
 

 

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, NORTHRIDGE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ENTREPRENURIAL ORIENTATION OF CHARTER SCHOOL LEADERS IN CALIFORNIA 

 

 

 

 

 

A Dissertation submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements  

For the degree of Doctor of Education in Educational Leadership  

 

 

 

 

By 

 

Kelly M. Hourigan 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

August 2019 

 

 

 

 

 



 ii 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

COPYRIGHT BY KELLY HOURIGAN 2019 

 

 

 



 iii 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The dissertation of Kelly Hourigan is approved: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

_________________________________________   ________________ 

Dr. Jody Dunlap       Date 

 

 

_________________________________________   ________________ 

Dr. Caprice Young       Date 

 

 

_________________________________________   ________________ 

Dr. Richard W. Moore, Chair      Date 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

California State University, Northridge 

 

 

 



 iv 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS  

I would like to thank my committee members for their continued support and guidance 

throughout this process. To my chair, Dr. Rick Moore, thank you for your support, guidance and 

SPSS expertise. Dr. Dunlap, thank you for your feedback, educational expertise and for all you 

do for the department. Dr. Young, thank you for your feedback, expertise and for going on this 

journey with me from beginning to end. All of your efforts have been much appreciated. 

The Final Four, our doctoral cohort. I am truly thankful to have been surrounded with 

such an amazing group of leaders. Our memories and our specified cohort roles were quiet 

impactful, to say the least. We laughed together, learned together, and bonded together. Thank 

you for making this journey so memorable.  

Scott Petri and Victor Torres whose studies inspired me to pursue further research with 

Entrepreneurial Orientation in the education sector.  

Alfredo Rubalcava and Frank Gonzalez, thank you for believing in me and for taking the 

time to write my recommendation letters for this program.  

My family and friends for your unconditional love and support throughout this process. It 

takes a village, and I am truly thankful for my village. To my husband, thank you for always 

supporting my endeavors and being my biggest fan. My amazing children, Kayla, Brett and 

Taylor, you can do anything that you put your mind to. There is always a way to achieve your 

goal and I would not have been able to achieve mine without you. I love each one of you, very 

much! 

 



 v 

DEDICATION  

Dedicated to my awesome and loving family Ryan, Kayla, Brett and Taylor. 

Thank you for your continuous love, laughter and support. 

  



 vi 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Title Page i 

Copyright ii  

Signature Page iii 

Acknowledgement  iv 

Dedication v  

Table of Contents                                                                                                       vi 

List of Tables                                                                                                              viii 

Abstract                                                                                                                       x 

 

Chapter 1: Statement of the Problem       1 

 Introduction         1 

Problem Statement        3 

Purpose and Significance       5 

Research Questions         6 

Theoretical Conceptual Framework      7 

Overview of Methodology       8 

Delimitations and Limitations      9 

Key Terms         9 

Dissertation Organization       11 

 

Chapter 2: Review of the Literature       13 

 Introduction         13 

 Importance of Leaders in Education      15 

 Entrepreneurial Orientation of leaders in Education    18 

 Previous Research on Entrepreneurial Orientation    20 

 Charter Schools        30 

 Charter Management Organizations      32 

 Stand-alone Charter Schools       32 

 Charter Schools Association       33 

 Center for Research on Education Outcomes     34 

 Conclusion         35 

 

Chapter 3: Methodology        37 

 Introduction         37 

 Research Questions        38 

 Chapter Organization        39 

Research Design         39 

Research Setting        40 

Operational Definitions        41 

Research Sample         41 

Measuring Entrepreneurial Orientation     43 

Ethical Issues         43 

Instrument         44 

Entrepreneurial Orientation       45 



 vii 

Data Collection        46 

Description of Procedures       46 

Rationale          47 

Data Analysis         48 

Dependent Variable        49 

Independent Variable        49 

Role of the Researcher       50 

Strategies to Mitigate Effects       51 

Summary         52 

  

Chapter 4: Findings         53 

 Introduction         53 

Research Questions        53 

Study Description        54 

Research Sample        55 

Entrepreneur Orientation Scale and Subscales    61 

Research Question Review        62 

Multiple Regression Analysis       74 

Summary         76 

 

Chapter 5: Discussion and Conclusions      77 

 Introduction         77 

 Summary of the Study       77 

 Discussion         78 

 Implication for Policy and Practice      84 

 Recommendations for Future Research     87 

 Concluding Statement        88 

References          90 

 

Appendix A: Participation Letter       95 

Appendix B: Modified Administrator Entrepreneurial Orientation Instrument 96 

Appendix C: Coding of Questions with Subscales     98 

 

 

 

  

   



 viii 

LIST OF TABLES 

Table 3.1 Alpha reliability table        49 

 

Table 4.1 Sample Demographics and Response Rate     56 

 

Table 4.2 Gender and School Type       56 

 

Table 4.3 Current Role        58 

 

Table 4.4 Years of Experience in Charter Sector     59 

     

Table 4.5 Highest Level of Education by School Site    60 

 

Table 4.6 Prior Experience in the Private Sector     61 

 

Table 4.7 Entrepreneur Orientation Survey and Subscales    62 

 

Table 4.8 Overall Entrepreneurial Orientation Dimension Means and   63 

    Standard Deviations 

 

Table 4.9 Autonomy Entrepreneurial Orientation Dimension Means and   63 

    Standard Deviations 

 

Table 4.10 Competitive Aggressiveness Entrepreneurial Orientation   64 

      Dimension Means and Standard Deviations 

 

Table 4.11 Innovativeness Entrepreneurial Orientation Dimension    64 

      Means and Standard Deviations 

 

Table 4.12 Proactiveness Entrepreneurial Orientation Dimension    65 

      Means and Standard Deviations 

 

Table 4.13 Risk Taking Entrepreneurial Orientation Dimension    65 

      Means and Standard Deviations 

 

Table 4.14 Difference Between Subscale score for the Entire Population  66 

 

Table 4.15 Gender and Overall Entrepreneurial Orientation Dimension   66 

      Means and Standard Deviations 

 

Table 4.16 Gender and Autonomy Entrepreneurial Orientation    67 

      Dimension Means and Standard Deviations 

 

Table 4.17 Gender and Competitive Aggressiveness Entrepreneurial   67 

      Orientation Dimension Means and Standard Deviations 



 ix 

Table 4.18 Gender and Innovativeness Entrepreneurial Orientation              68        

Dimension Means and Standard Deviations 

 

Table 4.19 Gender and Proactiveness Entrepreneurial Orientation    68        

Dimension Means and Standard Deviations 

 

Table 4.20 Gender and Risk Taking Entrepreneurial Orientation    68        

Dimension Means and Standard Deviations 

 

Table 4.21 Years of Experience and Entrepreneurial Orientation   69 

 

Table 4.22 Education and Entrepreneurial Orientation Dimension    70 

      Cross Tabulation Credential and Doctorate 

 

Table 4.23 Education and Entrepreneurial Orientation Dimension    71 

      Cross Tabulation Master and Doctorate 

 

Table 4.24 Prior Experience in the Business Sector and Overall    71 

      Entrepreneurial Orientation Dimension Means and  

      Standard Deviations 

 

Table 4.25 Prior Experience in the Business Sector and Autonomy   72 

      Entrepreneurial Orientation Dimension Means and  

      Standard Deviations 

 

Table 4.26 Prior Experience in the Business Sector and Competitive  72 

      Aggressiveness Entrepreneurial Orientation Dimension  

      Means and Standard Deviations 

 

Table 4.27 Prior Experience in the Business Sector and Innovativeness   73 

      Entrepreneurial Orientation Dimension Means and  

      Standard Deviations 

 

Table 4.28 Prior Experience in the Business Sector and Proactiveness  73 

Entrepreneurial Orientation Dimension Means and Standard  

Deviations 

 

Table 4.29 Prior Experience in the Business Sector and Risk Taking  74        

Entrepreneurial Orientation Dimension Means and  

      Standard Deviations 

 

Table 4.30 Multiple Regression Analysis Summary of Proactiveness  75 

  



 x 

ABSTRACT 

 

ENTREPRENURIAL ORIENTATION OF CHARTER SCHOOL LEADERS IN CALIFORNIA 

 

 

 

By 

 

Kelly M. Hourigan 

 

 

Doctor of Education Degree 

in Educational Leadership 

 

 

This study examined how charter school leaders at stand-alone charter schools and those 

associated with a charter management organization differ on the entrepreneurial orientation 

construct as defined by Lumpkin and Dess (1996). The findings of this study identified the 

entrepreneurial orientation of charter leaders by using a modified model of the research 

instrument created and used by Lumpkin and Dess (1996) to evaluate entrepreneurial orientation 

in the areas of autonomy, innovativeness, risk taking, pro-activeness, and competitive 

aggressiveness. In addition, the study identified the relationship of gender, years of experience as 

a charter leader, experience in the business sector, grade level of the school and level of 

education completed of the participating leaders’ on their entrepreneurial orientation. For 

purposes of this study, charter school leaders included; directors, principals, assistant principals, 

deans and coordinators who are employed at a charter school in California.  

The Entrepreneurial Orientation construct has been studied for over 40 years in the 

business sector, and has proven to be valid. It is presumed that incorporating the entrepreneurial 

orientation research into the field of education would benefit school leaders. One hundred and 

twenty-two participants completed the online survey for this study. The findings found that 

overall charter leaders associated with a charter management organization were more likely to 



 xi 

exhibit proactiveness while charter leaders at stand-alone schools were more likely to exhibit 

autonomy. Risk taking is not a common characteristic of either of the charter leader groups. 

Charter leaders scored the lowest on risk taking of all the subscales. The study also identified 

that the more experience a charter leader had the less likely they were to be entrepreneurially 

oriented. Females who hold a doctorate degree have a higher level of entrepreneurial orientation 

and are more likely to be employed by a charter management organization.  
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Chapter 1: Statement of the Problem 

Introduction 

Is there a relationship between the type of charter school and entrepreneurial orientation 

of charter leaders? This research study examines how charter school leaders at stand-alone 

charter schools and those associated with a charter management organization in California differ 

on the entrepreneurial orientation construct as defined by Lumpkin and Dess (1996). This study 

endeavored to identify if there is a systematic relationship between a leader’s entrepreneurial 

orientation and the type of charter school in which they are employed. The findings of this study 

identified the entrepreneurial orientation of charter leaders by using a modified model of the 

research instrument created and used by Lumpkin and Dess (1996) to evaluate entrepreneurial 

orientation in the areas of autonomy, innovativeness, risk taking, pro-activeness, and competitive 

aggressiveness. Petri (2013) modified the original instrument to be used in the education sector. 

This study looked at these factors in order to identify the entrepreneurial orientation of charter 

school leaders in California. In addition, it identified the relationship of gender, years of 

experience as a charter leader, experience in the business sector, grade level of the school and 

levels of education completed of the participating leaders’ to entrepreneurial orientation. For 

purposes of this study, charter school leaders include; directors, principals, assistant principals, 

deans and coordinators who are employed at a charter school in California.  

 Charter school in California has been controversial since their establishment. Educational 

entrepreneurs have incorporated many promising innovations that have changed the traditional 

models and barriers that we have seen for generations in the traditional school system (California 

Charter School Association, 2017). Schools now offer hybrid models, in seat and out of seat 

instructional programs, blended learning models, focused programs such as Science, 
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Technology, Engineering, Art and Math or Business focused programs, Public School Choice 

programs where there are multiple schools on a single campus to offer variety and choice to the 

community (Los Angeles Unified School District, 2017 and California Charter School 

Association, 2017). These models allow students and families the option to choose their learning 

environment options. Some of the models allow students to learn virtually from their home, some 

follow traditional in-seat school models, some use blended models that offer more options while 

combining subject matter while others have specific areas of focus as their specialization (Los 

Angeles Unified School District, 2017). All of these options require strong school leaders to 

create and operate them to meet the needs of the community they serve. 

Educational leaders are now challenged to ensure that their school is innovative and high 

performing to attain their expected enrollment targets. Entrepreneurs in education currently focus 

on closing achievement gaps by changing the traditional educational model (Childress, 2010). It 

is assumed that charter schools are more innovative and entrepreneurial than traditional schools 

however previous research found that charter school principals are not more entrepreneurial than 

traditional school principals (Torres, 2015). This study assessed the differences in 

entrepreneurial orientation of charter school leaders within the charter sector in California, and 

compared leaders in stand-alone schools with those in charter management organizations. 

 Entrepreneurial orientation studies in the business sector have been conducted on 

managers, which this study will replicate using the same method in the educational sector with 

charter school leaders; directors, principals, assistant principals, deans and coordinators 

(Bateman, T. & Crant, J., 1993; Covin, J. & Wales, W., 2011; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Shulman, 

R.D., 2017).  Lumpkin and Dess noted that the entrepreneurial orientation studies that were 
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conducted in the business sector found to increase sales growth and overall work production 

when managers had higher entrepreneurial orientation.  

