning, respectively. Staff members were required to attend one of the two meetings. There 

were 83 total surveys collected during these two meetings. For certified veteran staff, the 

response rate was 63%, with 53 surveys returned from a total sub-population of 85 staff 

members. For certified non-veteran staff, the response rate was 91%, with 30 surveys completed 
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from a total sub-population of 33 staff members. For the total certified staff, the response rate 

was 70%, with 83 surveys returned from a sub-population of 118 staff members. 

 Non-certified staff were presented their surveys via a staff member in their department. 

They were either handed their surveys directly, or were given their surveys in their lockers 

(custodial staff received their surveys via this method). For non-certified veteran staff, the 

response rate was 60%, with 26 surveys returned from a sub-population of 43 staff members. For 

non-certified, non-veteran staff, the response rate was 61%, with 11 surveys returned from a sub-

population of 18 staff members. For the total non-certified staff, the response rate was 61%, with 

37 surveys returned from a total sub-population of 61 staff members (Table 4).  

The total response rate for all staff was 67%, with the return of 120 surveys from a total 

population of 179 staff members. A total of 120 informed consent forms were collected to mirror 

the number of surveys that were returned. No surveys were thrown out due to a lack of informed 

consent. All of the surveys collected were fully completed, with 35 responses. The demographic 

surveys were also fully completed by every participant who returned a completed survey packet.  

Table 4 

Response Rate for Staff of High School A 

 

Data Subset    Total Members Surveys returned Response Rate  

Total Staff                   179                              120                               67% 

Total Certified Staff                      118                                83                               70% 

Certified Veteran Staff                                 85                                53                               63% 

Certified Non-Veteran Staff                         33                                30                               91% 

Total Non-Certified Staff                             61                                37                               61% 

Non-Certified Veteran Staff                         43                                26                               60% 

Non-Certified Non-Veteran Staff               18                                11                               61% 

         

Statistical Analysis 

The data collected were analyzed using four distinct methods. First, Cronbach’s Alpha 

was run to determine the reliability of the School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form (SCS-
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SMF) and the School Culture Survey-Teacher Form (SCS-TF). Second, the construct validity of 

the SCS-SMF and the SCS-TF were analyzed using Principal Components with Varimax 

Rotation (p<.05). A scree plot was constructed from these data, with all eigenvalues over 1 being 

accepted (Field, 2005, p. 126). The data were then reduced according to the criteria 

recommended by Gruenert (1998). Third, descriptive statistics for each of the subgroups were 

provided for each test item which was retained in each survey. Fourth, both one-way and two-

way ANOVA designs were utilized to statistically analyze the presence (or non-presence) of 

differences and interactions between subgroups by item on the surveys. 

Research Question One 

 The first research question concerned the reliability of the School Culture Survey-Staff 

Member Form and the School Culture Survey-Teacher Form. Cronbach’s Alpha was conducted 

to determine the reliability of each instrument, with this population. The reliability of the School 

Culture Survey-Teacher Form has been established in the literature (Gruenert, 1998; Denbow, 

2004). The standard for reliability for each test was set at >0.70, based on the recommendations 

of Field (2005). For the School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form, the reliability was 0.942 

(n=37). The null hypothesis was rejected in reference to the School Culture Survey-Staff Member 

Form. For the School Culture Survey-Staff Teacher Form, the reliability was 0.938 (n=83). The 

null hypothesis was also rejected in reference to the School Culture Survey-Staff Teacher Form 

(Table 5). 
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Table 5 

Reliability Data for School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form and School Culture Survey-

Teacher Form  

Test        N Reliability Coefficient 

 

School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form   37  *0.942 

School Culture Survey-Teacher Form   83  *0.938 

 

*null hypothesis was rejected in both instances 

 

Research Question Two 

 The second research question investigated the construct validity of the School Culture 

Survey-Staff Member Form (n=37), as well as the School Culture Survey-Teacher Form (n=83), 

when utilized with the staff members within the selected site, High School A. The construct 

validity of the instrument was tested using the Principal Component Analysis as the extraction 

method. Varimax rotation was applied to the data. The initial loading of factors will follow the 

recommendation of Field (2005), who proposed the retention of factors with an eigenvalue of 

greater than 1.0. The data were then  reduced according to the guidelines offered by Gruenert 

(1998) to determine which factors and items to retain: (a) a loading of 0.50 or higher, (b) cross-

loading items must have a difference of 0.15 or higher, and (c) there must be a minimum of three 

items per factor (p. 68). 

 School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form. Principal component analysis based on 

responses to the School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form initially yielded nine factors. The 

scree test suggested the retention of nine factors. The eigenvalues for each factor from one to 

nine are above 1.00, which is the accepted standard for determining the appropriate number of 

factors to retain (Field, 2005). The highest factor loadings with an absolute value greater than 0.5 

were interpreted. (Gruenert, 1998).  Table 6 represents the nine factor loading of survey items for 

the School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form. 
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Table 6          
Varimax Rotated Factor Pattern with Nine Factors Rotated for 35 Items (N=37)     

Item  F1  F2  F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8 F9 

1*** -0.02 -0.18 0.01 -0.17 0.26 0.24 0.13 0.79* 0.02 

2# 0.15 0.47 0.11 0.28 0.33 0.01 0.57* 0.2 -0.12 

3# 0.14 0.48 -0.02 0.21 0.07 0.61* 0.18 0.11 -0.04 

4 0.24 -0.02 0.09 0.08 0.85* 0.13 0.16 0.05 -0.05 

5# 0.64* 0.06 0.06 0.09 0.09 -0.04 0.26 -0.06 0.59 

6*** 0.3 0.15 0.1 0.03 0.13 0.02 0.80* 0.03 0.23 

7*** 0.13 0.26 0.39 -0.08 0.45 -0.06 0.61* 0.22 0.09 

8 0.37 -0.03 0.51 -0.03 0.03 0.67* 0.15 -0.03 -0.17 

9 -0.08 0.06 0.19 -0.01 -0.09 0.89* -0.05 0.07 0.19 

10 0.76* 0.02 0.12 0.16 0.42 0.25 -0.08 0.08 -0.01 

11 -0.04 0.16 0.65* 0.35 0.04 0.24 0.4 0.1 -0.09 

12 0.46 0.13 0.66* 0.19 0.08 0.2 0.14 0.12 0 

13# 0.52* -0.12 0.46 0 0.04 0.05 0.21 0.41 0.13 

14# 0.13 0.52* 0.47 0.36 0.16 0.24 -0.13 0.26 0 

15 0.14 0.32 0.24 0.70* -0.17 -0.07 0.24 -0.14 0.04 

16 -0.05 0.01 0.01 0.09 0.70* -0.04 0.08 0.54 0.16 

17 0.42 0.70* 0.14 0.14 0.3 -0.02 0.12 -0.28 0 

18** 0.11 0.23 0.15 0.21 0.46 0.13 0.47 0.2 -0.01 

19 0.87* 0.21 0.12 0.16 0.07 -0.01 0.03 0.15 0.01 

20 0.14 0.89* 0.11 0.1 -0.06 0.08 0.1 -0.11 0.16 

21# 0.54* 0.49 0.46 -0.19 -0.1 0.09 0.08 0.08 -0.27 

22** 0.1 0.42 0.43 0.45 0.14 0.25 -0.12 0.43 -0.04 

23 0.14 0.11 0.18 0.84* 0.08 0.19 -0.03 0.17 -0.08 

24*** 0.18 0.16 0.13 -0.07 0.12 0.24 0.09 0.1 0.87* 

25 0.38 0.12 0.16 -0.11 0.61* -0.09 0.25 -0.03 0.32 

26 0.08 0.13 0.68* 0.46 0.06 0.11 0.15 -0.07 0.22 

27 0.83* 0.25 0.13 0.12 0.04 0.08 0.2 -0.12 0.23 

28 0.24 0.21 0.35 0.66* 0.31 0.06 0.16 0.1 0.01 

29 -0.03 0.2 0.78* 0.26 0.21 0.2 0.02 0.03 0.19 

30 0.67* -0.28 0.06 0.14 0.46 0.26 -0.01 0 0.23 

31 0.65* 0.14 -0.22 0.07 0.09 0.02 0.31 0.36 0.01 

32 0.24 0.1 0.21 0.26 0.27 0.67* -0.01 0 0.15 

33 -0.05 0.77 0.13 0.25 -0.05 0.09 0.39 -0.08 0.12 

34# 0.01 0.58* 0.18 0.41 0.14 0.27 0.49 -0.04 0.14 

35*** 0.24 -0.06 0.15 0.29 -0.01 -0.1 0.06 0.78* 0 

          

       F1           F2          F3           F4          F5            F6          F7***     F8***     F9*** 

Total Items     8              5            4             4             3              4            4             2             1 

In Factor                 

*indicated highest factor loading of .50 or higher      
**indicated item lost due to lack of factor loading >=.50     

#indicated items lost due to cross loading difference <.15     
***indicated items and factors lost due to two or fewer items with adequate loading   
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 Once Varimax rotation was applied to all 35 items, cross loading items were compared to 

test the data according to the second criterion offered by Gruenert (1998), cross loading items 

must have a difference of 0.15 or higher to be retained. Table 7 represents the factor loadings of 

the original nine factors for the School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form. Each item is listed 

with the factor which loaded the highest. The second highest loading factor is also represented. 

Table 7 

Nine Factor Rotation with Highest Loadings and Next Highest Loadings per Item (N=37) 

Item#    Item    Highest Load  Next Highest 

FACTOR #1   

 

 5. Staff members support the mission of the school.         0.64         0.59 

10. Staff members are willing to help out whenever          0.76                             0.42 

there is a problem. 

13. Parents trust staff members’ professional judgments.        0.52                             0.46 

19. Staff members understand the mission of the school.        0.88                             0.21 

21. Staff members and parents communicate frequently        0.54                             0.49 

 about students. 

27. The school mission statement reflects the values of the          0.83                             0.25 

 community. 

30. Staff members value school improvement.         0.67                             0.46 

31. My work performance reflects the mission of the        0.65                             0.36  

 school. 

 

FACTOR #2  

 

14. Staff members are involved in the decision-making              0.52                               0.47 

 process. 

17. Staff members’ ideas are valued by other staff members.     0.70                                0.42 

20. Staff members are kept informed on current issues in the     0.89                                0.16  

 school. 

33. Staff members work-related disagreements are voiced         0.77                                0.40 

 openly and discussed. 

34. Staff members are encouraged to share ideas.                       0.58                               0.50 

 

FACTOR #3  

 

11. Leaders take time to praise staff members that perform      0.65                                0.40 

 well. 

12. The school mission provides a clear sense of direction        0.66                                0.47 

 for staff members. 
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Table 7 (continued) 

Item#    Item    Highest Load  Next Highest 

 

26. Staff members are rewarded for experimenting with new    0.68                                 0.46 

 ideas and techniques. 

29. Staff members work together to develop and evaluate         0.78                                 0.26 

 programs and projects. 

 

FACTOR#4  

 

15. Staff members take time to observe each other working.    0.70                                 0.32 

22. My involvement in policy or decision making is                 0.49                                 0.43 

 taken seriously. 

23. Staff members are generally aware of what other     0.84                                 0.19 

 staff members are doing.   

28. Leaders support risk-taking and innovation in my work.    0.66                                 0.35 

 

FACTOR#5  

 

4. Staff members trust each other.                                             0.85                                 0.24 

16. Professional development provided to staff members    0.70                                 0.42 

 is valued by the staff members.  

25. Staff members work cooperatively in groups.     0.61                                 0.38 

 

FACTOR#6  

 

3.Staff members have opportunities for dialogue and              0.61                                 0.48  

 planning. 

8. Staff members spend considerable time planning                0.67                                 0.51 

together. 

9. Staff members regularly seek ideas from seminars,   0.90                                 0.19 

 colleagues, and conferences. 

32. Administrators protect staff members’ planning                0.67                                0.27 

 and break times. 

 

FACTOR#7  

 

2. Leaders value staff members’ ideas.                                    0.57                                0.47 

6. Staff members and parents have common expectations      0.80                                0.31 

 for student performance. 

7.Leaders in this school trust the professional judgments       0.61                                0.45 

 of staff members. 

18. Leaders in our school facilitate staff members working   0.47                                0.46  

 together. 
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Table 7 (continued) 

Item#    Item    Highest Load  Next Highest 

FACTOR#8  

 

1.Staff members utilize professional networks to obtain        0.79                                0.26 

 information and resources. 

35. Students generally accept responsibility for their             0.78                                0.29 

 schooling, for example they engage mentally in  

 class and complete homework assignments. 

 

FACTOR#9  

 

24. Staff members maintain a current knowledge base          0.88                                0.24 

 about their jobs. 