Educational leaders who have entrepreneurial characteristics are better candidates to 

identify and implement change (Sobel and King, 2008). Shulman (2017) summarizes educational 

entrepreneurs “Edupreneurs” as mission-driven leaders who are found building new education 

organizations, running schools, developing ed-tech tools, keynote speakers, and building new 

education businesses. Educational entrepreneurs “lead with a 21st century education mindset and 

are known globally inside and outside of the classroom” (Shulman, 2017, para. 1).  

Problem Statement 

We have limited understanding of the degree to which charter leaders are entrepreneurial 

and if the degree of entrepreneurial orientation varies by type of Charter Organization and 

individual background.  This makes it hard for charter schools to know how to select 

entrepreneurial leaders. With the rising access to educational choices for a more 

socioeconomically diverse range of learners, schools must now compete for students. A major 

concern of charter school leadership, foundations, and authorizers is identifying the factors that 

lead to successful school site leadership in this more market driven environment. With the 

increase in options and the addition of charter schools, school leaders are faced with the 

challenge of achieving high test results and having an innovative program that attracts and 

maintains students, parents and community buy in.  Sobel and King (2008), shared that schools 

in local communities that offer choices to students within their school “create an atmosphere of 

competition, innovation, and risk-taking within the administrative infrastructure of schools” (p. 

429). Parents who have the resources, choose their living locations based on the quality of the 
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local schools. Charters expand choice to families who cannot afford to choose to live in a 

location based on having high performing schools. 

In 1988, the president of the American Federation of Teachers, Albert Shanker, 

established charter schools and schools of choice as a reform to the traditional schools. The first 

charter school opened in the early 1990’s. The California Department of Education (2017), 

reports that California charter schools serve approximately 611,980 students. Community 

members, educators, philanthropist and policy leaders continue to have an interest in charter 

school practices.  

 The limited research that has been conducted using pieces of entrepreneurial orientation 

within education has shown positive impacts for entrepreneurship within the school setting 

(Merwe & Malan, 2013; Sobel & King, 2008). Merwe and Malan (2013) studied the 

entrepreneurial orientation of teachers on the perceived success of secondary schools using the 

variables of an effective learning environment, learner achievement, strategic intent and staff 

development. Another study looked at entrepreneurial activity as a foundation for economic 

growth and related the findings to the impact entrepreneurial orientation would have on students 

personally and academically (Sobel & King, 2008). 

For the purposes of this study, charter school leaders are defined as the directors, 

principals, assistant principals, deans, and coordinators at charter schools in California. Charter 

school leaders have different levels of experience in the education sector; some have come from 

large traditional district schools while others have only experienced the charter school sector of 

education.  The level of education is also a factor as an administrative credential is not required 

for leaders at some charter schools.  
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Purpose and Significance 

With the increase of charter schools, educational leaders are being challenged to meet 

enrollment targets and provide innovative programs that produce high test scores and achieve 

enrollment targets. Implementing a tool that can measure the entrepreneurial orientation of 

charter school leaders allowed the researcher to test the assumption that charter school leaders 

who are associated with a charter management organization are less likely to be entrepreneurial. 

Torres (2015) conducted a quantitative research study that compared the entrepreneurial 

orientation of school principals within charter schools and traditional schools. The findings of 

that study concluded that traditional school principals had a higher level of entrepreneurial 

orientation than charter school principals. These findings were surprising to the researcher and 

led to further investigation to identify what factors influenced the results. Further discussion with 

Torres, led to continuing his research by investigating the findings of the study to identify the 

relationship between charter school leaders’ entrepreneurial orientation based on the type of 

charter school they are associated with.  

This quantitative study compared the entrepreneurial orientation of charter school leaders 

from stand-alone charter schools and those associated with charter management organizations. 

This study examined how leaders from stand-alone charter schools and leaders associated with 

charter management organizations, in California, differ on the five dimensions of entrepreneurial 

orientation construct which include autonomy, innovativeness, risk taking, pro-activeness, and 

competitive aggressiveness. The findings were analyzed to reveal which leaders have higher 

levels of entrepreneurial orientation and the correlation gender, years of experience as a charter 

leader, years of experience in the business sector, grade level of their school and levels of 

education of the participants has on their overall entrepreneurial orientation.  
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This study specifically compared the entrepreneurial orientation of charter school leaders 

at stand-alone charter schools and those associated with a charter management organization 

which has not been studied previously.  

Research Questions  

The primary research question this study asks is: Do the scores of charter leaders at 

stand-alone schools and those associated with a charter management organization differ between 

entrepreneurial orientation overall and the five dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation 

construct (autonomy, innovativeness, risk taking, pro-activeness, and competitive 

aggressiveness) and do scores on the five dimensions differ from each other? 

Sub-questions include: 

a. Do charter leaders score higher on one dimension of entrepreneurial   

orientation than another and what might this pattern reveal about leader’s 

 entrepreneurial orientation?  

b. Is there a relationship between gender and charter school leaders’ 

entrepreneurial orientation overall and on the five dimensions of the 

entrepreneurial orientation construct (autonomy, innovativeness, risk taking, pro-

activeness, and competitive aggressiveness)? 

c. Is there a relationship between years of experience as a charter school leader 

and entrepreneurial orientation overall, and on the five dimensions of 

entrepreneurial orientation construct (autonomy, innovativeness, risk taking, pro-

activeness, and competitive aggressiveness)?  

d. Is there a relationship between level of education and a charter school leader’s 

entrepreneurial orientation? 
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e. Is there a relationship between prior work experience in 

supervisory/management positions within the private sector and entrepreneurial 

orientation overall and on the five dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation 

construct (autonomy, innovativeness, risk taking, pro-activeness, and competitive 

aggressiveness)? 

f. Is there a relationship between the school level and entrepreneurial orientation 

overall and on the five dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation construct 

(autonomy, innovativeness, risk taking, pro-activeness, and competitive 

aggressiveness)? 

Theoretical Conceptual Framework 

The entrepreneurial orientation paradigms created by Lumpkin and Dess (1996) are the 

primary theoretical lens for this study. The entrepreneurial orientation of Lumpkin and Dess 

(1996) are highly regarded in the field of entrepreneurship. Researchers have attempted to adapt 

the entrepreneurial orientation construct which was created for the business sector to the 

educational sector. Petri (2013), altered the business entrepreneurial orientation construct using 

the dimensions of innovation, pro-activeness and risk taking. Torres (2105) altered the 

entrepreneurial orientation construct from Petri (2013) by adding two additional constructs; 

autonomy and competitive aggressiveness. 

The theoretical framework for this study is that charter leaders associated with a charter 

management organization are less entrepreneurial than charter school leaders at stand-alone 

schools based on the researcher’s experiences in the charter sector. Principals are more like 

middle managers in a charter management organization, while principals at stand-alone charter 

schools need to act more entrepreneurially as they have less support. The study is based on a 
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combination of two prior studies about entrepreneurial orientation in education; the studies of 

Petri (2013) and Torres (2015). The purpose of the Petri (2013) study was to compare innovative 

and high performing charter public, traditional public, and private schools’ teachers using the 

entrepreneurial orientation construct. The scales that Petri used on the entrepreneurial orientation 

construct to identify the participant’s entrepreneurial orientation level were innovativeness, pro-

activeness, and risk taking. 

Torres (2015) used the same instrument; entrepreneurial orientation construct to study 

and compare the entrepreneurial orientation of traditional school principals and charter school 

principals in California. His study used the five scales of autonomy, innovativeness, risk taking, 

pro-activeness, and competitive aggressiveness to identify their entrepreneurial orientation level. 

Both the teachers and the principals were compared using the entrepreneurial orientation 

construct which is commonly used in business management research.  

Overview of Methodology 

This quantitative study used an online, five point Likert scale, entrepreneurial orientation 

survey instrument which was created by Lumpkin and Dess (1996) and modified by Petri (2013) 

and Torres (2015) as a data source which will allow the researcher to examine charter leaders’ 

entrepreneurial orientation levels. The scale includes individual values for the five constructs of 

autonomy, innovativeness, pro-activeness, risk taking and competitive aggressiveness (see 

Appendix B). The primary data collection occurred through the distribution of an online survey. 

The participants email addresses were gathered through the California Department of Education 

resource website. Participants were selected based on the criteria of being a leader at a charter 

school in California. If they met the criteria set, they were invited to participate in the research 

study. 
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All charter leaders in California were invited via email to participate in the study. The 

participants were then divided into two subgroups: charter leaders at stand-alone charter schools 

and charter leaders associated with a charter management organization. This research will 

support the education sector by furthering the limited research available to educators about the 

impact of educational leaders’ entrepreneurial orientation.  

Delimitations and Limitations 

 Delimitations for this study include the restriction of only including charter school 

leaders as well as limiting the study to participants in California.  The limitation of only 

conducting the study in California makes the findings questionable, in that they cannot be 

generalized to charter school leaders in other states who may face different regulatory 

environments and, therefore, different challenges to success. This study of charter school leaders 

was conducted via email distribution where we must trust that the respondent is a charter school 

leader. The email addresses for the study were gathered from the California Department of 

Education (2017) list of school’s database which I am not able to report on the accuracy and how 

up to date the list is. Since the surveys were completed anonymously, I was not able to only 

follow up with non-responsive charter leaders. There may also be additional impacts other than 

autonomy, innovativeness, pro-activeness, risk-taking, and competitive aggressiveness that 

contribute to differences in charter leaders; however, the above factors are outside the scope of 

this research and such discrepancies will remain unaccounted for within this study.  

Key Terms 

 The following key terms will be used in this study: charter school, charter school 

leader, charter management organization, entrepreneurial construct, entrepreneurial 

orientation, and stand-alone charter school.  
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 The researcher has chosen the definitions below for these terms for the use of this study as each 

of the terms have different definitions from a variety of authors. 

Charter school – The California Department of Education (2017) defines Charter schools as 

“Public schools that may provide instruction in any grades in TK-12 that are created or organized 

by a group of teachers, parents, community leaders or a community-based organization” (para. 

1). 

Charter school leader – Director, principal, assistant principal, dean, or coordinator at a charter 

school site. 

Charter Management Organization (CMO) –  As defined by The Center for Research on 

Education Outcomes (CREDO) report (2017), “is an organization which operates at least three 

separate charter schools, and the CMO is the charter holder for each school. In a CMO, the 

organization will control every aspect of the schools’ operations, including curriculum, personnel 

policies, operating policies and finances.  The critical feature is the direct control of operations” 

(CREDO, 2017, p. 2). 

Entrepreneurial construct – Lumpkin and Dess (1996) defined entrepreneurial construct as 

having “five dimensions – autonomy, innovativeness, risk taking, pro-activeness, and 

competitive aggressiveness” (p.136). The ability to recognize, design and pursue change at the 

risk of failure. 

Entrepreneurial orientation – Lumpkin and Dess (1996) defined entrepreneurial orientation as 

“processes, practices, and decision-making activities that lead to new entry” (p. 136). 

Autonomy – Bringing forth an idea, action or vision and following it through   

  completion as an individual or a team. 
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Innovativeness – Willingness to depart from the everyday operations and being  

  open to new ideas and approaches that can lead to change. 

Pro-activeness – Thinking ahead about future needs, changes or problems.  

Risk Taking – Venturing out to the unknown with an optimistic view point. 

Competitive Aggressiveness – Willingness to be unconventional and exceed the   

 competition. 

Stand-alone charter school – As defined by The Center for Research on Education Outcomes 

(CREDO) report (2017), “The charter holding organization may run the school directly or they 

may contract with an organization which provides services to only one or two charter schools. 

The major distinction is that independent charter schools are not part of a larger organization. 

They are typically the “Mom and Pop” type of charter school” (CREDO, 2017, p. 2).  

Dissertation Organization 

 This study examined the entrepreneurial orientation constructs of both stand-alone charter 

school leaders and charter school leaders associated with a charter management organization.  

 Chapter two will review the literature on entrepreneurial orientation in the business sector 

and the educational sector.  

 Chapter three will intricate on the methods for addressing the research questions for this 

study. Research design, research setting, sample selection, survey instrument, procedures used, 

data collection and data analysis will be covered and explained. 

 Chapter four will report the overall results of the study. The data as well as the findings 

will be covered to include the means tables, standard deviations, explanation of the analysis 

conducted on the data and the answers for the research questions in statistical form and narrative.  
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The fifth and final chapter will provide detailed analysis, synthesis and interpretation of 

the results from the study. It will also include recommendations for  

future research as well as implications for practice. 
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Chapter 2: Review of the Literature 

Introduction 

Are successful schools led by effective leaders? What are the characteristics of an 

effective leader? Is a leader developed through higher education? Does a leaders’ exposure to the 

field of business give him or her an upper hand in his or her role as a school leader? Many 

variables can be considered when identifying the characteristics of an effective school leader. 