 

 

  Data reduction analysis- School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form. The criteria 

established for the retention of items and factors recommended by Gruenert (1998) yielded six 

factors, and the surveys were reduced to 21 items. Items 18 and 22 were eliminated because they 

did not produce a factor loading of at least 0.50. Items 2, 3, 5, 13, 14, 21 and 34 were eliminated 

because the cross loading difference between their highest and next highest loading was 0.14 or 

lower. Items 1, 6, 7, 24 and 35 were eliminated because they were contained within a factor with 

two or fewer items with adequate loading. Table 8 presents the final list of items and factors 

which met the criteria applied to the data. 

Table 8 

Identification of Dependent Variables Contained in the SCS-SMF (N=37) 

Factor    Range    Items 

#1    5-25    10, 19, 27, 30, 31 

#2    3-15    17, 20, 33 

#3    4-20    11, 12, 26, 29 

#4    3-15    15, 23, 28 

#5    3-15    4, 16, 25 

#6    3-15    8, 9, 32 
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 School Culture Survey-Teacher Form. Principal component analysis based on responses 

to the School Culture Survey-Teacher Form initially yielded ten factors. The scree test suggested 

the retention of ten factors. The eigenvalues for each factor from one to ten were above 1.00, 

which is the accepted standard for determining the appropriate number of factors to retain (Field, 

2005). The highest factor loadings with an absolute value greater than 0.5 were interpreted. 

(Gruenert, 1998).  Table 9 represents the ten factor loading of survey items for the School 

Culture Survey-Teacher Form.  
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Table 9 

Varimax Rotated Factor Pattern with Ten Factors Rotated for 35 Items (N=83)  

Item  F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8 F9 F10 

1** 0.17 0.07 0.1 0.19 0.47 -0.07 0.26 0.15 0.39 -0.22 

2 0.86* -0.05 0.1 0.21 0.2 -0.03 0.12 -0.03 0.04 0.06 

3 0.2 0.12 0.78* 0 0.11 0.03 0.02 -0.06 0.16 0.1 

4 0.27 0.21 0.15 0.58* 0.26 0.04 0.35 -0.11 0.07 -0.08 

5** 0.07 0.28 0.37 0.2 0.07 -0.07 0.24 0.09 0.14 0.29 

6** 0.16 0.12 0.33 -0.15 0.26 0 0.46 0.22 0 0.42 

7 0.86* 0.14 0.17 0.1 0.08 -0.04 0.12 -0.13 0.15 0.08 

8 0.26 0.04 0.78* 0.17 -0.05 -0.01 0.2 0.18 0.11 -0.06 

9 0.13 0.11 0.28 0.54* 0 -0.06 0 0.41 0.43 0.05 

10*** 0.16 0.15 0.08 0.11 0.21 0.03 0.08 0.80* 0.01 0.12 

11 0.82* 0.07 0.07 0.13 -0.04 0.12 0.03 0.13 0.18 0.17 

12 0.24 0.81* 0.26 0.14 0.09 -0.03 0.06 0.02 -0.01 0.01 

13*** 0.07 0.16 -0.01 0.05 -0.16 0.1 0.80* 0.07 0.19 0.08 

14 0.76* 0.16 0.29 -0.01 0.13 0.17 -0.11 0.09 0.04 0.17 

15*** 0.15 0.11 0.18 0.09 0.12 0.21 0.06 -0.02 0.79* 0.01 

16** 0.43 0.4 0.09 0.31 0.24 0.08 -0.24 0.25 0.11 0.06 

17 0.23 0.06 0.11 0.75* 0.22 0.25 0.05 0.1 0.11 0.07 

18** 0.47 0.34 0.42 0.21 0.19 0 -0.12 -0.24 0.02 0.32 

19 -0.01 0.84* 0.06 -0.02 0.22 0.25 0.08 0.13 0.14 -0.01 

20# 0.51* 0.27 0.05 0.06 -0.01 0.21 0.38 0.24 -0.19 0.07 

21# 0.04 0.41 0 0.09 0.50* 0.08 0.06 -0.08 0.38 0.16 

22 0.81* -0.01 0.13 0.18 0.14 -0.05 0.12 0.13 0.06 -0.01 

23*** 0.01 0.09 0.04 0.06 0.3 0.79* 0.1 -0.02 0.05 0.06 

24 0.11 0.15 0.05 0.27 0.68* 0.35 -0.02 0.13 -0.09 -0.13 

25# 0.23 0.2 0.51 0.54* 0.27 0.17 -0.06 0.1 -0.06 0.18 

26 0.51* 0.26 0.1 0.02 0.12 0.33 0.08 0.18 0.15 -0.4 

27 0.14 0.59* 0.07 0.24 0.17 -0.07 0.41 0.18 0.08 0.16 

28 0.65* 0.14 0.14 0 0.11 0.38 0.06 0.38 -0.13 -0.13 

29 0.15 0.19 0.56* 0.38 0.14 0.28 0.03 0.19 0.01 -0.18 

30 0.28 0.23 0.14 0.18 0.62* 0.06 -0.12 0.29 0.11 0.3 

31 0.23 0.35 0.24 0.04 0.53* 0.32 0.03 0.11 0.2 0.05 

32*** 0.35 0.11 0.03 0.09 0 0.22 0.2 0.17 0.02 0.64* 

33*** 0.28 0.02 0.06 0.36 -0.04 0.68* 0.09 0.04 0.26 0.13 

34** 0.49 0.35 0.31 0.38 -0.1 0.23 0.15 0 -0.1 0.03 

35*** 0.1 -0.07 0.38 0.15 0.3 0.19 0.58* -0.15 -0.18 0.01 

           

 F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 ***F6 F7 ***F8 ***F9 ***F10 

Total Items 11 3 4 4 5 2 3 1 1 1 

In Factor                     

*indicated highest factor loading of .50 or higher      

**indicated item lost due to lack of factor loading >=.50     

#indicated items lost due to cross loading difference <.15     
***indicated items and factors lost due to two or fewer items with adequate loading  
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Once Varimax rotation was applied to all 35 items, cross loading items were compared to 

test the data according to the second criterion offered by Gruenert (1998), cross loading items 

must have a difference of 0.15 or higher to be retained. Table 10 represents the factor loadings of 

the original nine factors for the School Culture Survey-Teacher Form. Each item is listed with 

the factor which loaded the highest. The second highest loading factor is also represented. 

Table 10 

Ten  Factor Rotation with Highest Loadings and Next Highest Loadings per Item (N=83) 

Item#    Item    Highest Load  Next Highest 

FACTOR #1   

 

2. Leaders value teachers’ ideas.         0.86        0.21 

7. Leaders in this school trust the professional judgments      0.86                              0.17 

of teachers.  

11. Leaders take time to praise teachers that perform well.        0.82                              0.18 

14. Teachers are involved in the decision-making process.        0.76                              0.29 

16. Professional development is valued by the faculty.              0.43                              0.40 

18. Leaders in our school facilitate teachers working together.  0.47                              0.42 

20. Teachers are kept informed on current issues in                   0.51                              0.38 

the school. 

22. My involvement in policy or decision making is                  0.81                              0.18 

taken seriously. 

26. Teachers are rewarded for experimenting with                     0.51                              0.33 

new ideas and techniques. 

28. Leaders support risk-taking and innovation in teaching.      0.65                              0.38 

34. Teachers are encouraged to share ideas.                               0.49        0.38 

 

FACTOR#2  

 

12. The school mission provides a clear sense of direction        0.81                              0.26 

for teachers. 

19. Teachers understand the mission of the school.                    0.84                              0.25 

27. The school mission statement reflects the values of             0.59                              0.41 

the community. 

 

FACTOR#3  

 

3.Teacher have opportunities for dialogue and planning across 0.78                   0.20 

grades and subjects. 

5. Teachers support the mission of the school.                           0.37                              0.29 

8. Teachers spend considerable time planning together.            0.78                              0.26 
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Table 10 (continued) 

Item#    Item    Highest Load  Next Highest 

 

29. Teachers work together to develop and evaluate                  0.56                             0.38 

programs and projects. 

 

FACTOR#4  

 

4. Teachers trust each other.                                                      0.58                              0.35 

9. Teachers regularly seek ideas from seminars,                       0.54                              0.43 

colleagues, and conferences. 

17. Teachers’ ideas are valued by other teachers.                     0.75                              0.25 

25. Teachers work cooperatively in groups.                             0.54                              0.51 

 

FACTOR#5  

 

1.Teachers utilize professional networks to obtain                   0.47                              0.39 

information and resources for classroom instruction. 

21. Teachers and parents communicate frequently about         0.50                              0.41                              

student performance. 

24. Teachers maintain a current knowledge base about            0.68                             0.35 

the learning process. 

30. The faculty values school improvement.                            0.62                              0.29 

31. Teaching performance reflects the mission of the school. 0.53                               0.35 

 

FACTOR#6  

 

23. Teachers are generally aware of what other teachers         0.79                              0.30 

are teaching. 

33. Teaching practice disagreements are voiced openly          0.68                              0.36 

and discussed. 

 

FACTOR #7  

 

6.Teachers and parents have common expectations for          0.46                              0.42  

student performance. 

13. Parents trust teachers’ professional judgments.                0.80                              0.19 

35. Students generally accept responsibility for their             0.58                              0.38 

schooling, for example they engage mentally in  

class and complete homework assignments. 

 

FACTOR #8  

 

10. Teachers are willing to help out whenever there is           0.80                            0.21 

a problem. 
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Table 10 (continued) 

Item#    Item    Highest Load  Next Highest 

FACTOR#9  

 

15. Teachers take time to observe each other teaching.         0.79                             0.21 

 

FACTOR#10  

 

32. Administrators protect instruction and planning time.    0.64                              0.35 

 

  Data reduction analysis-School Culture Survey-Teacher Form. The criterion established 

for the retention of items and factors recommended by Gruenert (1998) yielded five factors, and 

the survey were reduced to 19 items. Items 1, 5, 6, 16, 18 and 34 were eliminated because they 

did not produce a factor loading of at least 0.50. Items 20, 21 and 25 were eliminated because the 

cross loading difference between their highest and next highest loading was 0.14 or lower. Items 

10, 13, 15, 23, 32, 33 and 35 were eliminated because they were contained within a factor with 

two or fewer items with adequate loading. Table 11 presents the final list of items and factors 

which met the criteria applied to the data. 

Table 11 

Identification of Dependent Variables Contained in the SCS-TF (N=83) 

Factor    Range    Items 

#1    7-35    2, 7, 11, 14, 22, 26, 28   

#2    3-15    12, 19, 27 

#3    3-15    3, 8, 29    

#4    3-15    4, 9, 17 

#5    3-15    24, 30, 31 

 

Six factors were identified from the original School Culture Survey (Gruenert, 1998), 

using the identical statistical parameters used in this research to determine which factors and 

items to retain: (a) a loading of 0.50 or higher, (b) cross-loading items must have a difference of 

0.15 or higher, and (c) there must be a minimum of three items per factor (p. 68). These six 
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factors, along with their corresponding survey items, are represented in Table 12 (Gruenert, 

1998). 

Table 12 

Identification of Dependent Variables Contained in the SCS-TF (N=632) 

Data Type      Range   Items 

 

Subscale #1- Collaborative Leadership  11-55   2, 7, 11, 14, 18 

          20, 22, 26, 28, 32, 34 

Subscale #2- Teacher Collaboration    6-30   3, 8, 15, 23, 29, 33 

 

Subscale #3- Professional Development   5-25   1, 9, 16, 24, 30 

 

Subscale #4- Unity of Purpose    5-25   5, 12, 19, 27, 31 

 

Subscale #5- Collegial Support    4-20   4, 10, 17, 25 

 

Subscale #6- Learning Partnership    4-20   6, 13, 21, 35 

 

 As indicated in Tables 8, 11 and 12, the factors identified from the population in this case 

study for the SCS-SMF and the SCS-TF did not align with the factors identified by the original 

SCS-TF (Gruenert, 1998). The SCS-SMF yielded six factors, while the SCS-TF yielded five. 

There was very little item similarities between factors on each of the independent surveys. In the 

case of research question #2, the null hypothesis was accepted, the School Culture Survey-Staff 

Member Form is not construct valid in relation to the established factors of the School Culture 

Survey-Teacher Form. The null hypothesis is also accepted in relation to the School Culture 

Survey-Teacher Form. The SCS-TF was not construct valid in relation to the established factors 

of the original School Culture Survey (Gruenert, 1998). In addition, there was not a finding of 

construct validity between the SCS-SMF and the SCS-TF with this population. 