Schools are now facing a challenge that they had never experienced before, they need to sell 

their educational program as parents have choices about where their children attend school. This 

was not a concern before as students attended the school that was in their residential catchment 

area (CCSA, 2017). With the increase in options and the addition of charter schools, school 

leaders are faced with the challenge of achieving high testing results, while having an innovative 

program that attracts students, parents and community buy in.  

 Charter schools can be seen as change agents who address traditional school’s low 

performance and provide a plethora of options to parents. With principals and other leaders 

leading the way at charter schools, questions surface about their level of entrepreneurial 

orientation in addition to other factors which may influence their entrepreneurial orientation such 

as gender, years of experience in the field, level of education, school level and prior experience 

in the business sector.   

 This chapter will review the importance of effective leaders in education followed by an 

overview of the entrepreneurial orientation of leaders in education as well as related previous 

research. We will then review the different types of charter schools that examined by this study 

while identifying the associations in place to support them. A summary of the research 



 14 

conducted by the Center for Research on Education Outcomes report on charter schools and 

charter management organizations will also be synthesized. 

The purpose of this study was to measure the entrepreneurial orientation of a sample of 

charter school leaders who work for stand-alone and charter management organizations. The 

study will use the Lumpkin & Dess (1996) Entrepreneurial Orientation Construct which includes 

five dimensions of the entrepreneurial orientation construct; autonomy, innovativeness, risk 

taking, pro-activeness, and competitive aggressiveness.  

The survey tool that will be used is a modified version of the original Lumpkin and Dess 

(1996) instrument that Torres (2015) modified. The Entrepreneurial Orientation Construct 

includes five dimensions as defined by Lumpkin and Dess: 

Autonomy – Bringing forth an idea, action or vision and following it through   

  completion as an individual or a team. 

Innovativeness – Willingness to depart from the everyday operations and being   

  open to new ideas and approaches that can lead to change. 

Pro-activeness – Thinking ahead about future needs, changes or problems.  

Risk Taking – Venturing out to the unknown with an optimistic view point. 

Competitive Aggressiveness – Willingness to be unconventional and exceed the   

 competition. 

The construct identifies autonomy as an individual action or team that brings an idea and 

follows it through full implementation, innovativeness is a business/school’s willingness to be 

open to change, risk taking which involves undertaking, committing and changing, proactiveness 

which is a forward looking view, competitive aggressiveness is a willingness to be unequal. 

Educators and researchers have been working together for years and continue to, in an effort to 
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identify what entrepreneurial orientation looks like in the educational setting (Hietanen, Uusiautti 

& Maatta, 2014; Sobel & King, 2008; Triant, 2001). 

Importance of Leaders in Education 

Branch, Hanushek and Rivkin (2013) conducted a study to identify the impact that school 

leaders have on a school’s effectiveness. Their research concluded that based on the quality 

distribution that they identified in their study, principals in the top 16 percent report gains of 

roughly two months of additional schooling/learning beyond an average level principal. The 

study also found that effective leadership influences others through modeling effective strategies, 

implementing new strategies and building positive relationships. DuFour and Marzano (2011) 

refer to the importance of effective leadership as leading by example and building capacity in 

teachers to be successful.  

 DuFour and Mattos (2013) identified the increasing need for effective leaders to address 

teacher retention and school culture. The need for administrators to increase academic 

achievement while developing and nurturing effective teachers is a growing need in education 

today. Principals are often pushed to “improve student learning by implementing mandated 

reforms that are consistently proven ineffective in raising student achievement” (DuFour & 

Mattos, 2013, p.34). The mandated reforms include new initiatives like reading programs, set 

schedules for specific subjects, studying strategies, etc.  

 Day, Gu and Sammons (2016) studied how successful school leaders use 

transformational and instructional strategies to make a difference. In their study they found that a 

principal’s leadership style is not the only factor of success. Their understanding of their schools 

needs and the ability to understand all of the layers that impact the overall work, culture and 

success were important as well. The importance of the school leader believing in and 
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participating in professional development was also a key finding in the study. Numerous research 

studies have found the importance of effective leadership on a school’s overall success (Branch, 

Hanushek and Rivkin, 2013; Day, Gu and Sammons, 2016; DuFour and Marzano, 2011 and 

DuFour & Mattos, 2013).  

Branch, Hanushek and Rivkin (2013) studied overall principal effectiveness by 

measuring the turnover of teachers and principals rather than looking at academic growth of 

students which is a common approach. Their study found that effective principals have a lower 

teacher turnover rate than a low performing principal. The study also found that there is a push-

pull effect for low and high performing principals which also impacts their effectiveness and 

school’s success.  

Day, Gu and Sammons (2016) study found evidence to support how principals who are 

effective have a direct and indirect impact on achieving and sustaining success. This success is 

achieved through combining multiple leadership strategies such as instructional and 

transformational approaches. A principal’s leadership style is not the primary factor influencing 

a principal’s success. The findings showed that a principal’s awareness of the schools needs with 

shared values which are clearly articulated are key. When these are combined in a layering effect 

it strengthens the school’s academic performance and culture.  

DuFour and Marzano (2011) and DuFour & Mattos (2013) state that a leader’s 

effectiveness is strengthened through collaboration from others. They are passionate about 

implementing Professional Learning Communities (PLC’s). PLC’s allow others to have say in 

the changes and implementations that are being made which increases the overall effectiveness 

(DuFour and Marzano, 2011). DuFour and Marzano guides leaders through the PLC process 

while providing effective strategies to improve their leadership.  



 17 

The National Association for Secondary School Principals (NASSP) and the National 

Association for Elementary School Principals (NAESP) have partnered together and created 

comprehensive leadership assessments to identify leadership strengths and leadership needs of 

principals (Bulach et al., 2006). Their collaboration supports the need to identify leadership 

characteristics of principals. The assessments are compiled for all principals and are not 

separated by charter school principals and traditional school principals and was written to 

measure the monitoring of student progress, the defining mission, managing curriculum, 

supervising teaching and promoting an instructional climate (Bulach et al., 2006).  The focus of 

the research was around five leadership domains that included human relations, trust/decision 

making, instructional leadership, control and conflict which are different than the identified 

entrepreneurial orientation areas of school principals.   

Blank (1986) conducted an analysis of the variation in leadership behavior and activities 

between traditional high school principals and magnet high school principals in urban areas. The 

study was looking to answer what differences may impact their leadership behavior. The findings 

showed a difference in the professional development areas that were focused on for traditional 

high school principals versus magnet school principals by the district. Magnet school principals 

had a stronger professional development focus on academics, while traditional high school 

principal’s professional development focused more on organizational leadership, not academics 

(Blank, 1986). The researchers were looking to find more variables to help identify the 

differences that impact the behavior of traditional high school principals versus magnet school 

principals by the district.  

Charter school principals who came from the traditional school settings have found that 

they are able to implement new and innovative ideas much quicker than previously experienced. 
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Triant (2001) wrote an article about the freedom charter school principals experience and the 

ability they have to implement change because of the flexibility provided in charter laws which 

aligns with the feedback from charter school principals.  

Vecchio (2002) studied leadership and gender advantage in the workplace. Women in 

upper management positions have almost tripled in the past 30 years, that growth led to the study 

of looking to gender advantages and differences. The focus of the study was to identify leader 

behavior and leader effectiveness by gender. Vecchio (2012) identified that female leaders were 

more likely to participate in a cooperative leadership style that encouraged team sourcing while 

male leaders were more likely to participate in a competitive leadership style that was more 

hierarchical than team geared. Quaye, Acheampong and Asiedu (2015) studied gender 

differences in entrepreneurial orientation of business professionals. They surveyed three hundred 

participants and found that there are significant differences between gender and entrepreneurial 

orientation. The study found differences between risk-taking, innovativeness and proactiveness 

based on the respondent’s gender. Males overall were found to be more entrepreneurial oriented 

than females in the study.  

Entrepreneurial Orientation of Leaders in Education 

In a related study, Triant (2001) studied eight Massachusetts charter school principals to 

identify how they handled autonomy in the areas of; teacher hiring, budgetary control, 

instruction and curriculum, organizational design, and accountability. The study found that 

autonomous principals are more likely to work independently, make decisions and support new 

changes through full implementation based on their results. Most of the principal participants had 

transferred to a charter school due to the high level of frustration that they experienced at the 
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traditional school setting. They were denied the opportunity to be autonomous and truly lead 

their schools.  

Entrepreneurship in education has been described in a variety of different ways. Schools 

and school districts began to focus on innovative ideas to meet the needs of all students learning 

styles, both within and outside of the traditional classroom setting. For example, Los Angeles 

Unified School District (LAUSD) implemented the largest Public School Choice (PSC) initiative 

in the country. LAUSD leaders identified 250 persistently, low performing, over enrolled, K-12 

schools within the district and restructured them giving parents a choice, to choose which 

neighborhood school to attend. They restructured existing schools similar to a turnaround school 

and built new schools to improve education in underserved and overcrowded communities. 

Orchard Academies, in the city of Bell was one of the new schools developed under public 

school choice. They built a brand new, state of the art facility with a three story building. Each of 

the building floors had a different school operating there. One was a traditional district school, 

one was a union pilot school and the other was a charter school who was part of a charter 

management organization (Los Angeles Unified School District, Public School Choice 2.0 

Report, 2010). Parents had the option to choose which school to attend at that campus as long as 

they were not at enrollment capacity.  

Over 300,000 students were affected by the implementation of PSC over a three-year 

period (Los Angeles Unified School District, Public School Choice 2.0 Report, 2010). PSC was 

implemented in response to low performing schools within the district and the decrease in 

enrollment due to students leaving to attend charter schools within their communities. PSC 

campuses were created to represent an innovative initiative which require entrepreneurial leaders 

to lead them.     
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The Los Angeles Unified School District, Public School Choice 2.0 Report, (2010), 

reported that the district allowed charter schools to apply to be part of the process in an effort to 

provide the community with choice in the type of school students could attend. This project 

required all of the school leaders involved to use skills of autonomy, innovativeness, risk taking, 

pro-activeness, and competitive aggressiveness to make the project work. They were literally 

competing for students while having to collaborate to share their campus. They had to 

collaborate to identify how they would break up the campus based on a 33% shared use 

agreement with the district. The leaders on this campus is what made the pilot successful, which 

lead to improved test scores overall, which have continued to increase. If these leaders were 

entrepreneurial oriented leaders they would have the ability to act autonomously, take risks, 

innovate, and an act to fight for change (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996). Sobel and King (2008) state, 

“school choice programs create an atmosphere of competition, innovation, and risk-taking within 

the administrative infrastructure of schools” (p. 429). 

Lumpkin and Dess (1996) affirmed that entrepreneurial orientation refers to the 

“processes, practices, and decision-making activities that lead to new entry” (p. 136). This is 

important to charter school leaders who are leading and/or opening a new charter school. 

Entrepreneurial orientation involves the intentions and actions of key leaders that lead to new 

ideas and practices. An entrepreneurially oriented leader has an inclination to act autonomously, 

take risks, innovate, and a tendency to be aggressive toward opponents and proactive relative to 

the overall needs (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996).  

Previous Research on Entrepreneurial Orientation  

Entrepreneurial orientation has been studied in the business sector for years however 

research has been limited in the educational community. The limited research that has been 
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conducted using parts of entrepreneurial orientation within education has shown positive impacts 

on entrepreneurship within the school setting (Hietanen, Uusiautti & Maatta, 2014; Sobel & 

King, 2008). The study by Sobel and King (2008) looked at data from the 2000 US Census 

obtained from the Census Bureau of people aged 16-25 and a comparison group of 16-30. Their 

study focused on researching the impact that charter schools and voucher programs have on 

student’s levels of entrepreneurship. Their study concluded that students observe and experience 

competitiveness, innovativeness and a business like environment which is set by their school 

leaders and replicate the behaviors in their careers.  

 Wales (2016) reported that a search on Elton B. Stephens Company (EBSCO) 

a business and educational premier database source returns 551 results for ‘entrepreneurial 

orientation’. More than 256 scholarly journal articles have referenced entrepreneurial orientation 

according to Covin and Lumpkin (2011). This is an ongoing area of interest and growth for the 

education community and an opportunity to partner with the business sector to identify the 

impact that entrepreneurial orientation has on a leader’s success.  

 School Improvement Grants were authorized under the Elementary and secondary 

Education Act of 1965. State educational agencies are then able to disperse the grants to local 

education agencies that are identified as having need. The grants were granted to agencies who 

were committed to significantly raise achievement gaps. Numerous charter schools were 

awarded these grants as they were able to submit a sound educational plan that addressed 

academic growth in low performing communities (United States Department of Education, 

2018).  