 Summary. The six factors which were yielded from the School Culture Survey-Staff 

Member Form and the five factors derived from the School Culture Survey-Teacher Form are 

new constructs which are distinct from the six factors which have been established with the 
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School Culture Survey-Teacher Form (Gruenert, 1998), and from each other.  As indicated in 

this section, the two survey items (SCS-SMF, SCS-TF) as completed by this population did not 

have construct validity among themselves, and did not have construct validity in relation to the 

original School Culture Survey (Gruenert, 1998). There were found no common constructs 

between the two surveys. For this reason, reports will only be offered for individual items, and 

only for those items which were retained within both surveys after data reduction. A total of 13 

items were commonly retained among both instruments (4, 8, 9, 11, 12, 17, 19, 26, 27, 28, 29, 

30, 31). The Revised School Culture Survey-Teacher Form and the Revised School Culture 

Survey-Staff Member Form, with these 13 retained items, can be found in Appendix H and 

Appendix I, respectively. 

Research Questions Three and Four 

 Question #3 concerned the perceptions of study participants, as measured by the School 

Culture Survey-Staff Member Form (SCS-SMF) or the School Culture Survey-Teacher Form 

(SCS-TF). Question #4 concerned the perceptions of certified and non-certified, as well as 

veteran and non-veteran study participants, as measured by the School Culture Survey-Staff 

Member Form (SCS-SMF) or the School Culture Survey-Teacher Form (SCS-TF). The original 

intent of questions three and four was to compare perceptions among each of the subgroups by 

item, by factor and by total. The two distinct surveys (SCS-SMF, SCS-TF), however, did not 

have construct validity in relation to each other, or in relation to the original School Culture 

Survey (Gruenert, 1998). For this reason, perceptual comparisons by factor and total between the 

two instruments were not valid. The factors produced by each survey did not have construct 

validity. The overall total scores for each survey, it follows, were also not comparable. The 

comparisons were valid for items which were retained by both instruments after data reduction 
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methods recommended by Gruenert (1998). The following items were commonly retained 

among both instruments (4, 8, 9, 11, 12, 17, 19, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31). 

 The following statements represent the revised research questions #3 and #4: 

Research Question Three. What are the perceptions of staff members, as measured by the 

School Culture Survey-Teacher Form (SCS-TF) and the School Culture Survey-Staff Member 

Form (SCS-SMF), by item (n=13)? 

Research Question Four. What are the perceptions of staff members, by status and level 

of experience, as measured by the School Culture Survey-Teacher Form (SCS-TF) and the 

School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form (SCS-SMF), by item (n=13)? 
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Table 13 contains the descriptive statistics for item four. The table presents the mean and 

standard deviations for each item by status, experience and by total. The certified total represents 

the descriptive statistics for the entire population which completed the School Culture Survey-

Teacher Form (n=83). The non-certified total represents the descriptive statistics for the entire 

population which completed the School-Culture Survey-Staff Member Form (n=37). The 

descriptive statistics representing the entire population which took part in this project is offered 

in the bottom row of data (n=120). The group with the highest mean score was the certified non-

veteran staff, with a mean of 3.43 and a standard deviation of 1.006 (n=30). The group with the 

lowest mean score was the non-certified, non-veteran staff, with a mean of 3.09 and a standard 

deviation of 1.375 (n=11). 

Table 13 

A Comparison of Staff Perceptions on Survey Item Four 

 

Status Experience Mean SD N 

Certified Non Veteran 3.43 1.006 30 

Veteran 3.40 0.793 53 

Total 3.41 0.870 83 

Non-Certified Non Veteran 3.09 1.375 11 

Veteran 3.31 0.679 26 

Total 3.24 0.925 37 

Total Non Veteran 3.34 1.109 41 

Veteran 3.37 0.754 79 

Total 3.36 0.887 120 
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Table 14 contains the descriptive statistics for item eight. The table presents the mean and 

standard deviations for each item by status, experience and by total. The certified total represents 

the descriptive statistics for the entire population which completed the School Culture Survey-

Teacher Form (n=83). The non-certified total represents the descriptive statistics for the entire 

population which completed the School-Culture Survey-Staff Member Form (n=37). The 

descriptive statistics representing the entire population which took part in this project is offered 

in the bottom row of data (n=120). The group with the highest mean score was the certified 

veteran staff, with a mean of 3.28 and a standard deviation of 1.026 (n=53). The group with the 

lowest mean score was the certified non-veteran staff, with a mean of 3.07 and a standard 

deviation of 1.172 (n=30). 

Table 14 

A Comparison of Staff Perceptions on Survey Item Eight 

 

Status Experience Mean SD N 

Certified Non Veteran 3.07 1.172 30 

Veteran 3.28 1.026 53 

Total 3.20 1.079 83 

Non-Certified Non Veteran 3.27 1.009 11 

Veteran 3.12 0.711 26 

Total 3.16 0.800 37 

Total Non Veteran 3.12 1.122 41 

Veteran 3.23 0.933 79 

Total 3.19 0.998 120 
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Table 15 contains the descriptive statistics for item nine. The table presents the mean and 

standard deviations for each item by status, experience and by total. The certified total represents 

the descriptive statistics for the entire population which completed the School Culture Survey-

Teacher Form (n=83). The non-certified total represents the descriptive statistics for the entire 

population which completed the School-Culture Survey-Staff Member Form (n=37). The 

descriptive statistics representing the entire population which took part in this project is offered 

in the bottom row of data (n=120). The group with the highest mean score was the total non-

veteran staff, with a mean of 3.66 and a standard deviation of 0.883 (n=41). The group with the 

lowest mean score was the non-certified veteran staff, with a mean of 3.15 and a standard 

deviation of 0.784 (n=26). 

Table 15 

A Comparison of Staff Perceptions on Survey Item Nine 

 

Status Experience Mean SD N 

Certified Non Veteran 3.70 0.952 30 

Veteran 3.45 0.911 53 

Total 3.54 0.928 83 

Non-Certified Non Veteran 3.55 0.688 11 

Veteran 3.15 0.784 26 

Total 3.27 0.769 37 

Total Non Veteran 3.66 0.883 41 

Veteran 3.35 0.878 79 

Total 3.46 0.888 120 
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Table 16 contains the descriptive statistics for item #11. The table presents the mean and 

standard deviations for each item by status, experience and by total. The certified total represents 

the descriptive statistics for the entire population which completed the School Culture Survey-

Teacher Form (n=83). The non-certified total represents the descriptive statistics for the entire 

population which completed the School-Culture Survey-Staff Member Form (n=37). The 

descriptive statistics representing the entire population which took part in this project is offered 

in the bottom row of data (n=120). The group with the highest mean score was the certified non-

veteran staff, with a mean of 3.20 and a standard deviation of 1.215 (n=30). The group with the 

lowest mean score was the certified veteran staff, with a mean of 2.30 and a standard deviation 

of 1.085 (n=53). 

Table 16 

A Comparison of Staff Perceptions on Survey Item Eleven 

 

Status Experience Mean SD N 

Certified Non Veteran 3.20 1.215 30 

Veteran 2.30 1.085 53 

Total 2.63 1.207 83 

Non-Certified Non Veteran 2.73 1.348 11 

Veteran 2.77 0.908 26 

Total 2.76 1.038 37 

Total Non Veteran 3.07 1.253 41 

Veteran 2.46 1.048 79 

Total 2.67 1.155 120 
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Table 17 contains the descriptive statistics for item #12. The table presents the mean and 

standard deviations for each item by status, experience and by total. The certified total represents 

the descriptive statistics for the entire population which completed the School Culture Survey-

Teacher Form (n=83). The non-certified total represents the descriptive statistics for the entire 

population which completed the School-Culture Survey-Staff Member Form (n=37). The 

descriptive statistics representing the entire population which took part in this project is offered 

in the bottom row of data (n=120). The group with the highest mean score was the certified non-

veteran staff, with a mean of 3.57 and a standard deviation of 0.935 (n=30). The group with the 

lowest mean score was the non-certified veteran staff, with a mean of 3.15 and a standard 

deviation of 0.613 (n=26). 

Table 17 

A Comparison of Staff Perceptions on Survey Item Twelve 

 

Status Experience Mean SD N 

Certified Non Veteran 3.57 0.935 30 

Veteran 3.36 0.942 53 

Total 3.43 0.940 83 

Non-Certified Non Veteran 3.55 1.128 11 

Veteran 3.15 0.613 26 

Total 3.27 0.804 37 

Total Non Veteran 3.56 0.976 41 

Veteran 3.29 0.850 79 

Total 3.38 0.900 120 
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Table 18 contains the descriptive statistics for item #17. The table presents the mean and 

standard deviations for each item by status, experience and by total. The certified total represents 

the descriptive statistics for the entire population which completed the School Culture Survey-

Teacher Form (n=83). The non-certified total represents the descriptive statistics for the entire 

population which completed the School-Culture Survey-Staff Member Form (n=37). The 

descriptive statistics representing the entire population which took part in this project is offered 

in the bottom row of data (n=120). The group with the highest mean score was the certified non-

veteran staff, with a mean of 3.87 and a standard deviation of 0.819 (n=30). The group with the 

lowest mean score was the non-certified non-veteran staff, with a mean of 3.27 and a standard 

deviation of 1.104 (n=11). 

Table 18 

A Comparison of Staff Perceptions on Survey Item Seventeen 

 

Status Experience Mean SD N 

Certified Non Veteran 3.87 0.819 30 

Veteran 3.75 0.648 53 

Total 3.80 0.712 83 

Non-Certified Non Veteran 3.27 1.104 11 

Veteran 3.35 0.485 26 

Total 3.32 0.709 37 

Total Non Veteran 3.71 0.929 41 

Veteran 3.62 0.626 79 

Total 3.65 0.741 120 
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Table 19 contains the descriptive statistics for item #19. The table presents the mean and 

standard deviations for each item by status, experience and by total. The certified total represents 

the descriptive statistics for the entire population which completed the School Culture Survey-

Teacher Form (n=83). The non-certified total represents the descriptive statistics for the entire 

population which completed the School-Culture Survey-Staff Member Form (n=37). The 

descriptive statistics representing the entire population which took part in this project is offered 

in the bottom row of data (n=120). The group with the highest mean score was the certified non-

veteran staff, with a mean of 3.83 and a standard deviation of 0.699 (n=30). The group with the 

lowest mean score was the non-certified veteran staff, with a mean of 3.54 and a standard 

deviation of 0.647 (n=26). 

Table 19 

A Comparison of Staff Perceptions on Survey Item Nineteen 

 

Status Experience Mean SD N 

Certified Non Veteran 3.83 0.699 30 

Veteran 3.64 0.811 53 

Total 3.71 0.773 83 

Non-Certified Non Veteran 3.64 1.120 11 

Veteran 3.54 0.647 26 

Total 3.57 0.801 37 

Total Non Veteran 3.78 0.822 41 

Veteran 3.61 0.758 79 

Total 3.67 0.781 120 
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Table 20 contains the descriptive statistics for item #26. The table presents the mean and 

standard deviations for each item by status, experience and by total. The certified total represents 

the descriptive statistics for the entire population which completed the School Culture Survey-

Teacher Form (n=83). The non-certified total represents the descriptive statistics for the entire 

population which completed the School-Culture Survey-Staff Member Form (n=37). The 

descriptive statistics representing the entire population which took part in this project is offered 

in the bottom row of data (n=120). The group with the highest mean score was the certified non-

veteran staff, with a mean of 3.27 and a standard deviation of 0.980 (n=30). The group with the 

lowest mean score was the certified veteran staff, with a mean of 2.64 and a standard deviation 

of 0.901 (n=53). 

Table 20 

A Comparison of Staff Perceptions on Survey Item Twenty-Six 

 

Status Experience Mean SD N 

Certified Non Veteran 3.27 0.980 30 

Veteran 2.64 0.901 53 

Total 2.87 0.972 83 

Non-Certified Non Veteran 2.82 1.079 11 

Veteran 2.88 0.653 26 

Total 2.86 0.787 37 

Total Non Veteran 3.15 1.014 41 

Veteran 2.72 0.831 79 

Total 2.87 0.916 120 
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Table 21 contains the descriptive statistics for item #27. The table presents the mean and 

standard deviations for each item by status, experience and by total. The certified total represents 

the descriptive statistics for the entire population which completed the School Culture Survey-

Teacher Form (n=83). The non-certified total represents the descriptive statistics for the entire 

population which completed the School-Culture Survey-Staff Member Form (n=37). The 

descriptive statistics representing the entire population which took part in this project is offered 

in the bottom row of data (n=120). The group with the highest mean score was the certified non-

certified non-veteran staff, with a mean of 3.82 and a standard deviation of 0.982 (n=11). The 

groups with the lowest mean scores were the certified veteran staff and the total veteran staff, 

with a mean of 3.57 and a standard deviation of 0.500 (n=53), and a mean of 3.57 and a standard 

deviation of 0.547 (n=79), respectively. 

Table 21 

A Comparison of Staff Perceptions on Survey Item Twenty-Seven 

 

Status Experience Mean SD N 

Certified Non Veteran 3.77 0.774 30 

Veteran 3.57 0.500 53 

Total 3.64 0.616 83 

Non-Certified Non Veteran 3.82 0.982 11 

Veteran 3.58 0.643 26 

Total 3.65 0.753 37 

Total Non Veteran 3.78 0.822 41 

Veteran 3.57 0.547 79 

Total 3.64 0.658 120 
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Table 22 contains the descriptive statistics for item #28. The table presents the mean and 

standard deviations for each item by status, experience and by total. The certified total represents 

the descriptive statistics for the entire population which completed the School Culture Survey-

Teacher Form (n=83). The non-certified total represents the descriptive statistics for the entire 

population which completed the School-Culture Survey-Staff Member Form (n=37). The 

descriptive statistics representing the entire population which took part in this project is offered 

in the bottom row of data (n=120). The group with the highest mean score was the certified non-

veteran staff, with a mean of 3.50 and a standard deviation of 0.861 (n=30). The group with the 

lowest mean score was the non-certified non-veteran staff, with a mean of 2.82 and a standard 

deviation of 1.079 (n=11). 

Table 22 

A Comparison of Staff Perceptions on Survey Item Twenty-Eight 

 

Status Experience Mean SD N 

Certified Non Veteran 3.50 0.861 30 

Veteran 3.00 0.941 53 

Total 3.18 0.939 83 

Non-Certified Non Veteran 2.82 1.079 11 

Veteran 2.92 0.628 26 

Total 2.89 0.774 37 

Total Non Veteran 3.32 0.960 41 

Veteran 2.97 0.847 79 

Total 3.09 0.898 120 
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Table 23 contains the descriptive statistics for item #29. The table presents the mean and 

standard deviations for each item by status, experience and by total. The certified total represents 

the descriptive statistics for the entire population which completed the School Culture Survey-

Teacher Form (n=83). The non-certified total represents the descriptive statistics for the entire 

population which completed the School-Culture Survey-Staff Member Form (n=37). The 

descriptive statistics representing the entire population which took part in this project is offered 

in the bottom row of data (n=120). The group with the highest mean score was the certified non-

veteran staff, with a mean of 3.57 and a standard deviation of 0.817 (n=30). The group with the 

lowest mean score was the non-certified non-veteran staff, with a mean of 2.82 and a standard 

deviation of 1.079 (n=11). 

Table 23 

A Comparison of Staff Perceptions on Survey Item Twenty-Nine 

 

Status Experience Mean SD N 

Certified Non Veteran 3.57 0.817 30 

Veteran 3.55 0.845 53 

Total 3.55 0.830 83 

Non-Certified Non Veteran 2.82 1.079 11 

Veteran 3.00 0.632 26 

Total 2.95 0.780 37 

Total Non Veteran 3.37 0.942 41 

Veteran 3.37 0.819 79 

Total 3.37 0.859 120 
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Table 24 contains the descriptive statistics for item #30. The table presents the mean and 

standard deviations for each item by status, experience and by total. The certified total represents 

the descriptive statistics for the entire population which completed the School Culture Survey-

Teacher Form (n=83). The non-certified total represents the descriptive statistics for the entire 

population which completed the School-Culture Survey-Staff Member Form (n=37). The 

descriptive statistics representing the entire population which took part in this project is offered 

in the bottom row of data (n=120). The group with the highest mean score was the certified non-

veteran staff, with a mean of 4.13 and a standard deviation of 0.681 (n=30). The groups with the 

lowest mean score were the non-certified non-veteran staff, the non-certified veteran staff and 

the total non-certified staff  with a mean of 3.73. 

Table 24 

A Comparison of Staff Perceptions on Survey Item Thirty 

 

Status Experience Mean SD N 

Certified Non Veteran 4.13 0.681 30 

Veteran 3.75 0.705 53 

Total 3.89 0.716 83 

Non-Certified Non Veteran 3.73 0.786 11 

Veteran 3.73 0.667 26 

Total 3.73 0.693 37 

Total Non Veteran 4.02 0.724 41 

Veteran 3.75 0.688 79 

Total 3.84 0.710 120 
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Table 25 contains the descriptive statistics for item #31. The table presents the mean and 

standard deviations for each item by status, experience and by total. The certified total represents 

the descriptive statistics for the entire population which completed the School Culture Survey-

Teacher Form (n=83). The non-certified total represents the descriptive statistics for the entire 

population which completed the School-Culture Survey-Staff Member Form (n=37). The 

descriptive statistics representing the entire population which took part in this project is offered 

in the bottom row of data (n=120). The groups with the highest mean score were the certified 

non-veteran staff, the non-certified non-veteran staff and the total non-veteran staff with a mean 

of 4.00. The group with the lowest mean score was the non-certified veteran staff, with a mean of 

3.54 and a standard deviation of 0.811 (n=26). 

Table 25 

A Comparison of Staff Perceptions on Survey Item Thirty-One 

 

Status Experience Mean SD N 

Certified Non Veteran 4.00 0.643 30 

Veteran 3.58 0.692 53 

Total 3.73 0.700 83 

Non-Certified Non Veteran 4.00 0.632 11 

Veteran 3.54 0.811 26 

Total 3.68 0.784 37 

Total Non Veteran 4.00 0.632 41 

Veteran 3.57 0.728 79 

Total 3.72 0.724 120 

 

 

 Summary. Tables 13-25 provided descriptive statistical data for each group that 

completed either the School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form or the School Culture Survey-

Teacher Form, by item. Data reduction, as recommended by Gruenert (1998), reduced the 

number of items commonly retained by both surveys to 13. These 13 items were represented by a 

separate table which represented their respective descriptive statistical data for each group who 
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took part in this project. The data invalidated comparisons among factors and total between any 

of the three distinct surveys.  

 Of the 13 items analyzed in relation to questions #3 and #4, the certified non-veteran 

group had the highest mean on 10 items (4, 11, 12, 17, 19, 26, 28, 29, 30, 31). No other group 

had the highest mean score for more than one other item. The non-certified non-veteran group 

and the non-certified veteran group each had the lowest mean score on five individual items. The 

non-certified non-veteran group had the lowest mean score for items 4, 17, 28, 29 and 30. The 

non-certified veteran group had the lowest mean score for items 9, 12, 19, 30 and 31. The two 

groups shared the lowest mean score on item #30. 

Research Question #5 

 The original intent of the fifth research question concerned differences and interactions 

among subgroups, as measured by the School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form and the School 

Culture Survey-Teacher Form, by factor and total. The two distinct surveys (SCS-SMF, SCS-

TF), however, did not have construct validity in relation to each other, or in relation to the 

original School Culture Survey. For this reason, analysis by factor and total between the two 

instruments was not valid. The factors produced by each survey did not have construct validity. 

The overall total scores for each survey, it follows, were also not comparable. The analysis of 

differences and interactions by subgroup was valid, however, for items which were retained by 

both instruments after data reduction methods recommended by Gruenert (1998). The following 

items were commonly retained among both instruments (4, 8, 9, 11, 12, 17, 19, 26, 27, 28, 29, 

30, 31). The following paragraphs will present analysis of variance procedures conducted for 

each item to investigate the presence of differences and/or interactions between identified 

subgroups.  
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The following statement represents the revised research question #5:  

 Research Question #5. Was there a difference in school personnel perception, by status, 

by experience, and was there an interaction between status and experience, as measured by the 

SCS-TF and the SCS-SMF, by item? 

Sub research question 5.1. Was there a difference between certified and non-

certified staff, in regards to the perception of culture, as measured by the SCS-TF 

and the SCS-SMF, by item? 

Sub research question 5.2. Was there a difference between levels of experience 

certified and non-certified groups, in regards to the perception of culture, as 

measured by the SCS-TF and the SCS-SMF, by item? 

Sub research question 5.3. Was there an interaction between status (certified vs. 

non-certified) and levels of experience certified and non-certified groups, in 

regards to the perception of culture, as measured by the SCS-TF and the SCS-

SMF, by item? 
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Analysis of variance for item four. Analysis of variance procedures were performed for 

item #4 across status and level of experience subgroups to determine whether group differences 

and/or interactions existed.  There was no significant difference found between certified and non-

certified staff (F= 1.28, p= 0.26) when alpha was set at 0.05. The null hypothesis was accepted. 

There was no significant difference found between veteran and non-veteran staff (F= 0.22, p= 

0.64) when alpha was set at 0.05. The null hypothesis was accepted. There was no significant 

interaction between status and levels of experience certified and non-certified staff (F= 0.45, p= 

0.51) when alpha was set at 0.05. The null hypothesis was accepted. Table 26 represents the 

summary of ANOVA test of significance results for item #4. 

Table 26 

Summary of One-Way and Two-Way ANOVA Tests of Significant Results (Item #4) 

 

Source    SS  df  MS  F  sig. 
 

Status    1.02  1  1.02  1.28  0.26 
     (Certified v. Non-Certified)  

 

Experience   0.18  1  0.18  0.22  0.64 
     (Veteran v. Non-Veteran) 

 

Status * Experience  0.36  1  0.35  0.45  0.51 
    (Interaction) 

Note: Significance = <0.05 
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Analysis of variance for item eight. Analysis of variance procedures were performed for 

item #8 across status and level of experience subgroups to determine whether group differences 

and/or interactions existed.  There was no significant difference found between certified and non-

certified staff (F= 0.01, p= 0.93) when alpha was set at 0.05. The null hypothesis was accepted. 

There was no significant difference found between veteran and non-veteran staff (F= 0.02, p= 

0.89) when alpha was set at 0.05. The null hypothesis was accepted. There was no significant 

interaction between status and levels of experience certified and non-certified staff (F= 0.77, p= 

0.39) when alpha was set at 0.05. The null hypothesis was accepted. Table 27 represents the 

summary of ANOVA tests of significance results for item #8. 

Table 27 

Summary of One-Way and Two-Way ANOVA Tests of Significant Results (Item #8) 

 

Source    SS  df  MS  F  sig. 
 

Status    0.01  1  0.01  0.01  0.93 
     (Certified v. Non-Certified)  

 

Experience   0.02  1  0.02  0.02  0.89 
     (Veteran v. Non-Veteran) 

 

Status * Experience  0.77  1  0.77  0.77  0.39 
    (Interaction) 

Note: Significance = <0.05 
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Analysis of variance for item nine. Analysis of variance procedures were performed for 

item #9 across status and level of experience subgroups to determine whether group differences 

and/or interactions existed.  There was no significant difference found between certified and non-

certified staff (F= 1.47, p= 0.23) when alpha was set at 0.05. The null hypothesis was accepted. 

There was no significant difference found between veteran and non-veteran staff (F= .2.9, p= 

0.09) when alpha was set at 0.05. The null hypothesis was accepted. There was no significant 

interaction between status and levels of experience certified and non-certified staff (F= 0.15, p= 

0.70) when alpha was set at 0.05. The null hypothesis was accepted. Table 28 represents the 

summary of ANOVA test of significance results for item #9. 

 

Table 28 

Summary of One-Way and Two-Way ANOVA Tests of Significant Results (Item #9) 

 

Source    SS  df  MS  F  sig. 
 

Status    1.13  1  1.13  1.47  0.23  
     (Certified v. Non-Certified)  

 

Experience   2.25  1  2.25  2.9  0.09 
     (Veteran v. Non-Veteran) 

 

Status * Experience  0.12  1  0.12  0.15  0.70 
    (Interaction) 

Note: Significance = <0.05 
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Analysis of variance for item eleven. Analysis of variance procedures were performed for 

item #11 across status and level of experience subgroups to determine whether group differences 

and/or interactions existed.  There was no significant difference found between certified and non-

certified staff (F= 0.00, p= 0.99) when alpha was set at 0.05. The null hypothesis was accepted. 

There was no significant difference found between veteran and non-veteran staff (F= 3.28, p= 

0.07) when alpha was set at 0.05. The null hypothesis was accepted. There was no significant 

interaction between status and levels of experience certified and non-certified staff (F= 3.95, p= 

0.06) when alpha was set at 0.05. The null hypothesis was accepted. Table 29 represents the 

summary of ANOVA test of significance results for item 11. 

Table 29 

Summary of One-Way and Two-Way ANOVA Tests of Significant Results (Item #11) 

 

Source    SS  df  MS  F  sig. 
 