U.S. Secretary of Education John B. King Jr (2017) said the following after the United 

States Department of Education announced the grant release of $245 million for charter schools, 
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“Innovative charter schools are continuously developing new and impactful practices to close 

achievement gaps and provide all students with the skills and abilities they need to thrive. We are 

proud to support these efforts along with strong charter school authorizing and accountability, 

particularly given these grantees’ commitment to communities facing steep academic 

challenges.” Entrepreneurial leaders in charter schools have the ability to identify the need, 

address the need and implement the change while ensuring they are in alignment with the three 

core elements of the school they are leading. All decisions must be evaluated by the impact they 

will have on the school; the ultimate question should be if it will advance the school or not.  

 Knowledge Is Power Program known as KIPP Schools are successful charter schools 

where principals have the ability to make budget and personnel changes without going through 

the traditional approval and justification process. This level of autonomy allows the leader 

flexibility to focus on the students and school needs versus the bureaucracy that can slow down 

innovation in schools (Center for American Progress, 2009). KIPP schools believe that this 

allows their educational leaders to address the specific needs at their campus versus generalizing 

them and making them organizational needs. 

Research on entrepreneurial orientation in the business sector has noted an increase in 

revenue producing productivity (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). Revenue producing productivity leads 

to more funding and overall success of a company. Further research is needed to identify the 

impact of entrepreneurial orientation of educational leaders. This study looked to inquire what 

additional factors impact a charter leader’s entrepreneurial orientation.  

Entrepreneurial Orientation Construct using the scale of Lumpkin and Dess (1996) which 

was used to measure autonomy and proactive personality constructs were tailored from Bateman 

and Crant (1993). The Miller/Covin and Slevin scale (1989) was used to measure innovativeness, 
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proactiveness and risk taking. Eyal and Inbar (2003) research was also used to identify further 

aspects of innovation. Information from the individual entrepreneurial orientation scale validated 

by Bolton and Lane (2011) was also used in the study.  

Researchers have since modified the Entrepreneurial Orientation Construct to apply it to 

the field of education. Petri (2013) conducted a study using the Entrepreneurial Orientation 

construct from Lumpkin and Dess (1996) with a focus on teachers within charter, traditional and 

private schools in the state of California, by identifying their levels of entrepreneurial orientation 

as defined by innovation, risk-taking and pro-activeness, which is three of the five dimensions. 

Torres (2015) modified the tool that was developed by Petri (2013) and used it to identify the 

entrepreneurial orientation of traditional public school and charter school principals. Torres 

(2015) used the five dimensions in the original Lumpkin & Dess model, autonomy, 

innovativeness, pro-activeness, risk taking and competitive aggressiveness to research principals 

at charter and traditional schools. The original 30-item Likert scaled survey; Administrator 

Entrepreneurial Orientation instrument measured principals’ individual values for the five 

entrepreneurial constructs of autonomy, innovativeness, pro-activeness, risk taking and 

competitive aggressiveness. The five point Likert scale ranged from 1= very untrue to 5 = very 

true of me. Wording of individual items were changed to fit the educational context, for example, 

the wording of looking at the processes that affects teachers to the processes and structures that 

are relevant to principal’s. Instead of referring to a classroom, the instrument was changed to 

refer to a school site. The number of questions was decreased to a 27-item Likert scaled survey, 

by deleting three questions that related to autonomy and competitive aggressiveness subscales, 

due to the lack of corroboration. The modified survey also included six demographic questions, 

which were used to gather data about study participants. The questions looked to identify the 
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participant’s gender, current school level in which they are a principal, the setting of charter or 

traditional in which they are currently a principal, years of experience as a principal, and prior 

experience in working in a management position in a private industry.  

Petri (2013) conducted a study on the entrepreneurial orientations of teachers in charter 

and private schools, looking at any differentiation from traditional public school teachers along 

the constructs of innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk taking. The study also looked at the 

distribution of entrepreneurial characteristics among teachers at different school levels 

(elementary, middle and high), any pattern of entrepreneurial characteristics that were most 

frequently self-reported by teachers and if one subgroup of teachers were more inclined to 

innovation, proactiveness, or risk taking than others. The findings found statistically significant 

differences in the entrepreneurial orientation levels of charter school, private school, female and 

high school teachers, along the risk taking domain when compared to their peers. The 

innovativeness and proactiveness domains, did not find any statistically significant variation 

among teachers in charter, private, or traditional public schools. 

This study looked at prior research that has been conducted with regards to principal 

leadership with an emphasis on research that has used the Entrepreneurial Orientation Construct 

instrument to determine a leader’s orientation to be autonomous, innovative, risk-taker, proactive 

and have competitive aggressiveness (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). This study is an expansion of a 

previous study about the entrepreneurial orientation of traditional school principals and charter 

school principals (Torres, 2015).  

Torres (2015) conducted a quantitative study that compared the entrepreneurial 

orientation of charter school principals and traditional school principals. The Administrators 

Entrepreneurial Orientation instrument was used to measure both groups of principal’s 
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entrepreneurial orientation.  The reliability of the scores was confirmed in the study by using a 

Chronbach’s Alpha Test. Comparisons such as men and women, elementary and secondary and 

both groups of principals were tested using a t-test analysis. The relationship between the 

dependent and independent variables were tested using a regression analysis. The scores of the 

five dimensions as well as the overall entrepreneurial orientation score were analyzed separately 

against the independent measures of school type (charter vs. traditional public school, school 

level - primarily vs. secondary), gender (male and female) and years of experience as a 

principal.  

Torres (2015) used the Administrators Entrepreneurial Orientation instrument that 

consisted of thirty questions divided into five entrepreneurial orientation subscales. The 

researcher conducted an alpha test on the subscales and found low alphas on the competitive 

aggressiveness and autonomy subscales. Three of the questions that diminished the reliability 

and consistency of these two subscales, autonomy and competitive aggressiveness, to increase 

the subscales reliability and alpha score were deleted. The deletion of questions increased the 

reliability for the subscale to minimally reliable. The Competitive Aggressiveness subscale was 

also considered to be minimally reliable. The innovativeness subscale was considered to be 

highly reliable. The pro-activeness subscale was considered to be minimally reliable and the risk 

taking subscale was considered to be highly reliable. The Administrator Entrepreneur Orientation 

inventory with 27 questions was found to be highly reliable based on the Chronbach’s alphas. 

This confirms that the instrument was able to consistently and reliably measure the five 

dimensions of autonomy, competitive aggressiveness, innovativeness, pro-activeness, and risk 

taking in determining the entrepreneurial orientation of California principals in charter schools 

and traditional public schools. 
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The study had a response rate of 453 principals. After the researcher reviewed the 

responses for completeness 403 of the surveys were used for the study. One hundred and three 

were charter school principals and 300 were traditional school principals. The gender breakdown 

was 244 females and 159 males. Fifty-eight point six percent of the respondents were elementary 

school principals and 43.2 were secondary school principals. One hundred and thirty one 

principals reported being a principal 0-3 years, 112 reported having 4-7 years of experience, 85 

principals reported 8-11 years of experience and 75 principals, reported 12 or more years of 

experience.  

When comparing the gender of male and female principal participants using a t test to 

compare the mean scores. The results showed three was no significant difference between male 

and female principals on the entrepreneurial orientation construct. The data showed that female 

principals scored slightly higher on the competitive aggressiveness subscale than male principals 

but overall it was not statistically significant. Female principals and male principals had no 

difference in the innovativeness dimension. Pro-activeness was a sub-scale where there was a 

significant difference between male and female principals. Male principals were significantly 

more pro-active than female principals on the pro-activeness dimension. Female principals mean 

score was slightly higher on the risk-taking dimension than male principals but the difference 

was not statistically significant.  

When comparing the differences of primary school principals versus secondary school 

principals. Elementary school principals scored significantly higher on the autonomy subscale 

than secondary school principals. However, secondary school principals were slightly higher 

than the elementary school principals but not at statistically significant level on the competitive 

aggressiveness subscale. On the pro-activeness subscale, secondary school principals had a mean 
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score slightly higher score than elementary principals but the difference was not statistically 

significant. On the risk taking subscale, secondary school principals scored slightly higher then 

elementary principals, but the difference was not statistically significant.  

In testing the number of years of experience a person has as a principal, regardless of the 

type of school, the results found that years of experience had a significant negative correlation 

with overall entrepreneurial orientation, competitive aggressiveness, autonomy, and risk-taking. 

With innovativeness and pro-activeness, experience has a negative but not statistically significant 

relationship. In testing the entrepreneurial orientation of charter school principals and traditional 

school principals; traditional public school principals were significantly more likely to score 

higher on autonomy than charter school principals. Traditional public school principals were also 

more competitive, willing to take risks and be innovative than charter school principals. While 

the findings were not statistically significant charter school principals were slightly more pro-

active than traditional public school principals. Overall, the results showed that traditional public 

school principals were significantly more entrepreneurial than charter school principals. 

Principals who work in traditional public school settings scored higher on the overall 

entrepreneurial orientation dimensions of autonomy, competitive aggressiveness, innovativeness, 

and risk taking.  

Torres (2015) study found no relationship between a principal’s gender and overall 

entrepreneurial orientation score. Male principals were significantly more pro-active than female 

principals.  Gender did not have an impact on the autonomy or innovativeness subscale. The 

research identified a pattern of more experienced principals being less entrepreneurial.  

Torres’s (2015) research focused on identifying if charter school principals had a higher 
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level of entrepreneurial orientation during a time that the number of charter schools were 

increasing nationwide. Torres used the Administrators Entrepreneurial Orientation Construct, 

based on Lumpkin & Dess (2006) as a means to measure the entrepreneurial orientation levels of 

the principals.  This particular instrument was chosen due to its success in the business sector 

and the ongoing research aligned with the construct. 

Torres (2015) found that traditional public school principals were significantly more 

entrepreneurial than charter school principals based on a simple T-test analysis of four hundred 

and three participants.  Traditional public school principals scored an auto mean score of 2.05 

while charter school principals scored an auto mean score of 1.90. The data further found that the 

entrepreneurial orientation subscales of autonomy, competitiveness aggressiveness, 

innovativeness, and risk taking were all statistically significant for traditional public school 

principals. Charter school principals scored higher than the traditional public school principals 

on the pro-activeness sub scale. The traditional public school principals scored higher on 

autonomy than charter school principals. The study also revealed that the number of years that a 

principal is in that position does have an impact on their entrepreneurial orientation. The more 

years of experience, the more that their entrepreneurial orientation levels decrease. This is 

another area of the study that would be of interest to further research. 

A multiple regression analysis was used by Torres (2015) to identify any relationships 

between the entrepreneurial orientation construct, entrepreneurial orientation subscales and type 

of school the principal was at while controlling for gender, years of experience and type of 

school level. This analysis supported the previous findings that the traditional school variable is 

an indicator to predict a principal’s entrepreneurial orientation level. Two variables that were 

found to be significant predictors were a principal’s years of experience. The more experience 
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that a principal had, the lower their entrepreneurial orientation score was. The second variable 

was traditional school principals, even after controlling for differences had a higher level of 

entrepreneurial orientation. 

The findings from Torres (2015) study were quite surprising as charter school principals 

are viewed as having the ability to be more autonomous, but the results showed traditional school 

principals viewed themselves as more autonomous. The results made the researcher question the 

entrepreneurial orientation of charter leaders. If they are provided with a more autonomous role 

in a charter school setting, then why are they reporting a lower entrepreneurial orientation level? 

This study helped to further research the entrepreneurial orientation levels of charter leaders at 

both stand-alone and charter management organizations in an effort to better understand charter 

leader’s entrepreneurial orientation as well as the impact, if any that the organization has on the 

leader’s entrepreneurial orientation.  

The researcher has been a charter school leader in charter schools for over fifteen years, 

she has experienced the stand alone charter school as well as the charter management 

organization model. After reading the work of Petri (2013) and Torres (2015) she was intrigued 

to further investigate the entrepreneurial orientation levels of leaders at stand-alone charter 

schools and those supported by charter management organizations. Charter school leaders can be 

divided up into different sectors. For this study, the focus will be on stand-alone charter school 

leaders and leaders who are part of a charter management organization. Descriptions of each will 

follow below in more detail.  
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Charter Schools 

Charter schools, as defined by the California Department of Education (2017) are public 

schools that can serve students in transitional kindergarten through grade twelve in any 

combination.  

“Charter schools are public schools that get funding from the state and have greater 

flexibility in hiring, curriculum, management and other aspects of their operations. 

Unlike traditional public schools that are run by school districts with an elected school 

board and a board-appointed superintendent, most charter schools are run by 

organizations with their own self-appointed boards” (EdSource, 2017). 