Status    0.00  1  0.00  0.00  0.99 
     (Certified v. Non-Certified)  

 

Experience   4.04  1  4.04  3.28  0.07 
     (Veteran v. Non-Veteran) 

 

Status * Experience  4.87  1  4.87  3.95  0.06 
    (Interaction) 

Note: Significance = <0.05 
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Analysis of variance for item twelve. Analysis of variance procedures were performed for 

item #12 across status and level of experience subgroups to determine whether group differences 

and/or interactions existed.  There was no significant difference found between certified and non-

certified staff (F= 0.35, p= 0.56) when alpha was set at 0.05. The null hypothesis was accepted. 

There was no significant difference found between veteran and non-veteran staff (F= .2.45, p= 

0.12) when alpha was set at 0.05. The null hypothesis was accepted. There was no significant 

interaction between status and levels of experience certified and non-certified staff (F= 0.23, p= 

0.63) when alpha was set at 0.05. The null hypothesis was accepted. Table 30 represents the 

summary of ANOVA test of significance results for item #12. 

Table 30 

Summary of One-Way and Two-Way ANOVA Tests of Significant Results (Item #12) 

 

Source    SS  df  MS  F  sig. 
 

Status    0.28  1  0.28  0.35  0.56 
     (Certified v. Non-Certified)  

 

Experience   1.98  1  1.98  2.45  0.12 
     (Veteran v. Non-Veteran) 

 

Status * Experience  0.19  1  0.19  0.23  0.63 
    (Interaction) 

Note: Significance = <0.05 
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Analysis of variance for item seventeen. Analysis of variance procedures were performed 

for item #17 across status and level of experience subgroups to determine whether group 

differences and/or interactions existed.  There was a significant difference found between 

certified and non-certified staff (F= 10.82, p= 0.00) when alpha was set at 0.05. The null 

hypothesis was rejected. There was no significant difference found between veteran and non-

veteran staff (F= 0.02, p= 0.90) when alpha was set at 0.05. The null hypothesis was accepted. 

There was no significant interaction between status and levels of experience certified and non-

certified staff (F= 0.37, p= 0.54) when alpha was set at 0.05. The null hypothesis was accepted. 

Table 31 represents the summary of ANOVA test of significance results for item #17. 

Table 31 

Summary of One-Way and Two-Way ANOVA Tests of Significant Results (Item #17) 

 

Source    SS  df  MS  F  sig. 
 

Status    5.54  1  5.54  10.82  0.00 
     (Certified v. Non-Certified)  

 

Experience   0.01  1  0.01  0.02  0.90 
     (Veteran v. Non-Veteran) 

 

Status * Experience  0.19  1  0.19  0.37  0.54 
    (Interaction) 

Note: Significance = <0.05 
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Analysis of variance for item nineteen. Analysis of variance procedures were performed 

for item #19 across status and level of experience subgroups to determine whether group 

differences and/or interactions existed.  There was no significant difference found between 

certified and non-certified staff (F= 0.81, p= 0.37) when alpha was set at 0.05. The null 

hypothesis was accepted. There was no significant difference found between veteran and non-

veteran staff (F= 0.75, p= 0.39) when alpha was set at 0.05. The null hypothesis was accepted. 

There was no significant interaction between status and levels of experience certified and non-

certified staff (F= 0.08, p= 0.78) when alpha was set at 0.05. The null hypothesis was accepted. 

Table 32 represents the summary of ANOVA test of significance results for item #19. 

 

Table 32 

Summary of One-Way and Two-Way ANOVA Tests of Significant Results (Item #19) 

 

Source    SS  df  MS  F  sig. 
 

Status    0.50  1  0.50  0.81  0.37  
    (Certified v. Non-Certified) 

 

Experience   0.46  1  0.46  0.75  0.39 
     (Veteran v. Non-Veteran) 

 

Status * Experience  0.05  1  0.05  0.08  0.78 
    (Interaction) 

Note: Significance = <0.05 
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Analysis of variance for item twenty-six. Analysis of variance procedures were performed 

for item #26 across status and level of experience subgroups to determine whether group 

differences and/or interactions existed.  There was no significant difference found between 

certified and non-certified staff (F= 0.29, p= 0.59) when alpha was set at 0.05. The null 

hypothesis was accepted. There was no significant difference found between veteran and non-

veteran staff (F= .2.16, p= 0.14) when alpha was set at 0.05. The null hypothesis was accepted. 

There was no significant interaction between status and levels of experience certified and non-

certified staff (F= .3.31, p= .0.07) when alpha was set at 0.05. The null hypothesis was accepted. 

Table 33 represents the summary of ANOVA test of significance results for item #26. 

 

Table 33 

Summary of One-Way and Two-Way ANOVA Tests of Significant Results (Item #26) 

 

Source    SS  df  MS  F  sig. 
 

Status    0.23  1  0.23  0.29  0.59 
     (Certified v. Non-Certified)  

 

Experience   1.72  1  1.72  2.16  0.14 
     (Veteran v. Non-Veteran) 

 

Status * Experience  2.6  1  2.63  3.31  0.07 
    (Interaction) 

Note: Significance = <0.05 
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Analysis of variance for item twenty-seven. Analysis of variance procedures were 

performed for item #27 across status and level of experience subgroups to determine whether 

group differences and/or interactions existed.  There was no significant difference found between 

certified and non-certified staff (F= 0.05, p= 0.83) when alpha was set at 0.05. The null 

hypothesis was accepted. There was no significant difference found between veteran and non-

veteran staff (F= 2.5, p= 0.12) when alpha was set at 0.05. The null hypothesis was accepted. 

There was no significant interaction between status and levels of experience certified and non-

certified staff (F= 0.02, p= 0.89) when alpha was set at 0.05. The null hypothesis was accepted. 

Table 34 represents the summary of ANOVA test of significance results for item #27. 

 

Table 34 

Summary of One-Way and Two-Way ANOVA Tests of Significant Results (Item #27) 

 

Source    SS  df  MS  F  sig. 
 

Status    0.02  1  0.02  0.05  0.83 
     (Certified v. Non-Certified)  

 

Experience   1.08  1  1.08  2.48  0.12 
     (Veteran v. Non-Veteran) 

 

Status * Experience  0.01  1  0.01  0.02  0.89 
    (Interaction) 

Note: Significance = <0.05 
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Analysis of variance for item twenty-eight. Analysis of variance procedures were 

performed for item #28 across status and level of experience subgroups to determine whether 

group differences and/or interactions existed.  There was a significant difference found between 

certified and non-certified staff (F= 4.13, p= 0.04) when alpha was set at 0.05. The null 

hypothesis was rejected. There was no significant difference found between veteran and non-

veteran staff (F= 1.12, p= 0.29) when alpha was set at 0.05. The null hypothesis was accepted. 

There was no significant interaction between status and levels of experience certified and non-

certified staff (F= 2.63, p= 0.11) when alpha was set at 0.05. The null hypothesis was accepted. 

Table 35 represents the summary of ANOVA test of significance results for item #28. 

 

Table 35 

Summary of One-Way and Two-Way ANOVA Tests of Significant Results (Item #28) 

 

Source    SS  df  MS  F  sig. 
 

Status    3.17  1  3.17  4.13  0.04  
     (Certified v. Non-Certified)  

 

Experience   0.86  1  0.86  1.12  0.29 
     (Veteran v. Non-Veteran) 

 

Status * Experience  2.02  1  2.02  2.62  0.11 
    (Interaction) 

Note: Significance = <0.05 
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Analysis of variance for item twenty-nine. Analysis of variance procedures were 

performed for item #29 across status and level of experience subgroups to determine whether 

group differences and/or interactions existed.  There was a significant difference found between 

certified and non-certified staff (F= 13.73, p= 0.00) when alpha was set at 0.05. The null 

hypothesis was rejected. There was no significant difference found between veteran and non-

veteran staff (F= 0.22, p= 0.64) when alpha was set at 0.05. The null hypothesis was accepted. 

There was no significant interaction between status and levels of experience certified and non-

certified staff (F= 0.33, p= 0.57) when alpha was set at 0.05. The null hypothesis was accepted. 

Table 36 represents the summary of ANOVA test of significance results for item #29. 

 

Table 36 

Summary of One-Way and Two-Way ANOVA Tests of Significant Results (Item #29) 

 

Source    SS  df  MS  F  sig. 
 

Status    9.25  1  9.25  13.73  0.00 
     (Certified v. Non-Certified)  

 

Experience   0.15  1  0.15  0.22  0.64 
     (Veteran v. Non-Veteran) 

 

Status * Experience  0.22  1  0.22  0.33  0.57 
    (Interaction) 

Note: Significance = <0.05 
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Analysis of variance for item thirty. Analysis of variance procedures were performed for 

item #30 across status and level of experience subgroups to determine whether group differences 

and/or interactions existed.  There was no significant difference found between certified and non-

certified staff (F= 2.09, p= 0.15) when alpha was set at 0.05. The null hypothesis was accepted. 

There was no significant difference found between veteran and non-veteran staff (F= .1.59, p= 

0.21) when alpha was set at 0.05. The null hypothesis was accepted. There was no significant 

interaction between status and levels of experience certified and non-certified staff (F= .1.65, p= 

0.20) when alpha was set at 0.05. The null hypothesis was accepted. Table 37 represents the 

summary of ANOVA test of significance results for item #30. 

 

Table 37 

Summary of One-Way and Two-Way ANOVA Tests of Significant Results (Item #30) 

 

Source    SS  df  MS  F  sig. 
 

Status    1.02  1  1.02  2.09  0.15 
     (Certified v. Non-Certified)  

 

Experience   0.78  1  0.78  1.59  0.21 
     (Veteran v. Non-Veteran) 

 

Status * Experience  0.80  1  0.80  1.65  0.20 
    (Interaction) 

Note: Significance = <0.05 
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Analysis of variance for item thirty-one. Analysis of variance procedures were performed 

for item #31 across status and level of experience subgroups to determine whether group 

differences and/or interactions existed.  There was no significant difference found between 

certified and non-certified staff (F= 0.02, p= 0.88) when alpha was set at 0.05. The null 

hypothesis was accepted. There was a significant difference found between veteran and non-

veteran staff (F= 8.56, p= 0.00) when alpha was set at 0.05. The null hypothesis was rejected. 

There was no significant interaction between status and levels of experience certified and non-

certified staff (F= 0.02, p= 0.88) when alpha was set at 0.05. The null hypothesis was accepted. 

Table 38 represents the summary of ANOVA test of significance results for item #31. 

Table 38 

Summary of One-Way and Two-Way ANOVA Tests of Significant Results (Item #31) 

 

Source    SS  df  MS  F  sig. 
 

Status    0.01  1  0.01  0.02  0.88 
     (Certified v. Non-Certified)  

 

Experience   4.23  1  4.23  8.56  0.00 
     (Veteran v. Non-Veteran) 

 

Status * Experience  0.01  1  0.01  0.02  0.88 
    (Interaction) 

Note: Significance = <0.05 

 

Summary 

No construct validity existed between the School Culture Survey-Teacher Form and the 

School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form. In addition, there was no construct validity 

evidenced with either survey in relation to the original School Culture Survey (Gruenert, 1998). 

This initial finding changed research question #5, to limit the reporting on analysis of variance 

procedures to individual items retained on both surveys after data reduction. Analysis of variance 

procedures were not appropriate for factors or totals between any of the three distinct surveys. 
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 Analysis of variance procedures produced four significant findings of difference. First, 

item #17 produced a significant difference between the certified and non-certified staff (F= 

10.82, p= 0.00) when the alpha was set at 0.05. The null hypothesis was rejected. Item #17 

contained the following statement within the SCS-TF: “teacher ideas are valued by other 

teachers” (Gruenert, 1998). The same item in the SCS-SMF read as follows: “staff members 

ideas are valued by other staff members”.  

Second, item #28 produced a significant difference between the certified and non-

certified staff (F= 4.13, p= 0.04) when the alpha was set at 0.05. The null hypothesis was 

rejected. Item #28 contained the following statement within the SCS-TF: “leaders support risk-

taking and innovation in teaching” (Gruenert, 1998). The same item in the SCS-SMF read as 

follows: “leaders support risk taking and innovation in my work”.  

Third, item #29 produced a significant difference between the certified and non-certified 

staff (F= 13.73, p= 0.00) when the alpha was set at 0.05. The null hypothesis was rejected. Item 

#29 contained the following statement within the SCS-TF: “teachers work together to develop 

and evaluate programs and projects” (Gruenert, 1998). The same item in the SCS-SMF read as 

follows: “staff members work together to develop and evaluate programs and projects”.  

Fourth, item #31 produced a significant difference between the veteran and non-veteran 

staff (F= 8.56, p= 0.00) when the alpha was set at 0.05. The null hypothesis was rejected. Item 

#31 contained the following statement within the SCS-TF: “teaching performance reflects the 

mission of the school” (Gruenert, 1998). The same item in the SCS-SMF read as follows: “my 

work performance reflects the mission of the school”.  

There were no significant findings of interaction among any of the subgroups. There were 

26 one-way ANOVA applied to the data, and 13 two-way ANOVA were performed. These 39 
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analysis of variance procedures produced four areas of significance. The null hypothesis was 

accepted in 35 of the 39 analyses. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

 This study was conducted for two main purposes. The first purpose of this study was to 

create a parallel instrument to the School Culture Survey-Teacher Form (Gruenert, 1998) in 

order to gauge the cultural perceptions of non-certified staff. The second purpose of this study 

was to respond to a lack of information concerning the perspectives of school culture among all 

staff members within High School A. In order to accomplish this purpose, survey data were 

collected, via the School Culture Survey-Teacher Form and the School Culture Survey-Staff 

Member Form, and the data were statistically analyzed to determine the presence (or non-

presence) of differences and/or interactions between different distinct subsets within the school. 

This chapter contains the following five sections. First, discussion of findings by research 

questions will be presented. Second, conclusions will be established. Third, recommendations for 

further study are proposed. Fourth, limitations to this study are identified. Fifth, a chapter 

summary will be provided. 

Discussion of Findings 

 The discussion of findings will be organized by research question. Research questions 

three, four and five will be the revised versions that were offered and explained in Chapter 4. 

The first two research questions were not revised upon the presentation of findings. Each 

research question is presented and the findings which were offered in Chapter 4 are discussed. 

Research Question 1 

Were the School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form and the School Culture Survey-

Teacher Form reliable?  
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Ho1. The School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form and the School Culture Survey-

Teacher Form were not reliable. 

Cronbach’s Alpha was conducted to determine the reliability of the School Culture 

Survey-Staff Member Form and the School Culture Survey-Teacher Form. The standard for 

reliability was set at >0.70, based on the recommendation of Field (2005). For the School 

Culture Survey-Staff Member Form, the reliability was 0.942 (n=37). The null hypothesis was 

rejected in reference to the School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form. For the School Culture 

Survey-Staff Teacher Form, the reliability was 0.938 (n=83). The null hypothesis was also 

rejected in reference to the School Culture Survey-Staff Teacher Form. 

Reliability means “that a scale should consistently reflect the construct it is measuring” 

(Field, 2005, p. 666). In other words, a person should score roughly the same in relation to the 

main constructs of the instrument each time that they complete the instrument. In both surveys 

used in this study, the reliability coefficient far exceeded the established minimum (0.70) for 

establishing the reliability of the instrument as a whole. These surveys, if taken again by the staff 

members within this case study, would yield similar results upon each administration. This 

finding yields considerable weight to all statistical analysis which follow from research question 

one. Both surveys have proven to be highly reliable with this particular population, which 

strengthened all of the other findings in this project. 

Research Question 2 

Were the School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form and the School Culture Survey-

Teacher Form construct valid? 

Ho2. The School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form and the School Culture Survey-

Teacher Form were not construct valid. 
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Principal components analysis based on responses to the School Culture Survey-Staff 

Member Form initially yielded nine factors. Data reduction was then applied to the data based on 

the recommendations of Gruenert (1998). This data reduction reduced the number of factors to 

six, and reduced the number of items to 21. Principal component analysis based on responses to 

the School Culture Survey-Teacher Form initially yielded ten factors. Data reduction was then 

applied to the data based on the recommendations of Gruenert (1998). This data reduction 

reduced the number of factors to five, and reduced the number of items to 19. The resulting 

factors and items which existed within the SCS-SMF and the SCS-TF were then compared to the 

factors and items which existed in the original School Culture Survey (Gruenert, 1998). It was 

found that there was no construct validity between the School Culture Survey-Staff Member 

Form and the School Culture Survey-Teacher Form. The null hypothesis was accepted. In 

addition, there was no construct validity found between the School Culture Survey-Staff Member 

Form, School Culture Survey-Teacher Form and the original School Culture Survey (Gruenert, 

1998). 

 The factors which existed in the School Culture Survey (Gruenert, 1998) were based upon 

the responses of 632 teachers from 27 different schools. The factors which existed in the School 

Culture Survey-Staff Member Form and the School Culture Survey-Teacher Form were based 

upon the responses of 120 staff members from one selected site, High School A. This reality 

helped to explain the lack of construct validity between the three instruments. The population 

which completed the School Culture Survey was much different from the population in this 

project. The 632 respondents in that case were from a cross-section of schools, a myriad of 

different work environments and experiences. The 120 respondents in this project were all 

contained within one environment, High School A. While they differed in job status and level of 
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experience, they all worked together within one contained site. Given this distinction between 

the two distinct populations, a finding of a lack of construct validity could be expected. The 

findings were derived from such different groups of people that their similarities were infrequent 

and lacked any statistical strength. 

 The lack of construct validity between the two instruments in this study speaks to the 

differing work environments and experiences of the certified and non-certified staff within High 

School A. As explained in Chapter One, an attempt is made by the leadership of High School A 

to engender the importance of collaboration among the certified staff. The same efforts are not 

extended to their non-certified counterparts. In addition, the certified and non-certified staff often 

work together on various job-related duties, but the two groups seldom work together on any 

project of immense importance or length. They are distinct groups within the school, as reflected 

by the lack of construct validity between the responses offered by each group.   

The survey items were then reduced to only accommodate the items which were retained 

within the School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form and the School Culture Survey-Teacher 

Form. A total of 13 items were commonly retained among both instruments (4, 8, 9, 11, 12, 17, 

19, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31). There were no common loading factors among the two instruments. 

For this reason, the naming of factors was not warranted. There were, however, two common 

themes which are contained within the 13 retained items. Theme one involved a common 

mission among both the certified and the non-certified staff. Concepts of working together and 

striving toward a common mission are key tenets of items 8, 12, 17, 18, 27, 19 and 31. Theme 

two involved the importance of praise and rewards among staff members. Items 4, 9, 11, 28 and 

30 involve concepts of trust, praise and support among the teaching staff and from the leadership 

of the school. These two themes were the main tenets of the Revised School Culture Survey-Staff 
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Member Form (Appendix H) and the Revised School Culture Survey-Teacher Form (Appendix 

I). The factors which were retained within each of these revised instruments clearly point to the 

importance of these two ideas.  

Research Question #3. What are the perceptions of staff members, as measured by the 

School Culture Survey-Teacher Form (SCS-TF) and the School Culture Survey-Staff 

Member Form (SCS-SMF), by item (n=13)? 

Research Question #4. What are the perceptions of staff members, by status and level of 

experience, as measured by the School Culture Survey-Teacher Form (SCS-TF) and the 

School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form (SCS-SMF), by item (n=13)? 

The statistical analysis for research questions three and four were reported together. 

Descriptive statistical data (M, SD, N) was offered for each item to explain differences among 

groups. Of the 13 items analyzed in relation to questions three and four, the certified non-veteran 

group had the highest mean on 10 items (4, 11, 12, 17, 19, 26, 28, 29, 30, 31). No other group 

had the highest mean score for more than one other item. The non-certified non-veteran group 

and the non-certified veteran group each had the lowest mean score on five individual items. The 

non-certified non-veteran group had the lowest mean score for items  4, 17, 28, 29 and 30. The 

non-certified veteran group had the lowest mean score for items 9, 12, 19, 30 and 31. The two 

groups shared the lowest mean score on item #30. 

 The findings for research questions three and four pointed to a clear distinction in the 

cultural perceptions of different groups within the school. The certified non-veteran staff scored 

highest in nearly every area. Each survey item asked for the rating of the respondent on a range 

of questions, all which point to an environment based on collaboration among the staff. The 

certified non-veteran staff had much different impressions of High School A, in direct contrast to 
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all other groups. Their mean scores point to a clear distinction among certified staff as they work 

at High School for a period of two years or more. These early strong impressions of High School 

A as a collaborative culture seemed to erode as these new staff members become more veteran 

members of the workforce within High School A. The definition of culture offered by Schein 

(2004), which served as the main conceptual underpinning of this study, described the culture of 

a group as one which “has worked well enough to be considered valid and, therefore, to be 

taught to new members as the correct way to perceive, think, and fell in relation to those 

problems” (p. 17). This acculturation of new staff members was clearly present in High School 

A. The more veteran staff members, however, seemed to be less inclined to strongly agree with 

the main tenets upon which the leadership of High School A has organized their staff, based 

upon the PLC model postulated by DuFour and Eaker (1998).  

 Differing components of the non-certified staff had the lowest mean scores on the survey 

instrument. The non-certified non-veteran group and the non-certified veteran group each had the 

lowest mean score for five items. This finding again confirmed the differing perceptions of the 

certified and non-certified staff members within High School A. When asked to rate their degree 

of agreement with 13 items which describe concepts of collaborative culture, the non-certified 

staff, as a whole, felt less strongly that those elements are present in High School A, when 

compared to their certified counterparts. As described in Chapter One, the non-certified staff has 

not been completely immersed in the collaborative elements of the PLC. They are not given 

structured release time to collaborate, and they are not expected to comply with other key 

requirements of the PLC model, such as the writing of SMART goals (Eaker, DuFour & DuFour, 

2002). As High School A continues to attempt to build an environment which values 



                                                                                                                                        

99 

 

collaborative decision making and discourse among all staff, the non-certified staff has yet to 

become acculturated to this environment, in comparison to the certified staff. 

Research Question Five 

Is there a difference in school personnel perception, by status, by experience, and is there 

an interaction between status and experience, as measured by the SCS-TF and the SCS-

SMF, by item? 

Ho5. There is no difference in school personnel perception, by status, by experience, and  

there is no interaction between status and experience, as measured by the SCS-TF and the 

SCS-SMF, by item. 

Sub research question 5.1. Is there a difference between certified and non-certified staff, 

in regards to the perception of culture, as measured by the SCS-TF and the SCS-SMF, by 

item? 

Ho5.1. There is no significant difference between certified and non-certified staff, in 

regards to the perception of culture, as measured by the SCS-TF and the SCS-SMF, by 

item. 

Sub research question 5.2. Is there a difference between levels of experience certified and 

non-certified groups, in regards to the perception of culture, as measured by the SCS-TF 

and the SCS-SMF, by item? 

Ho5.2. There is no significant difference between levels of experience certified and non-

certified groups, in regards to the perception of culture, as measured by the SCS-TF and 

the SCS-SMF, by item. 
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Sub research question 5.3. Is there an interaction between status (certified vs. non-

certified) and levels of experience certified and non-certified groups, in regards to the 

perception of culture, as measured by the SCS-TF and the SCS-SMF, by item? 

Ho5.3. There is no significant interaction between status (certified vs. non-certified) and 

levels of experience certified and non-certified groups, in regards to the perception of 

culture, as measured by the SCS-TF and the SCS-SMF, by item. 

Analysis of variance procedures produced four significant findings of difference. First, 

item #17 produced a significant difference between the certified and non-certified staff (F= 

10.82, p= 0.00) when the alpha was set at 0.05. The null hypothesis was rejected. Within each 

survey, Item #17 queried the value placed upon the ideas of staff, by other staff. Certified staff 

produced a mean of 3.80 for item #17, while non-certified staff produced a mean of 3.32. The 

difference can be accounted for in the differing work environments of the two groups. Certified 

staff are required to collaborate once a week, at which time they exchange ideas and projects 

with each other. This reciprocal relationship among the certified staff places real value on the 

work of others. The non-certified staff, by contrast, do not take part in any such process which 

directly strengthens their perception of the value of the work of others. 

Second, item #28 produced a significant difference between the certified and non-

certified staff (F= 4.13, p= 0.04) when the alpha was set at 0.05. The null hypothesis was 

rejected. Within each survey, Item #28 queried the support which staff receives from leadership 

for the pursuit of novel and innovative practices. Certified staff produced a mean of 3.18 for item 

#28, while non-certified staff produced a mean of 2.89. This finding of statistical significance 

between these two groups may be explained by the differing types of work assumed by each 

group. Teachers teach in very different and unique fashions, and are often inundated with best 
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practice research which attempts to express the best ways of teaching for student retention and 

learning. This is especially true in High School A, where the teaching staff is often presented 

with research concerning best practices, and often spends time within their collaborative 

meetings discussing research. The non-certified staff, in contrast, does not experience the same 

exposure or support from their leaders to investigate and apply new and innovative approaches to 

their work.  

Third, item #29 produced a significant difference between the certified and non-certified 

staff (F= 13.73, p= 0.00) when the alpha was set at 0.05. The null hypothesis was rejected. 

Within each survey, Item #29 concerned the collaborative development and evaluation of 

programs and projects. Certified staff produced a mean of 3.55 for item #29, while non-certified 

staff produced a mean of 2.95. The finding of statistical significance in this case again pointed to 

the differing structures of work which were encountered by the certified and non-certified staff. 