Most charter schools have a higher number of applicants than they have spaces for so 

they use a public random lottery system to identify the students who will be accepted into their 

school (California Charter School Association, 2017). The difference between traditional public 

schools and charter schools is their operations structure and the level of autonomy. While 

funding is similar, charter schools pay a fee to their authorizing entity as well as rent for their 

facilities even if they are granted a school location on a co-located site as part of proposition 39 

(LAUSD, 2017). Many charter schools are not part of a union so they have more autonomy to 

change their staff without the concern of tenured staff members, they also have the autonomy to 

choose their academic curriculum.  

Some charter schools are offering education in a different method than the traditional 

public schools or private schools. Charter schools are offering students access to curriculum in a 

different way; some are in-seat programs, virtual programs and specialized programs to name a 

few. They are also changing the traditional model of students sitting at their desk and the teacher 

standing in front of the class. The California Department of Education (2017), reports that 
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California charter schools serve approximately 611,980 students and are showing a 5 percent 

student enrollment increase annually. 

According to Frumkin, Manno and Edgington (2011) “Charter school quality varies 

substantially from state to state, school to school. Nevertheless, the charter approach continues to 

hold promise as a potent catalyst for innovation, including empowering parents and teachers and 

catalyzing district school reform” (par. 1). The National Alliance for Public Charter Schools 

(2018) states that charter school leaders function like entrepreneurs as they are the drivers of the 

school’s mission including the budget, operations, academic programs, planning and 

development, external relations and all other aspects that lead to the school’s success. The 

schools where graduating seniors were ranked the highest based on their Advanced Placement 

tests, Cambridge tests and International Baccalaureate scores, which are all strong indicators of 

success were released by the Washington Post. Nine of the top ten schools were charter schools. 

The 2017 US News and World Report (2017) ranked the country’s top public high schools and 

the majority of the schools were charter schools. The 2017 Teacher of the Year recipient was a 

charter school teacher which shows that the charter movement is making significant strides in 

education. 

Charter schools were created to give parents a choice and allow students the opportunity 

to be exposed to new and innovative programs. The charter school movement grew at a higher 

pace than anyone had expected and became competition for traditional public schools. California 

currently has the highest number of active charter schools and charter school students in the 

country with 1,254 charter schools open during the 2016-2017 school year serving 611,980 

students (California Department of Education, 2017). Californians have been strong advocates of 

charter schools, however for the past five years’ support has significantly increased. The increase 
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in support has occurred during the same time that charter schools are being held more 

accountable than traditional public schools in the areas of academic performance specifically 

with underserved students (California Charter School Association, 2017). 

Charter Management Organizations 

Charter schools can be part of a larger organization known as a Charter Management 

Organization (CMO), a non-profit organization that operate multiple charter schools and serve as 

a centralized support for charter schools, similar to smaller districts (California Department of 

Education, 2017). CMO’s refer to their organizations as home offices versus district 

headquarters. A charter management organization is similar to a school district as they provide 

oversite and support to three or more charter schools. CMO’s can operate multiple charter 

schools in different states with similar missions and visions (Davis, 2013). CMO’s can oversee 

as few as two schools, but the average CMO supports a minimum of ten to fifteen charter 

schools, there is no maximum number of charter schools that a CMO can oversee (California 

Department of Education, 2017).  

Stand-alone Charter Schools 

Charter schools which are not associated with charter management organizations are 

known as stand-alone charter schools and have two or fewer schools in their organization. 

Charter schools are not defined as “independent” or “dependent” in the California Charter 

Schools Act, nor do they have any distinct legal meaning (California Department of Education, 

2017). A variable in the law that is used to categorize a charter school as being “independent” is 

whether the school is operated as or by a non-profit corporation. Per the California Charter 

School Association (2017), a school that is operated as or by a nonprofit puts less liability on the 

authorizing entity as they are released from liability for debts and claims by the charter school. 
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The Charter Schools Act uses “incorporated and not incorporated” to group charter schools 

(California Department of Education, 2017). For purposes of this study a stand-alone charter 

school is one that is operated as or by a non-profit corporation which is not part of a charter 

management organization. A stand-alone charter school would be a single entity. 

Charter Schools Association 

The National Alliance for Public Charter Schools is a national organization that supports 

the charter movement and provides a variety of information and data on charter schools. In 2007-

2008 there were 1.29 million students enrolled in charter schools nationwide, six years later the 

National Alliance for Public Charter Schools (2017) reported a hundred percent growth and were 

serving 2.57 million students while enrollment trends continue to increase. “Charter schools are 

unique public schools that are allowed the freedom to be more innovative while being held 

accountable for advancing student achievement” (National Alliance for Public Charter Schools, 

2017). Some of the innovative components that the National Alliance for Public Charter Schools 

(2017) highlight are meeting students learning needs by adjusting the curriculum, incorporating 

and developing next-generation learning models and creating a unique school culture. 

The California Charter School Association (2017) serves as an advocate for the charter 

community by leading the charter movement through local advocacy, professional development, 

leadership on accountability and provides a variety of resources to the educational community. 

California Charter School Association (2017) provides a wealth of data and information about 

California charter schools to authorizers, parents, legislators, researchers, press and other 

stakeholders.  
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Center for Research on Education Outcomes (CREDO) 

Successful charter school practices have been the interest of community members, 

educators and policy leaders. Margaret Raymond, the Director of CREDO at Stanford University 

summarized the results of the most recent CREDO study which researched the results of charter 

schools versus district schools in California as “varied”, improvements were reported for charter 

schools with an emphasis on the success of charter schools in urban areas however the overall 

findings between the two school types were mixed (CREDO, 2017). The CREDO study 

reviewed 3,677,822 individual student records from twenty-six states (CREDO, 2017). The study 

used a method of Virtual Control Recording which is a method that pairs one charter school 

student with seven traditional public school students through a specific matching process that 

identified identical matches based on the six observable matching criteria with similar academic 

achievement scores and grades. The Virtual Control Recording process matched 86 percent of 

charter students in reading and 83 percent of charter students in math based on the set criteria. 

This matching process allowed the researchers to identify the impact on academic growth while 

attending a charter school.  

The charter data was tracked for the number of years that data was available for. Students 

at district schools nationally gained an additional fourteen days of mathematics instruction while 

students at charter schools gained an additional fourteen days of reading instruction. This most 

recent CREDO study reported an increase in instructional learning of seven days when the data 

was compared with the 2009 CREDO report. 

The CREDO study looked at all charter schools to include stand-alone charter schools as 

well as charter schools whom are associated with a charter management organization. The data 

showed that a charter schools association with a charter management organization has positive 
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effects on a student’s academic achievement. The overall impact that a charter management 

organization has is equivalent to twenty-eight more instructional days for mathematics and 

thirty-six more instructional days for reading for students nationally (CREDO, 2017).  

The CREDO report found that charter school management organizations have proven to 

be successful in growing student achievement for traditionally underserved populations, such as 

African American and Hispanic students when compared to district schools. Online-hybrid 

charter school models continued to have lower academic achievement rates as compared to other 

charter school models (CREDO, 2017).  

Educators and researchers have expressed their concerns about the study conducted by 

the Center for Research on Education Outcomes. Regardless of the mixed data about charter 

school’s efficacy, policymakers continued to pass charter friendly laws which contributes to 

charter school growth until 2014. By examining the entrepreneurial orientation of independent 

charter school principals and charter school principals associated with a charter management 

organization, we will begin to understand some of the factors that may affect the mixed success 

of charter schools in California.  

Conclusion 

With the increase in the number of charter schools and the ongoing impact they have on 

educational reform this research attempted to identify the difference between charter school 

leaders level of entrepreneurial orientation. Prior research identified that traditional school 

leaders were found to have a higher level or entrepreneurial orientation than charter school 

leaders. This research compared the entrepreneurial orientation of independent charter school 

leaders and charter school leaders that are part of a charter management organization. The 

findings will assist with identifying the impact that charter organizations have on a leader’s 
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entrepreneurial orientation. Some charter management organizations are run similarly to 

traditional public school districts so the findings will assist the academic community in 

identifying best practices to promote entrepreneurial orientation in their leaders within 

California.  

Limited studies have been conducted using entrepreneurial orientation in the education 

field. The use of the tool in this study helps identify the level of entrepreneurial orientation of 

charter leaders using the five dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation construct of autonomy, 

innovativeness, risk taking, pro-activeness, and competitive aggressiveness. The study also 

looked at the impact that gender has on a leader’s level of entrepreneurial orientations. The 

findings will identify if males or females are more likely to be autonomous, innovative, risk 

takers, pro-active and competitive in the field. Do years of experience as a charter leader have an 

effect on the entrepreneurial orientation of a leaders? The study looked at new leaders and 

seasoned leaders to identify if one is more prone to being entrepreneurial than the other.  Does a 

leader’s level of education have an effect on their entrepreneurial orientation? This study 

identified what impact higher education has on a leader’s entrepreneurial levels as school 

leaders. Identifying leaders prior experience of full-time work within the private sector will help 

identify the impact that prior experience and exposure to the business sector in a leadership role 

has an impact in an individual’s entrepreneurial orientation in the field of education. The school 

level that a charter leader is leading will also be analyzed. This finding could have a significant 

impact on higher education programs for school leaders as it will expose the education 

community to the possible need of incorporating business management tools into educational 

training.  
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Chapter 3: Methodology 

Introduction 

  “Amidst the reform states have adopted in recent years, charter schools have been the 

most widely adopted and potentially offer the greatest avenue for introducing a more 

entrepreneurial spirit into the American education system” (McGuinn, 2006, p. 70). This 

indicates that charter schools provide the opportunity for entrepreneurial impact and this research 

study examines if there is a relationship between leading a stand-alone charter schools or a 

charter management organization school and the school leader’s entrepreneurial orientation. 

Previous research (Torres, 2015) found that traditional school principals had a stronger 

entrepreneurial orientation than charter school principals.  But that study did not consider the 

differences between charter leaders in stand-alone charter schools and charter schools that are 

part of a charter management organization.  This study researched the entrepreneurial orientation 

of charter school leaders at stand-alone charter schools and those associated with a charter 

management organization to determine if there are differences in their entrepreneurial 

orientation. 

This quantitative study seeks to examine how leaders at stand-alone charter schools and 

leaders associated with a charter management organization in California differ on the 

entrepreneurial orientation construct as defined by Lumpkin and Dess (1996). The study 

measured whether there is a systematic relationship between a leader’s entrepreneurial 

orientation and the type of charter school they are currently associated with. Given the increasing 

number of charter management organizations nationwide this is an important topic.  It may be 

that leaders of stand-alone charters are required to be more entrepreneurial to make the school a 



 38 

success, while principals associated with a charter management organization are more like 

middle managers in larger companies.  

Research Questions  

The primary research question this study asks is: Do charter leaders at stand-alone 

schools and those associated with a charter management organization differ in their 

entrepreneurial orientation overall and on the five dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation 

construct (autonomy, innovativeness, risk taking, pro-activeness, and competitive 

aggressiveness) and do scores on the five dimensions differ from each other? 

Sub-questions include: 

a. Do charter leaders score higher on one dimension of entrepreneurial 

 orientation than another and what might this pattern reveal about leader’s 

 entrepreneurial orientation?  

b. Is there a relationship between gender and charter school leaders’ 

entrepreneurial orientation overall and on the five dimensions of the 

entrepreneurial orientation construct (autonomy, innovativeness, risk taking, pro-

activeness, and competitive aggressiveness)? 

c. Is there a relationship between years of experience as a charter school leader 

and entrepreneurial orientation overall, and on the five dimensions of 

entrepreneurial orientation construct (autonomy, innovativeness, risk taking, pro-

activeness, and competitive aggressiveness)?  

d. Is there a relationship between level of education and a charter school leader’s 

entrepreneurial orientation? 
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e. Is there a relationship between prior work experience in 

supervisory/management positions within the private sector and entrepreneurial 

orientation overall and on the five dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation 

construct (autonomy, innovativeness, risk taking, pro-activeness, and competitive 

aggressiveness)? 

f. Is there a relationship between the school level and entrepreneurial orientation 

overall and on the five dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation construct 

(autonomy, innovativeness, risk taking, pro-activeness, and competitive 

aggressiveness)? 

Overall the research questions examined charter leader’s entrepreneurial orientation 

levels by type of charter school they are associated with. The study also looked to identify the 

relationship between participants’ gender, education level, years of experience, prior experience 

in the private sector and overall entrepreneurial orientation. The leaders’ levels of entrepreneurial 

orientation were measured on the five dimensions that include: autonomy, innovativeness, risk 

taking, pro-activeness, and competitive aggressiveness.  

Chapter Organization 

 This Chapter begins with the research design and tradition of the study. It will then 

address the research setting and provide information about charter schools in California. The 

research sample, instrument, researcher roles and data collection analysis will follow.  

Research Design 

This research study compared the Entrepreneurial Orientation of charter school leaders at 

stand-alone charter schools and those associated with a charter management organization.  This 

study builds on a large body of work done by Lumpkin and Dess (1996), Petri (2013) and Torres 
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(2015) using the Entrepreneurial Orientation Construct measurement instrument. The 

Administrator Entrepreneurial Orientation instrument that was used for this study, is based on the 

Teacher Entrepreneurial Orientation instrument developed by Petri (2013), and later modified by 

Torres (2015) to focus on the entrepreneurial orientation of charter school principals and 

traditional school principals in California. This study expands on the existing work to focus on 

charter school leaders in California. The study measured the overall entrepreneurial orientation 

of charter leaders on the five sub-scales of entrepreneurial orientation which are; autonomy, 

innovativeness, risk taking, pro-activeness, and competitive aggressiveness. This instrument suits 

this study as leaders in the charter school sector will be responding based on their experiences to 

measure entrepreneurial orientation which the survey is proven to do effectively (Lumpkin and 

Dess, 1996). The respondent’s responses were gathered using the survey instrument and then 

analyzed using SPSS software to answer the research questions posed prior. 

This survey instrument was distributed to charter school leaders from stand-alone charter 

schools and those associated with a charter management organization within California to collect 

data based on their observations and experiences and will allow the researcher to analyze the 

entrepreneurial orientation of charter school leaders within California. Charter leaders for this 

study will include directors, principals, assistant principals, deans, and coordinators. 

Research Setting 

This study will use the Administrator Entrepreneurial Orientation instrument to collect 

data from charter school leaders in California and does not require any site-specific data 

collection to occur. The participants’ email addresses were gathered through the California 

Department of Education (2018) resource website. The email addresses were reviewed to remove 

any incomplete email addresses as well as remove any duplicates. Snowball sampling was used 
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by asking charter leaders to forward the survey to their colleagues who met the requirements to 

participate.  

Operational definitions: 

Stand-alone charter school – As defined by the Center for Research on Education Outcomes 

(CREDO) report (2017), “The charter holding organization may run the school directly or they 

may contract with an organization which provides services to only one or two charter schools. 

The major distinction is that independent charter schools are not part of a larger organization. 

They are typically the “Mom and Pop” type of charter school” (CREDO, 2017, p. 2).  

Charter Management Organization (CMO) –  As defined by the CREDO report (2017), “is an 

organization which operates at least three separate charter schools, and the CMO is the charter 

holder for each school. In a CMO, the organization will control every aspect of the schools’ 

operations, including curriculum, personnel policies, operating policies and finances.  The 

critical feature is the direct control of operations” (CREDO, 2017, p. 2). 

With the increasing number of charter schools in California, this study will assist in 

identifying possible characteristics that are related to a charter school leader’s entrepreneurial 

orientation. The education community in California, will be able to use the findings of this study 

to consider how they may be able to attract, retain and develop leaders with an entrepreneurial 

orientation. 

Research Sample 

Participants were selected based on the criteria of being a leader at a charter school in 

California. For the purposes of this study, there will be two survey groups. The first included 

charter school directors and principals taken from the published state list, and a second group 
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which included charter school leaders defined as an assistant principal, dean, or coordinator at a 

school site. The same survey instrument was used for both groups. 

The California Department of Education (2017) has an authoritative list of charter school 

directors/principals with email addresses which was accessed, to include them in the survey. 

Criterion and census strategies were used in this study for the charter school director/principal 

group. Criterion sampling was achieved by following the selection process previously discussed. 

The population survey is based on getting responses from charter school principals while 

understanding that the respondents are representing all charter school principals for the purpose 

of this study. This approach also supports the study by avoiding any sampling bias concerns as 

all participants will be sent the same survey instrument with the same protocol cover sheet to 

review.  

Snowball sampling was used in this study with the charter leader group that includes 

assistant principals, deans, and coordinators at charter schools, because there is not an 

authoritative state wide list. These participants were identified through a snowball method as 

they were found through another participant in the study. Charter school leaders were asked to 

disseminate the survey to other charter leaders through their association. The charter school 

principal participants were also encouraged to disseminate the survey to their coworkers at their 

school site as well as colleagues outside of their school. 

The strategy to increase the response rate was to connect with as many charter leaders in 

California as possible through collaboration with gatekeepers. Recruitment of participants was 

through email communication which includes the survey instrument link.  

One thousand five hundred fifty eight email addresses were accessed from the California 

Department of Education (2018) website. Of those, 71 were inactive so 1,487 emails were sent 
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which included the link and invitation to the survey. The first email invitation was sent on March 

8, 2019. A second invitation was sent one week later followed by a third and final invitation the 

following week encouraging participation. 

This study gathered the responses from 221 charter leaders in California. All of the 

survey responses were reviewed to ensure that the data were clean. Using an online survey 

instrument allowed the researcher to designate every question as a required response which lead 

to complete responses.  

Measuring Entrepreneurial Orientation 

Ethical Issues 

Ethical issues must be at the forefront of all research. As the researcher, I am aware of the 

importance of sensitivity when selecting survey questions. I gained permission from the 

Institutional Review Board at California State University, Northridge to conduct human subject 

research. The California State University, Northridge participant information was used to gather 

consent from the survey participants. The research invitation was emailed to survey participants 

and the voluntary participation statement was shared with all participants. Confidentiality has 

been followed throughout this research study to protect all participant’s identities. Participants’ 

identities are protected as they are not disclosing any identifiable information in their survey 

responses.  

I, as the researcher, am the only one with access to the data collected, which will be kept 

on a password protected computer. The data will be shared with the studies dissertation chair 

using the identified computer. This study has a low probability of harm for any of the 

participants. All of the data collection was collected using an online instrument tool which limits 

ethical concerns. The actual instrument that was used is the original Administrator 
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Entrepreneurial Orientation instrument which consists of minimal demographic questions which 

include the charter school type that they are associated with, years in education, gender, level of 

education, previous experience in the private sector, current role, school level and a 27-item 

Likert scaled survey that measures individual values for the five entrepreneurial constructs of: (a) 

Autonomy, (b) Innovativeness, (c) Pro-activeness, (d) Risk Taking and (e) Competitive 

Aggressiveness. The five point Likert scale had a range from 1= very untrue of me to 5 = very 

true of me.  

Instrument 

The Entrepreneurial Orientation Construct instrument has proven to be effective in the 

business world as a way to identify the entrepreneurial orientation of business professionals 

(Lumpkin and Dess, 1996). The Administrator Entrepreneurial Orientation instrument was 

validated by previous research. The Administrator Entrepreneurial Orientation instrument, is 

based on the Teacher Entrepreneurial Orientation instrument, that was developed by Petri (2013) 

and then modified by Torres (2015) into the Administrator Entrepreneurial Orientation 

instrument to focus on the entrepreneurial orientation levels of principals at both charter schools 

and traditional schools in California. This study is a continuation of the research conducted by 

Torres (2015) who also used the Administrator Entrepreneurial Orientation instrument to collect 

data on California principals. Using the same survey tool, allowed me to expand on Torres study 

by using the same instrument with a different population of participants. 

The survey starts by asking seven demographic questions to identify the participant’s 

current role, gender, current site level (elementary, middle, high or span school), type of charter 

school, years of experience and prior experience in the private sector and education level. 

Following this, the survey will be the same as that used by Torres (2015). Torres modified the 
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original instrument to a 27-item Likert scaled survey, by deleting three of the survey questions. 

Torres noted the deletion of the three questions “improved the reliability and constancy of the 

autonomy and competitive aggressiveness subscales” (p. 33).  

Entrepreneurial Orientation  

The Entrepreneurial Orientation Construct created by Lumpkin and Dess (1996) that will 

be used for this study includes the five entrepreneurial constructs delineated as: (a) Autonomy, 

(b) Innovativeness, (c) Pro-activeness, (d) Risk Taking and (e) Competitive Aggressiveness. 

Refer to the complete instrument in Appendix B. 

Autonomy – Bringing forth an idea, action or vision and following it through   

  completion as an individual or a team. 

Innovativeness – Willingness to depart from the everyday operations and being  

  open to new ideas and approaches that can lead to change. 

Pro-activeness – Thinking ahead about future needs, changes or problems.  

Risk Taking – Venturing out to the unknown with an optimistic view point. 

Competitive Aggressiveness – Willingness to be unconventional and exceed the   

 competition. 

Using the five identified subscales of (a) Autonomy, (b) Innovativeness, (c) Pro-

activeness, (d) Risk Taking and (e) Competitive Aggressiveness the Administrator 

Entrepreneurial Orientation Construct instrument will provide an analysis comparing stand-alone 

charter school leaders and charter leaders who are associated with a charter management 

organization. 

The instrument will measure the entrepreneurial orientation of charter school leaders. The 

protocol ensures transparency and clarity in the study. All participants will be provided with the 
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same amount of information with regards to the studies purpose and research plans prior to 

participating in the survey. 

Data Collection  

This study used the Administrator Entrepreneurial Orientation Construct instrument 

which was modified by Torres (2015). The survey method was an online survey that was sent as 

a link via an email. This method was chosen as the method to best access their knowledge and 

experiences while minimally impacting their busy schedules. A wide range of participants were 

contacted to participate in this study; however, as the researcher I was aware of the low 

completion rate of survey participants prior to starting the research study. Torres received 111 

survey responses from charter school principals and was able to use the responses from 103 for 

his research while this study had 122 survey responses which were all used.  

Description of Procedures  

The two groups of participants were set up differently in the survey platform. The charter 

school director and principal group were pre-identified and their email addresses are known. The 

charter school director and principal participants received an email invitation that includes the 

survey administration protocol link as well as directions to complete the survey. The charter 

leader group was not identified as their identification was through the snowball effect of other 

participants. Prior to the participants opening the actual survey, they will have to read and accept 

their participatory rights and review the risks of participating in this study.  

The data was collected using Google survey, a web based online program that kept the 

respondents’ information confidential. Participants received a survey link for the online 

electronic survey via email. The data was gathered while providing the researcher access to the 

respondent’s responses without using any identifiable information such as the participant’s name 
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or email address. Follow up emails were sent to all directors and principals to encourage 

participation.  Reminder emails were sent at two different times to remind and possibly motivate 

them to participate in the study.  

Rationale  

 The purpose of this study was to identify the entrepreneurial orientation of charter school 

leaders at stand-alone charter schools and leaders who are associated with a charter management 

organization. The Administrator Entrepreneurial Orientation instrument has been used previously 

to identify similar characteristics with different populations. Both the instrument and method 

have proven to be an effective tool to gather data on the topic as noted in Torres (2015) study. As 

compared to an interview, the survey procedure being used in this study allowed for an increased 

number of participants as they can do it around their own availability. There is no inconvenience 

to meet or schedule time outside of their day.  

The above mentioned strategy will advance this research as it will be collecting data from 

charter leaders throughout California. The selection criteria are specific to California charter 

leaders but do not have any specific criteria, which may omit any group of charter leaders who 

are in the role of director, principal, assistant principal, dean or coordinator. This approach 

assists the researcher in collecting a large quantity of data to analyze the impact an organization 

has on charter leader’s entrepreneurial orientation. After the data was collected, the analysis took 

place, which allowed the findings to be separated by charter leaders at stand-alone charter 

schools and those that are associated with a charter management organization as participants 

self-identified on the demographic questions.  
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Data Analysis  

The analysis was designed to identify differences in entrepreneurial orientation between 

charter school leaders who are part of charter management organizations and those in stand-

alone schools.  The data analysis procedures began with reviewing and cleaning the data. Using 

the SPSS statistical computing software, the researcher entered the data and ran descriptive 

statistics on all of the variables including running alpha tests for reliability on overall scores and 

scores on each subscale. The alpha scores were also run separately for the two participant 

groups.  Bivariate comparisons of standalone and charter management organization principals 

were run, with t-tests and correlations for background characteristics; role, gender, experience, 

school level, years of experience, experience in the private sector and educational level. 

Regression modeling was used to control for differences in background characteristics to see if 

the overall scores and each of the dimensions are the same or different for stand-alone and 

charter management organization participants, after controlling for key participant 

characteristics.  

Cronbach’s alpha (UCLA, 2018) was used to analyze the reliability of the instrument 

used in this research study. Cronbach’s alpha measures how closely related an established set of 

items are as a cluster, the alpha serves as a measure of scale reliability from 0.00 to +1.00 

(UCLA, 2018). An alpha score, such as a 1.00, indicates complete consistency reliability, while 

an alpha of 0.00 indicates no correlation among the items tested (Patten, 2009). Cronbach’s alpha 

is a coefficient of reliability, rather than a statistical test (UCLA, 2018). Per UCLA, a coefficient 

of reliability is a measuring instrument gathered by evaluating and computing the same measure 

twice (Table 3.1).  
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  Table 3.1  

Alpha Reliability Table  

Cronbach's alpha Internal consistency 

α ≥ 0.9  Excellent (High-Stakes ) 

0.7 ≤ α < 0.9  Good (Low-Stakes) 

0.6 ≤ α < 0.7  Acceptable 

0.5 ≤ α < 0.6  Poor 

α < 0.5 Unacceptable 

 

Dependent Variable 

 The dependent variables for this study will first be the entrepreneurial orientation score 

and the second will be scores on the five dimensions of the entrepreneurial orientation construct. 