Certified staff are expected to work together to develop and evaluate programs and projects at 

least once a week during the course of their collaborative meetings. A key component of these 

collaborative work sessions concerns the ability of certified staff to work together in this way. 

Certified staff, by contrast, do not take part in any work-related exercise which directly places 

them in situations in which they are expected to work together to both develop programs and 

projects, and evaluate their effectiveness once they are implemented.  

Fourth, item #31 produced a significant difference between the veteran and non-veteran 

staff (F= 8.56, p= 0.00) when the alpha was set at 0.05. The null hypothesis was rejected. Within 

each survey, Item #31 queried the ideal that the work performance of each group reflected the 

mission of the school. Veteran staff produced a mean of 3.57 for item #31, while non-veteran 

staff produced a mean of 4.00. The finding of statistical difference in relation to item #31 again 
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reinforced the notion (as postulated in the discussion of findings concerning research questions 

three and four) that the non-veteran staff had much stronger perceptions concerning the presence 

of a collaborative culture in High School A than did their veteran counterparts. In this case, 

specifically, the non-veteran staff saw their work performance more closely tied to the mission of 

the school. As cited in Chapter One, the mission statements of High School A include the notion 

that collaborative work and decision making among staff is of greater value than that done by 

individuals alone. These new staff members of High School A clearly indicated that their work 

was in accordance with this mission, that their performance reflected this ideal of the importance 

of collaboration among all staff. These feelings eroded as staff members moved beyond the 

second year of employment within High School A.  

There were no significant findings of interaction among any of the subgroups. There were 

26 one-way ANOVA applied to the data, and 13 two-way ANOVA were performed. These 39 

analysis of variance procedures produced four areas of significance. The null hypothesis was 

accepted in 35 of the 39 analyses. 

Conclusions 

 The following are conclusions derived from the current study: 

 The Revised School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form and the Revised School 

Culture Survey-Teacher Form are highly reliable instruments when used with similar 

collaborative populations.  

 The structured work environment of staff within a collaborative school has a great 

influence on their perceptions of its collaborative nature. If staff members are not 

expected and/or required to take part in collaborative practices, it will lessen their 

rating and/or perception of the collaborative nature of their environment. If staff 
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members are expected and/or required to take part in collaborative practices, it will 

strengthen their rating and/or perception of the collaborative nature of their 

environment. 

 Acculturing new staff members to their collaborative environment strengthens their 

connection to its ideals. 

 As staff members work in similar collaborative environments for an extended period 

of time, they are less inclined to rate their school highly in terms which directly relate 

to its collaborative nature.  

 Non-certified staff members in similar collaborative environments encounter a much 

different work environment and experience than the certified staff. 

 The non-veteran certified staff feels the strongest connection to the espoused culture 

of similar collaborative environments. All other groups have a much weaker degree 

of connection in this area. 

 In similar collaborative environments, certified and non-certified staffs view the 

concepts of value, praise for innovation, and the importance of working together to 

develop and evaluate programs much differently. 

 The interaction of the factors of status and experience do not greatly impact the 

cultural perceptions of staff in similar work environments. 

 The 13 items retained from each survey after data reduction represent a new 

instrument which can be used with both certified and non-certified staff to query their 

perceptions of two main themes. Theme one involved a common mission among both 

the certified and the non-certified staff. Theme two involved the importance of praise 

and rewards among staff members.  
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 The cultural definition postulated by Schein (2004) helped to determine the lack of a 

cohesive culture within High School A. There were very few shared basic 

assumptions among the staff members, so there was a lack of a concise set of cultural 

values to teach to new members as they entered. 

 When viewed through the lens of Schein (2004), the two central themes which 

emerged in the course of this study (common mission and importance of praise and 

reward) comprise the only shared values among the staff of High School A. These 

two themes were shared assumptions among all staff members, and they were taught 

to new members as they entered the culture of High School A. There were no other 

unifying themes which emerged from this case study. 

Recommendations 

 The following are recommendations based on the conclusions: 

 Researchers who use the School Culture Survey (Gruenert, 1998) should analyze the 

construct validity of the instrument in relation to their population. 

 The leaders of similar collaborative environments should extend the PLC model to 

include the non-certified staff. The non-certified staff should take part in the same 

collaborative work structures which strengthen the collaborative cultural perceptions 

among the certified staff. 

 The leaders of similar collaborative environments should re-establish the 

collaborative ideals that are regarded with such strength among the non-veteran 

certified staff with the remainder of the staff. 

The following are recommendations for further study: 
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 The School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form could be utilized with more precise 

non-certified subgroups (distinctions among different work titles of non-certified 

staff) to assess their cultural perceptions. 

 This study could be replicated within different selected sites to establish cultural 

perceptions of certified and non-certified staff. 

 The 13 items retained from each survey after data reduction may be used by other 

researchers in similar collaborative environments with both certified and non-certified 

staff to query their perceptions of two main themes. Theme one involved a common 

mission among both the certified and the non-certified staff. Theme two involved the 

importance of praise and rewards among staff members.  

Limitations 

 Results for the current study were limited by the reliability and validity of the School 

Culture Survey-Teacher Form (SCS-TF), School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form 

(SCS-SMF), and the School Culture Survey (Gruenert, 1998). 

 Results of this case study only described participants involved in the study and cannot 

be generalized to other populations due to the fact that the data were self-reported and 

the sample was self-selected.  

Summary 

Through this study, it was established that the cultural perceptions in this case study were 

influenced by the status and the levels of experience among different staff members. When 

viewed through the lens of the cultural definition offered by Schein (2004), the staff of High 

School A did not possess a cohesive set of cultural values, and thus did not possess the necessary 

set of shared basic assumptions to be taught to new members as they entered the environment. 
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There was no significant shared culture among the staff of High School A. The non-certified 

staff encountered a much different work environment, and thus reacted much differently to the 

ratings of postulates concerning collaborative culture. The non-veteran certified staff felt the 

strongest connection to the ideals of collaboration which were espoused by the leadership of 

High School A. This study produced a revised version of each instrument which can be used 

with other populations of educational professionals. The results of this study can be used to 

inform educational researchers and leaders who seek to engender a collaborative culture among 

all building-level staff within their school. The benefit will come from an increased 

understanding of the cultural perceptions of each group which has a direct influence on the 

formation of the culture of the school. 
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Appendix A 

 

Informed Consent Form 

 

You are being asked to participate in a study investigating the culture of this school. This study is 

being conducted as a doctoral dissertation for the University of Missouri-Columbia. The results 

of the survey will be used in the course of research for a doctoral dissertation. The following 

documents contain a demographic survey and the survey instrument. Certified staff will 

complete the School Culture Survey-Teacher Form, which was developed by Gruenert and 

Valentine (1998) at the University of Missouri-Columbia. Non-certified staff will complete the 

School Culture Survey-Staff Member Form, which is a researcher adapted form of the original 

School Culture Survey. The survey will take approximately 15 minutes to complete. Once you 

are finished with the survey packet, please return them to the proxy (the person who is passing 

out and collecting the surveys). At the completion of the study, a copy will be made available to 

you in the LMC. 

 

 Purpose of the study 
 The purpose of this study is twofold. The first purpose of this study is to create a parallel 

 instrument to the School Culture Survey-Teacher Form in order to gauge the cultural 

 perceptions of non-certified staff. The second purpose of this study is to respond to a lack 

 of information concerning the perspectives of school culture among all personnel within 

 this school. 

 

 Participation in this study is completely voluntary. 
 You may choose not to participate. If you do participate, you may withdraw at any time  

 you wish. You may choose not to answer any single question or any group of questions if 

 you choose. If, after completing the study, you decide that you do not want your  

 completed survey used for data analysis, I will respect and adhere to your decision. 

 

 Confidentiality 
 The results of this study will be used for my dissertation and may be published or used 

 for educational purposes. All individual information will be anonymous. Group scores  

 will be reported, but no individual identifiable information will be used. Results of this 

 study will not be used as any form of personal evaluation. The informed consent form 

 will be removed from the survey packets by the proxy before I receive the last  

 two components of the instrument. 

 

 Potential risks/ benefits 
 The completion of this survey poses no mental or physical risk to each individual  

 participant. Participation (or non-participation) will not affect your performance  

 evaluations or opportunities for job advancement. The benefit from this study will come 

 from a greater understanding of the cultural perspectives of all members of our school. 

 

 You may contact the researcher. 
 Chad Brinton at (816) 359-6167 or e-mail: brintonc@parkhill.k12.mo.us 
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 You may contact the faculty advisor. 

 Dr. Joyce Piveral at (660) 562-1064 or e-mail: piveral@mail.nwmissouri.edu 

 

 If you have any questions regarding your rights as a participant 
 and/or concerns about the study, you may contact the University of Missouri  

 Institutional Review Board at (573) 882-3181 

 

 If you agree to participate in this study, please sign and date the bottom of this form. 

 Your signature indicates that you have read and understand this informed consent form, 

 and that your completed survey packet may be utilized in the course of this study. 

 Thank you for your consideration and time. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

_________________________________________________  __________ 

 Signature            Date 
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Appendix B 

 

Demographic Survey 

 

Thank you for your participation in this survey. The following items will query either your 

current professional status or your length of experience here at this school. Place a check box 

next to the item in each question which best describes your current position. 

 

1. Please indicate your current job status. 

 

   Certified staff (teacher, counselor, administrator) 

 

   

  Non-certified staff (teacher aide, custodian, food service, campus supervisor, 

     administrative assistant, all other positions not listed 

     above within certified staff) 

 

2. Please indicate your current length of tenure within this high school. 

 

I have been employed at this high school for two continuous years or less prior to 

this school year (2006-2007). 

 

 

  I have been employed at this high school for more than two continuous years 

  prior to this school year (2006-2007). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Thank you for completing the demographic survey. Please continue on to the next page. 
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Appendix C 

School Culture Survey- Teacher Form 

To what degree do these statements describe the conditions at your school? 

Rate each statement on the following scale: (CIRCLE the icon next to each item 
that best describes your rating of that particular statement) 

1=Strongly Disagree      2=Disagree      3=Neutral      4=Agree      5=Strongly Agree 
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1. Teachers utilize professional networks to obtain information and resources for classroom 
instruction.           

2. Leaders value teachers’ ideas.           
3. Teacher have opportunities for dialogue and planning across grades and subjects.           
4. Teachers trust each other.           
5. Teachers support the mission of the school.           
6. Teachers and parents have common expectations for student performance.           
7. Leaders in this school trust the professional judgments of teachers.           
8. Teachers spend considerable time planning together.           
9. Teachers regularly seek ideas from seminars, colleagues, and conferences.           

10. Teachers are willing to help out whenever there is a problem.           
11. Leaders take time to praise teachers that perform well.           
12. The school mission provides a clear sense of direction for teachers.           
13. Parents trust teachers’ professional judgments.           
14. Teachers are involved in the decision-making process.           
15. Teachers take time to observe each other teaching.           
16. Professional development is valued by the faculty.           
17. Teachers’ ideas are valued by other teachers.           
18. Leaders in our school facilitate teachers working together.           
19. Teachers understand the mission of the school.           
20. Teachers are kept informed on current issues in the school.           
21. Teachers and parents communicate frequently about student performance.           
22. My involvement in policy or decision making is taken seriously.           
23. Teachers are generally aware of what other teachers are teaching.           
24. Teachers maintain a current knowledge base about the learning process.           
25. Teachers work cooperatively in groups.           
26. Teachers are rewarded for experimenting with new ideas and techniques.           
27. The school mission statement reflects the values of the community.           
28. Leaders support risk-taking and innovation in teaching.           
29. Teachers work together to develop and evaluate programs and projects.           
30. The faculty values school improvement.           
31. Teaching performance reflects the mission of the school.           
32. Administrators protect instruction and planning time.           
33. Teaching practice disagreements are voiced openly and discussed.           
34. Teachers are encouraged to share ideas.           
35. Students generally accept responsibility for their schooling, for example they engage 

mentally in class and complete homework assignments.           



                                                                                                                                        

119 

 

Appendix D 

 School Culture Survey- Staff Member Form 

To what degree do these statements describe the conditions at your school? 

Rate each statement on the following scale: (CIRCLE the icon next to each item 
that best describes your rating of that particular statement) 

1=Strongly Disagree      2=Disagree      3=Neutral      4=Agree      5=Strongly Agree 
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1. Staff members utilize professional networks to obtain information and resources.           
2. Leaders value staff members’ ideas.           
3. Staff members have opportunities for dialogue and planning.           
4. Staff members trust each other.           
5. Staff members support the mission of the school.           
6. Staff members and parents have common expectations for student performance.           
7. Leaders in this school trust the professional judgments of staff members.           
8. Staff members spend considerable time planning together.           
9. Staff members regularly seek ideas from seminars, colleagues, and conferences.           

10. Staff members are willing to help out whenever there is a problem.           
11. Leaders take time to praise staff members that perform well.           
12. The school mission provides a clear sense of direction for staff members.           
13. Parents trust staff members’ professional judgments.           
14. Staff members are involved in the decision-making process.           
15. Staff members take time to observe each other working.           
16. Professional development provided to staff members is valued by the staff members.           
17. Staff members’ ideas are valued by other staff members.           
18. Leaders in our school facilitate staff members working together.           
19. Staff members understand the mission of the school.           
20. Staff members are kept informed on current issues in the school.           
21. Staff members and parents communicate frequently about students.           
22. My involvement in policy or decision making is taken seriously.           
23. Staff members are generally aware of what other staff members are doing.           
24. Staff members maintain a current knowledge base about their jobs.           
25. Staff members work cooperatively in groups.           
26. Staff members are rewarded for experimenting with new ideas and techniques.           
27. The school mission statement reflects the values of the community.           
28. Leaders support risk-taking and innovation in my work.           
29. Staff members work together to develop and evaluate programs and projects.           
30. Staff members value school improvement.           
31. My work performance reflects the mission of the school.           
32. Administrators protect staff members’ planning and break times.           
33. Staff member work-related disagreements are voiced openly and discussed.           
34. Staff members are encouraged to share ideas.           
35. Students generally accept responsibility for their schooling, for example they engage 

mentally in class and complete homework assignments.           
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Appendix E 

 

Permission to use the School Culture Survey 

 

From:   Valentine, Jerry W. [ValentineJ@missouri.edu]  Sent:   Tue 8/8/2006 7:24 PM 

 To:   Brinton, Chad   

 Cc:      

 Subject:   RE: school culture survey redux   

 Attachments:   
View As Web Page 

Chad 

You have permission.  Also, call Bernard at 573-882-0944 and ask him to send you an electronic copy of the SCS-TF...be sure 

you tell him the School Culture Survey, as we have many instruments we use to support schools and research...you want to get 

the correct one. 

Jerry  

 

________________________________________________________________________ 

From: Brinton, Chad  

Sent: Tuesday, August 01, 2006 8:47 PM 

To: Valentine, Jerry W. 

Subject: school culture survey  

 

 

My name is Chad Brinton, and I contacted you (via E-mail) in the Spring semester. I am a doctorate student at MU-Northwest. I 

am writing to ask permission to use the School Culture Survey, developed by the MLLC, in my dissertation. 

 

I am also wondering, with the permission, will I be receiving a clean copy (the one from the website has "sample survey" across 

it? And, the site describes a process for approval, wherein the recipient will receive a number of items, namely: 

  1. a letter granting permission to use the requested instrument 

  2. guidelines for administering, scoring and interpreting the instrument 

  3. a master copy of the instrument for your copying 

  4. a spreadsheet in which you may enter the survey data for automated scoring and production of 

        data charts. 

 

Will I be receiving each of these components? 

 

I want to sincerely thank you, in advance, for your speedy reply to this request. 

 

Please let me know if you have any questions. 

 

Thanks 

 

Chad Brinton 

Assistant Principal 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://phmail.parkhill.k12.mo.us/exchange/Brintonc/Inbox/RE:%20school%20culture%20survey%20redux-2.EML/?cmd=editrecipient&Index=-1
http://phmail.parkhill.k12.mo.us/exchange/Brintonc/Inbox/RE:%20school%20culture%20survey%20redux-2.EML/?cmd=editrecipient&Index=0
http://phmail.parkhill.k12.mo.us/exchange/Brintonc/Inbox/RE:%20school%20culture%20survey%20redux-2.EML/
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Appendix F 

 

Permission for Adaptation of the Original School Culture Survey 

 

From:   Valentine, Jerry W. [ValentineJ@missouri.edu]  Sent:   Tue 9/5/2006 8:27 AM 

 To:   Brinton, Chad   

 Cc:      

 Subject:   RE: school culture survey redux   

 Attachments:   
View As Web Page 

Chad 
You may modify the SCS-TF provided you send me a copy of the revised instrument before using it.  I will provide my 
formal approval once I have had the opportunity to see the non-certified version.  Good luck with your study and give 
my best to Joyce. 
Jerry 
 

 
From: Brinton, Chad  

Sent: Monday, September 04, 2006 3:49 PM 

To: Valentine, Jerry W. 
Subject: RE: school culture survey redux 

 

I have spoken with one of my advisors, Dr. Joyce Piveral, and we want to secure permission from you to modify the School 

Culture Survey to survey non-certified staff(custodians, cooks, etc.). My plan is to simply modify the questions so that the word 

teacher (or other word that concerns certified staff) is changed to custodian, cook, etc. The newly designed survey would contain 

questions which would exactly parallel those of the original survey, so that comparisons could be made between groups (I would 

still use the original SCS-TF with certified staff). We have spoken of the nature of designing a survey instrument, and the 

concomitant extra work required to prove that it is reliable and valid. 

 

I plan to call Bernard tomorrow (Tuesday) to get the original SCS-TF mailed to me. I appreciate, in advance, your response to 

this request, and I appreciate your generosity in allowing me to use the original SCS-TF in my dissertation. 

 

Please let me know if you have any questions. 

 

Thanks 

 

Chad Brinton 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://phmail.parkhill.k12.mo.us/exchange/Brintonc/Inbox/RE:%20school%20culture%20survey%20redux.EML/?cmd=editrecipient&Index=-1
http://phmail.parkhill.k12.mo.us/exchange/Brintonc/Inbox/RE:%20school%20culture%20survey%20redux.EML/?cmd=editrecipient&Index=0
http://phmail.parkhill.k12.mo.us/exchange/Brintonc/Inbox/RE:%20school%20culture%20survey%20redux.EML/


                                                                                                                                        

122 

 

 

 

 

Appendix G 

 

Final Permission to use the School Culture Survey- Staff Member Form 

 

From:   Valentine, Jerry W. [ValentineJ@missouri.edu]  Sent:   Mon 1/8/2007 7:09 PM 

 To:   Brinton, Chad   

 Cc:  
 Solomon, Cameron Bernard (UMC-Student); Matthews, Kristin Weiser (UMC-Student); 

Mees, Gregory William (UMC-Student) 
  

 Subject:   Permission to Use SCS-TF for Dissertation   

 Attachments:   Adapted School Culture Survey Staff Form JV to CB 1-8-07.doc(106KB)  School Culture Survey 

Teacher Form JV to CB 1-8-07.doc(105KB)  
View As Web Page 

Chad 

Attached is a copy of your draft. I have revised it per the things that I noticed you did not change.  I think you should 
look at the suggestion.  The only one I will insist on is the title, where it says School Culture Survey—Staff Member 
Form.  The other yellow highlights are suggested changes. 

Good luck with the study.  You have my permission to use the SCS-TF and the SCS-TF—Staff Member Form 
surveys per the title change I have suggested. 

  

From: Brinton, Chad  
Sent: Monday, January 08, 2007 6:44 PM 

To: Valentine, Jerry W. 
Subject: RE: school culture survey redux 

  

Per your request, I have attached a copy of the original SCS-TF and the modified version (I call it the adapted School 
Culture Survey, or SCS-SMF-TF) as it appears in my proposal. I am defending my proposal on January 22

nd
, 2007. I 

only slightly modified most items, to reflect the fact that non-certified staff will be completing the survey. In most 
cases, a simple change from teacher to staff member was enough to make the survey applicable to non-certified 
staff. 

  

I look forward to your feedback and approval. I have truly appreciated all of your help in this process.  

 Thanks, 

 Chad Brinton 

Assistant Principal  

 

http://webmail.parkhill.k12.mo.us/exchange/Brintonc/Inbox/Permission%20to%20Use%20SCS%20for%20Dissertation.EML/?cmd=editrecipient&Index=-1
http://webmail.parkhill.k12.mo.us/exchange/Brintonc/Inbox/Permission%20to%20Use%20SCS%20for%20Dissertation.EML/?cmd=editrecipient&Index=0
http://webmail.parkhill.k12.mo.us/exchange/Brintonc/Inbox/Permission%20to%20Use%20SCS%20for%20Dissertation.EML/?cmd=editrecipient&Index=1
http://webmail.parkhill.k12.mo.us/exchange/Brintonc/Inbox/Permission%20to%20Use%20SCS%20for%20Dissertation.EML/?cmd=editrecipient&Index=2
http://webmail.parkhill.k12.mo.us/exchange/Brintonc/Inbox/Permission%20to%20Use%20SCS%20for%20Dissertation.EML/?cmd=editrecipient&Index=3
http://webmail.parkhill.k12.mo.us/exchange/Brintonc/Inbox/Permission%20to%20Use%20SCS%20for%20Dissertation.EML/1_multipart_xF8FF_2_Adapted%20School%20Culture%20Survey%20Staff%20Form%20JV%20to%20CB%201-8-07.doc/C58EA28C-18C0-4a97-9AF2-036E93DDAFB3/Adapted%20School%20Culture%20Survey%20Staff%20Form%20JV%20to%20CB%201-8-07.doc?attach=1
http://webmail.parkhill.k12.mo.us/exchange/Brintonc/Inbox/Permission%20to%20Use%20SCS%20for%20Dissertation.EML/1_multipart_xF8FF_3_School%20Culture%20Survey%20Teacher%20Form%20JV%20to%20CB%201-8-07.doc/C58EA28C-18C0-4a97-9AF2-036E93DDAFB3/School%20Culture%20Survey%20Teacher%20Form%20JV%20to%20CB%201-8-07.doc?attach=1
http://webmail.parkhill.k12.mo.us/exchange/Brintonc/Inbox/Permission%20to%20Use%20SCS%20for%20Dissertation.EML/1_multipart_xF8FF_3_School%20Culture%20Survey%20Teacher%20Form%20JV%20to%20CB%201-8-07.doc/C58EA28C-18C0-4a97-9AF2-036E93DDAFB3/School%20Culture%20Survey%20Teacher%20Form%20JV%20to%20CB%201-8-07.doc?attach=1
http://webmail.parkhill.k12.mo.us/exchange/Brintonc/Inbox/Permission%20to%20Use%20SCS%20for%20Dissertation.EML/
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Appendix H 

Revised School Culture Survey- Teacher Form 

To what degree do these statements describe the conditions at your school? 

Rate each statement on the following scale: (CIRCLE the icon next to each item 
that best describes your rating of that particular statement) 

1=Strongly Disagree      2=Disagree      3=Neutral      4=Agree      5=Strongly Agree 
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1. Teachers trust each other. 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Teachers spend considerable time planning together. 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Teachers regularly seek ideas from seminars, colleagues, and conferences. 1 2 3 4 5 

4. Leaders take time to praise teachers that perform well. 1 2 3 4 5 

5. The school mission provides a clear sense of direction for teachers. 1 2 3 4 5 

6. Teachers’ ideas are valued by other teachers. 1 2 3 4 5 

7. Teachers understand the mission of the school. 1 2 3 4 5 

8. Teachers are rewarded for experimenting with new ideas and techniques. 1 2 3 4 5 

9. The school mission statement reflects the values of the community. 1 2 3 4 5 

10. Leaders support risk-taking and innovation in teaching. 1 2 3 4 5 

11. Teachers work together to develop and evaluate programs and projects. 1 2 3 4 5 

12. The faculty values school improvement. 1 2 3 4 5 

13. Teaching performance reflects the mission of the school. 1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



                                                                                                                                        

124 

 

 

 

Appendix I 

Revised School Culture Survey- Staff Member Form 

To what degree do these statements describe the conditions at your school? 

Rate each statement on the following scale: (CIRCLE the icon next to each item 
that best describes your rating of that particular statement) 

1=Strongly Disagree      2=Disagree      3=Neutral      4=Agree      5=Strongly Agree 
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1. Staff members trust each other. 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Staff members spend considerable time planning together. 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Staff members regularly seek ideas from seminars, colleagues, and 

conferences. 
1 2 3 4 5 

4. Leaders take time to praise staff members that perform well. 1 2 3 4 5 

5. The school mission provides a clear sense of direction for staff members. 1 2 3 4 5 

6. Staff members’ ideas are valued by other staff members. 1 2 3 4 5 

7. Staff members understand the mission of the school. 1 2 3 4 5 

8. Staff members are rewarded for experimenting with new ideas and 

techniques. 
1 2 3 4 5 

9. The school mission statement reflects the values of the community. 1 2 3 4 5 

10. Leaders support risk-taking and innovation in my work. 1 2 3 4 5 

11. Staff members work together to develop and evaluate programs and 

projects. 
1 2 3 4 5 

12. Staff members value school improvement. 1 2 3 4 5 

13. My work performance reflects the mission of the school. 1 2 3 4 5 
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