The five dimensions include (a) risk taking, (b) pro-activeness, (c) innovativeness, (d) autonomy, 

and (e) competitive aggressiveness. All items had a 1-5-point agreement scale.  Scores for the 

overall EO measure and subscale measures were the mean of the relevant items. 

Independent Variables 

 The independent variables that will be used in this study to analyze the data include the 

following: 

Role: Director/Principal versus other charter leaders, 

School type: stand-alone charter school vs. charter management organization,  

Participant’s gender: Male, female or other, 

Years of experience as a leader in education: 0-3 years, 4-7 years, 8-11 years and   

 12+ years, 

Current school level you are at: Elementary school, Middle school, High school,  

 Span school K-8, Span school 6-12, Span school K-12, 

Prior experience in the business sector, 

Highest level of education: Bachelor, Credential, Masters, Doctorate. 
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Each of the independent variables were tested individually against the dependent variables of the 

entrepreneurial orientation score and then against the five subscales of the entrepreneurial 

orientation construct. The two population groups were also analyzed separately on the five 

dimensions. 

Role of the Researcher 

My role as a researcher in this quantitative study included the planning, designing and 

execution of the study. While a previous research study shaped the current study, this study 

supported an exploration of the research questions. The execution of this study was completed in 

my principal investigator role as I researched the topic, gathered data, and analyzed data to 

identify the impact that an educational organization has on charter school leaders’ levels of 

entrepreneurial orientation.  

My various positions in education have definitely shaped my perspectives and opinions. 

Having served as a leader at a charter management organization for well over a decade, I have 

developed personal biases that I am aware of. Over the years, as I climbed the career ladder, I 

served in various leadership roles that exposed me to a myriad of knowledge and experience 

within the charter sector. I have also served as a committee member at the district level where I 

was able to evaluate other charter schools and gain exposure into the different charter models 

available in Southern California, as well as growth opportunities available to charter leaders. 

Moreover, my role as the Chief Operations Officer of a Charter Management Organization 

allowed me to collaborate with numerous charter leaders. These partnerships have allowed me to 

get to know them and they to know me. These connections have allowed me to gain a deeper 

knowledge of the charter movement from a different perspective, which may also impact my 

charter school perceptions. Working with a variety of stand-alone charter schools and those 
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associated with charter management organizations has led me to believe that they both can 

enhance and/or diminish the entrepreneurial orientation of their leaders which is why this study 

is so important to me and the charter community.  

My prior experiences and opinions may have had an effect on the overall research study; 

being aware of these biases early on allowed me, as the researcher, to stay focused on the 

findings of the study without allowing my biases to impact the outcome. I am aware of the 

influence the above factors may have had in influencing the writing of the demographic survey 

questions, the analysis of the data, and the way the data is presented in the study.  

I knew the importance of being aware of the impact my previous roles play in the 

distribution of the survey. Participants may have responded differently because of prior 

connections we have in the charter movement. This awareness early on was extremely important 

as it guided the design and implementation of the study, to ensure that biases do not impact the 

findings of the research study.  

Strategies to Mitigate Effects  

Self-awareness as the principal investigator is key in ensuring that both the data 

collection and data analysis are valid and dependable (Creswell & Clark, 2011). There is little 

room in the data collection process in this study for researcher biases to come into play as the 

surveys were distributed via email. Bias sensitivity was extremely important during the creating 

of the survey instrument, as well as the writing of the cover letter, which was included in the 

email that had the survey link. Bias could have become an area of concern when I was analyzing 

the data of the respondent’s responses. The survey was created by another researcher which also 

reduces the impact my biases could have had in the data collection.  
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This is a time that bias needs to be tabled so I can clearly evaluate the findings based on 

the data collected. Quantitative research, where the study uses numbers to evaluate the findings, 

allows the researcher to stay factual more than a solely qualitative approach, in which there is 

more room for interpretation (Glesne, 2010). Using an investigator triangulation strategy, I 

reviewed the data collected with my dissertation chair who is also a researcher and is 

knowledgeable with statistical analysis as he was able to provide an additional perspective that I 

as the researcher may not had thought about or recognized. My dissertation chair will also serve 

as a grounding agent for me to ensure that biases were not involved in the analysis. As the 

researcher, I believe that the data collection approach that was used in this study alleviates some 

of the biases related to previous roles that I have held as they will receive the instrument via 

email and I will not be personally connected to it.   

Summary 

 This methodology chapter described the steps that were followed to identify the answers 

to the study’s research questions. Using a published instrument from Lumpkin and Dess (1996), 

the researcher collected responses via email and disaggregated the responses to review the 

overall data collected from the respondents. The respondents email addresses were gathered from 

the California Department of Education website. The methodology used in the study was 

criterion and census strategies for the directors and principals while snowball sampling was used 

for the assistant principals, deans and coordinators. The next chapter will report the findings of 

the survey responses and relevance of the findings. 
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Chapter 4: Findings 

Introduction 

This study sought to research the entrepreneurial orientation of charter school leaders at 

stand-alone charter schools and those associated with a charter management organization. A 

state-wide sample of California charter school leaders completed a published, 27 item 

Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO) scale and responded to seven demographic questions through 

an online survey. The purpose of the study was to identify if there were differences on 

entrepreneurial orientation or any of the five entrepreneurial orientation constructs; autonomy, 

innovativeness, risk taking, pro-activeness and competitive aggressiveness, between the different 

types of charter leaders who participated in the study. This chapter will review the research 

sample, summarize the statistical analysis conducted on the data to answer the research questions 

posed.  

Research Questions  

The primary research question this study asks is: Do charter leaders at stand-alone 

schools and those associated with a charter management organization differ between 

entrepreneurial orientation overall and the five dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation 

construct (autonomy, innovativeness, risk taking, pro-activeness, and competitive 

aggressiveness) and do scores on the five dimensions differ from each other? 

Sub-questions include: 

a. Do charter leaders score higher on one dimension of entrepreneurial 

 orientation than another and what might this pattern reveal about leader’s 

 entrepreneurial orientation?  
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b. Is there a relationship between gender and charter school leaders’ 

entrepreneurial orientation overall and on the five dimensions of the 

entrepreneurial orientation construct (autonomy, innovativeness, risk taking, pro-

activeness, and competitive aggressiveness)? 

c. Is there a relationship between years of experience as a charter school leader 

and entrepreneurial orientation overall, and on the five dimensions of 

entrepreneurial orientation construct (autonomy, innovativeness, risk taking, pro-

activeness, and competitive aggressiveness)?  

d. Is there a relationship between level of education and a charter school leader’s 

entrepreneurial orientation? 

e. Is there a relationship between prior work experience in 

supervisory/management positions within the private sector and entrepreneurial 

orientation overall and on the five dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation 

construct (autonomy, innovativeness, risk taking, pro-activeness, and competitive 

aggressiveness)? 

f. Is there a relationship between the school level and entrepreneurial orientation 

overall and on the five dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation construct 

(autonomy, innovativeness, risk taking, pro-activeness, and competitive 

aggressiveness)? 

Study Description 

 This quantitative comparative research study sought to identify if charter leaders at stand-

alone charter schools or those associated with a charter management organization differed on 

their levels of entrepreneurial orientation. The Administrators Entrepreneurial Orientation 
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instrument was used via a survey to collect the data. The SPSS statistical software, was used to 

analyze the data collected. The entrepreneurial orientation factors of autonomy, competitive 

aggressiveness, innovativeness, proactiveness, risk taking and overall entrepreneurial orientation 

scores were tested as dependent variables while role, gender, grade level, charter type, years of 

experience, prior experience in the private sector and level of education were independent 

variables. T-tests, correlations and ultimately multiple linear regression were used to answer the 

research questions.  

In describing the population and to identify patterns that emerged from the data, 

descriptive statistics was used. Chronbach’s Alpha test was used to confirm the reliability and 

consistency of the Administrators Entrepreneurial Orientation instrument scores for this 

population. 

The five entrepreneurial orientation dimensions of autonomy, competitive 

aggressiveness, innovativeness, proactiveness and risk taking were tested separately with the 

independent measures of role, gender, grade level, charter type, years of experience, prior 

experience in the private sector and level of education. The same analysis was used with the 

overall entrepreneurial orientation construct.  

Research Sample 

One thousand five hundred fifty-eight email addresses were accessed from the California 

Department of Education (2018) website. Of those, 71 were inactive so 1,487 were emails were 

sent which included the invitation to the survey and the survey link. The overall response rate for 

charter leaders was 8.2% with 122 responses. Thirty-eight point five percent of the respondents 

were charter leaders at stand-alone schools. Fifty-five point seven percent of the respondents 
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were from charter management organizations. Five point seven percent of the respondents were 

from conversion charter schools see (Table 4.1).  

Table 4.1 

Sample Demographics and Response Rate 

School Type N Valid Percent 

Stand- alone 47 38.50% 

CMO 68 55.70% 

Conversion 7 5.70% 

Total 122 100% 

 

 When reviewing the gender of the respondents for this study, of the 122 respondents, 

63.1% were female and 36.9% were male. With regards to gender by school type, for the 63.1% 

female respondents 45 of them work at a school associated with a charter management 

organization, 26 work at a stand-alone charter school and 6 work at a conversion charter school. 

The male respondents are employed at the following school types; 23 work at a school associated 

with a charter management organization, 21 work at a stand-alone charter school and 1 works at 

a conversion charter school see (Table 4.2) 

Table 4.2 

Gender and School Type 

Gender/School 

Type     N 

Valid 

Percent 

Gender     

 Female  77 63.10% 

 Male  45 36.90% 

Gender and School    

 Female    

  Stand-alone 26 55.30% 

  CMO 45 66.20% 

  Conversion 6 85.70% 

Gender and School    

 Male    

  Stand-alone 21 44.70% 

  CMO 23 33.80% 

    Conversion 1 14.30% 
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 Respondents were asked to identify the current role they were serving in at their charter 

school. The options to choose from included principal/director, assistant principal/dean or 

coordinator as well as the school type they are working at. The responses were as follows; 68% 

of the respondents are currently in a principal/director role. Fifty-five percent of the respondents 

who are currently in a principal/director role are at a charter school associated with a charter 

management organization, 38.6% are at a stand-alone charter school and six percent of them are 

from a stand-alone charter school.  

Twenty-four percent of the respondents are currently in the role of an assistant 

principal/dean. Fifty-eight point six percent of the respondents who are in the role of an assistant 

principal/dean are at a charter school associated with a charter management organization, 37.9% 

are at a stand-alone charter school and 3.4% is at a stand-alone charter school. 8% of the 

respondents are in the role of a coordinator. Fifty percent of the respondents are in the role of a 

coordinator are at a charter school associated with a charter management organization, 40% are 

at a stand-alone charter school and 10% is at a stand-alone charter school see (Table 4.3). 
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Table 4.3 

Current Role  

Position     N Valid Percent 

Roles     

 Director/Principal  83 68% 

 Assistant Principal/Dean  29 24% 

 Coordinator  10 8% 

Role by School Type    

 Director/Principal    

  Stand-alone 32 38.6% 

  CMO 46 55.4% 

  Conversion 5 6.0% 

 Assistant Principal/Dean    

  Stand-alone 11 37.9% 

  CMO 17 58.6% 

  Conversion 1 3.4% 

 Coordinator 
  

 

 
 

Stand-alone 4 40.0% 

 
 

CMO 5 50.0% 

    Conversion 1 10.0% 

 

When reviewing the years of experience of the respondents, forty-one point eight percent 

of the respondents have four to seven years of experience in the charter sector. Twenty-three 

percent of the respondents have eight to eleven years of experience. Twenty point five percent of 

the respondents have zero to three years and 14.8% of the respondents have 12 or more years of 

experience. Leaders at charter management organizations had the highest years of experience 

between four to 12+ years than the stand-alone and conversion schools. Stand-alone charter 

leaders reported a slightly higher number for years of experience in the range of zero to three 

years see (Table 4.4). 
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Table 4.4 

Years of Experience in Charter Sector 

Years of Experience N 
Valid 

Percent 
 0-3 Years 25 20.50% 
 4-7 Years 51 41.80% 
 8-11 Years 28 23% 
 12+ Years 18 14.80% 

0-3 Years    

 Stand-alone 12 48.00 % 

 CMO 11 44.00% 

 Conversion 2 8.00% 

4-7 Years    

 Stand-alone 19 37.30% 

 CMO 29 56.90% 

 Conversion 3 5.90% 

8-11 Years   
 

 Stand-alone 10 35.70% 
 CMO 17 60.70% 
 Conversion 1 3.60% 

12+ Years   
 

 Stand-alone 6 33.30% 
 CMO 11 61.10% 

  Conversion 1 5.60% 

 

When reviewing the highest level of education of the respondents, the majority of the 

respondents, 70.5%, have a master’s degree. 14.8% have a doctorate degree, 13.1% have a 

credential and 1.6% have a bachelor’s degree. Charter leaders from stand-alone schools and 

those associated with charter management organizations reported similar number of respondents 

with bachelor degrees and credentials. Leaders from charter management organizations had 

higher levels of respondents with master degrees and more than double the amount of doctorates 

than stand-alone charter schools see (Table 4.5). 

 

 

 



 60 

Table 4.5 

Highest Level of Education by School Site 

Level of Education Level/Site N 
Valid 

Percent 

 Bachelor 2 1.60% 

 Credential 16 13.10% 

 Master 86 70.50% 

 Doctorate 18 14.80% 

Bachelor    

 Stand-alone 1 50.00% 

 CMO 1 50.00% 

 Conversion 0 0.00% 

Credential    

 Stand-alone 7 43.80% 

 CMO 7 43.80% 

 Conversion 2 12.50% 

Master  
  

 Stand-alone 34 39.50% 
 CMO 47 54.70% 
 Conversion 5 5.80% 

Doctorate  
  

 Stand-alone 5 27.80% 
 CMO 13 72.20% 

  Conversion 0 0 

 

The respondents were asked to identify if they had prior experience in the private 

business sector prior to becoming a charter leader. Thirty percent of the respondents did have 

prior experience in the business sector; thirty-two point four percent of them are currently 

working at a school associated with a charter management organization, twenty-five point five 

percent are working at a stand-alone charter school and 42.9% are at a conversion charter school 

see (Table 4.6). 
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Table 4.6 

Prior Experience in the Private Sector 

Prior Experience   N 
Valid 

Percent 
 Yes 37 30.30% 
 No 85 69.70% 

Yes  Stand-alone 12 30.80% 

 CMO 22 59.40% 

 Conversion 3 9.80% 

No    

 Stand-alone 35 41.17% 

 CMO 46 54.11% 

  Conversion 4 4.72% 

 

Entrepreneur Orientation scale and subscales 

 This study used the Administrator Entrepreneur Orientation scale that was developed by 

Petri (2013) and Torres (2015) to measure the five entrepreneurial dimensions that were 

identified by Lumpkin and Dess (1996) for the Entrepreneur Orientation constructs. The five 

dimensions that were used include autonomy, competitive aggressiveness, innovativeness, pro-

activeness and risk taking. For this study they were all evaluated separately as well as combined 

into the overall entrepreneurial orientation score.  

 The 27 item Administrator Entrepreneur Orientation inventory overall had a Cronbach’s 

alpha of 0.90 which makes it highly reliable. Reliability, however, varied substantially across the 

subscales.  Risk Taking and Innovativeness had good reliability with Alphas over .8.  

Proactiveness was also good with an Alpha just over .7.  Autonomy, and Competitive 

Aggressiveness had marginal reliability at .62 and .59 respectively, see (Table 4.7). 
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Table 4.7 

Entrepreneur Orientation Survey and Subscales 

Factors Items Cronbach Alpha (a) 

Autonomy 6, 11, 21, 26 (4)  0.62 

Comp. Aggressiveness 2,7,17,22,27 (5)  0.59 

Innovativeness 3, 8, 13, 18, 23, 28 (6)  0.83 

Proactiveness 4, 9, 14, 19, 24, 29 (6)  0.71 

Risk Taking 5, 10, 15, 20, 25, 30 (6)  0.83 

Overall EO 27 items  0.90 

 

 This data confirms that the 27 items in the instrument were able to reliably measure the 

five entrepreneurial orientation factors of autonomy, competitive aggressiveness, innovativeness, 

pro-activeness and risk taking and the entrepreneurial orientation construct of charter school 

leaders in California.  

Research Question Review 

Do charter leaders at stand-alone schools and those associated with a charter management 

organization differ on their entrepreneurial orientation overall and the five dimensions of 

entrepreneurial orientation construct (autonomy, innovativeness, risk taking, pro-

activeness, and competitive aggressiveness) and do scores on the five dimensions differ 

from each other? 

The table below reports the mean scores for charter leaders at stand-alone charter schools 

and those associated with a charter management organization on the overall entrepreneurial 

orientation scale (Table 4.8). The findings show that charter leaders at stand-alone charter 

schools had a mean of 3.92 while charter leaders associated with a charter management 

organization had a mean score of 3.99. A t-test indicates that there is no significant difference 

between the two on the overall entrepreneurial orientation scale. 
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Table 4.8 

Overall Entrepreneurial Orientation Dimension Means and Standard Deviations 

Overall EO N EO Mean SD t p 

Stand-alone 47 3.92 0.507 -0.69 0.49 

CMO 68 3.99 0.561   

 

The table below reports the differences between charter leaders at stand-alone charter 

schools and those associated with a charter management organization on the autonomy sub-scale 

(Table 4.9). The findings show that charter leaders at stand-alone charter schools had a mean of 

4.09 while charter leaders associated with a charter management organization had a mean score 

of 3.78. Stand-alone charter leaders are more autonomous which is a statistically significant 

finding.  

 

Table 4.9 

Autonomy Entrepreneurial Orientation Dimension Means and Standard Deviations 

Autonomy N EO Mean SD t p 

Stand-alone 47 4.09 0.664 2.07 0.04 

CMO 68 3.78 0.835   
 

The data below identified the mean score differences between charter leaders at stand-

alone charter schools and those associated with a charter management organization on the 

competitive aggressiveness sub-scale (Table 4.10). The findings show that charter leaders at 

stand-alone charter schools had a mean of 3.84 while charter leaders associated with a charter 

management organization had a slightly higher mean score of 3.96. This concludes that charter 

leaders associated with a charter management organization scored slightly higher but the 

difference was not statistically significant.  
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Table 4.10 

Competitive Aggressiveness Entrepreneurial Orientation Dimension Means and Standard 

Deviations 

Competitive Aggressiveness N EO Mean SD t p 

Stand-alone 47 3.84 0.627 -1.02 0.30 

CMO 68 3.96 0.563   
 

The data below identified the mean score differences between charter leaders at stand-

alone charter schools and those associated with a charter management organization on the 

innovativeness sub-scale (Table 4.11). The findings show that charter leaders at stand-alone 

charter schools had a mean of 4.12 while charter leaders associated with a charter management 

organization had a slightly higher mean score of 4.23. This difference was not statistically 

significant.  

 

Table 4.11 

Innovativeness Entrepreneurial Orientation Dimension Means and Standard Deviations 

Innovativeness N EO Mean SD t p 

Stand-alone 47 4.12 0.615 -0.9 0.36 

CMO 68 4.23 0.636   
 

The data below identified the mean score differences between charter leaders at stand-

alone charter schools and those associated with a charter management organization on the 

proactiveness sub-scale (Table 4.12). The findings show that charter leaders at stand-alone 

charter schools had a mean of 4.30 while charter leaders associated with a charter management 

organization had a mean score of 4.37. This concludes that charter leaders associated with a 

charter management organization scored slightly higher but the difference was not statistically 

significant.  
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Table 4.12 

Proactiveness Entrepreneurial Orientation Dimension Means and Standard Deviations 

Proactiveness N EO Mean SD t p 

Stand-alone 47 4.3 0.406 -0.8 0.42 

CMO 68 4.37 0.573   
 

The data below identified the mean score differences between charter leaders at stand-

alone charter schools and those associated with a charter management organization on the risk-

taking sub-scale (Table 4.13). The findings show that charter leaders at stand-alone charter 

schools had a mean of 3.28 while charter leaders associated with a charter management 

organization had a mean score of 3.52. Results indicate that while leaders associated with a 

charter management organization had a higher mean score, overall charter leaders at both school 

types do not have a high level of risk taking characteristics. 

Table 4.13 

Risk Taking Entrepreneurial Orientation Dimension Means and Standard Deviations 

Risk Taking N EO Mean SD t p 

Stand-alone 47 3.28 0.915 -1.48 0.14 

CMO 68 3.52 0.807   
 

Do charter leaders score higher on one dimension of entrepreneurial orientation than 

another and what might this pattern reveal about leader’s entrepreneurial orientation?  

By comparing charter leaders’ scores on various dimensions with each other as well as 

overall entrepreneurial orientation it was found that charter leaders are not uniform on the five 

dimensions, they scored higher on some of the subscales and lower on other subscales. 

Competitive aggressiveness and risk taking were the highest combined for all charter leaders. 
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Table 4.14 

EO N Mean SD t p 

Autonomy  
122 

3.91 
0.71 -0.05 0.48 

Competitive Aggressiveness 3.91 

Autonomy  
122 

3.91 
0.67 -4.64 0.56 

Innovativeness 4.19 

Autonomy  
122 

3.91 
0.68 -7.09 0.5 

Proactiveness 4.35 

Autonomy  
122 

3.91 
0.86 6.12 0.44 

Risk Taking 3.43 

Competitive Aggressiveness 
122 

3.91 
0.58 -5.23 0.52 

Innovativeness 4.19 

Competitive Aggressiveness 
122 

3.91 
0.53 -9.07 0.53 

Proactiveness 4.35 

Competitive Aggressiveness 
122 

3.91 
0.74 7.24 0.52 

Risk Taking 3.43 

Risk Taking 
122 

3.43 
0.63 -13.18 0.66 

Innovativeness 4.19 

Risk Taking 
122 

3.43 
0.76 -13.32 0.46 

Proactiveness 4.35 

 

Is there a relationship between gender and charter school leaders’ entrepreneurial 

orientation overall and on the five dimensions of the entrepreneurial orientation construct 

(autonomy, innovativeness, risk taking, pro-activeness, and competitive aggressiveness)? 

 When comparing the means of gender and overall entrepreneurial orientation on the 

entrepreneurial orientation dimension the data showed that males had a mean score of 3.88 while 

females had a mean score of 4.00 (Table 4.15). While the female respondents have a higher 

mean score overall there is no significant difference on overall entrepreneurial orientation. 

Table 4.15 

Gender and Overall Entrepreneurial Orientation Dimension Means and Standard Deviations 

Overall EO N EO Mean SD t p 

Male 45 3.88 0.559 -1.28 0.20 

Female 77 4.00 0.516   
 



 67 

When comparing the means of gender and the sub-scale of autonomy on the 

entrepreneurial orientation dimension the data showed that males had a mean score of 3.81 while 

females had a mean score of 3.96 (Table 4.16). While the female respondents had a slightly 

higher mean score it is not a significant difference. 

Table 4.16 

Gender and Autonomy Entrepreneurial Orientation Dimension Means and Standard Deviations 

Autonomy N EO Mean SD t p 

Male 45 3.81 0.778 -0.97 0.33 

Female 77 3.96 0.792   
 

When comparing the means of gender and the sub-scale of competitive aggressiveness on 

the entrepreneurial orientation dimension the data showed that males had a mean score of 3.81 

while females had a mean score of 3.96 (Table 4.17). While the female respondents had a 

slightly higher mean score it is not a significant difference. 

Table 4.17 

Gender and Competitive Aggressiveness Entrepreneurial Orientation Dimension Means and 

Standard Deviations 

Competitive Aggressiveness N EO Mean SD t p 

Male 45 3.81 0.546 -1.42 0.15 

Female 77 3.96 0.598   
 

When comparing the means of gender and the sub-scale of innovativeness on the 

entrepreneurial orientation dimension the data showed that males had a mean score of 4.09 while 

females had a mean score of 4.24 (Table 4.18). The female respondents had a slightly higher 

mean score it is not a significant difference. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 68 

Table 4.18 

Gender and Innovativeness Entrepreneurial Orientation Dimension Means and Standard 

Deviations 

Innovativeness N EO Mean SD t p 

Male 45 4.09 0.662 -1.28 0.20 

Female 77 4.24 0.589   
 

When comparing the means of gender and the sub-scale of proactiveness on the 

entrepreneurial orientation dimension the data showed women report being more proactive than 

men.  Males had a mean score of 4.15 while females had a mean score of 4.46 (Table 4.19). This 

difference is statistically significant, indicating that women leaders report substantially higher 

proactiveness than men. 

Table 4.19 

Gender and Proactiveness Entrepreneurial Orientation Dimension Means and Standard 

Deviations 

Proactiveness N EO Mean SD t p 

Male 45 4.15 0.545 -3.19 0.002 

Female 77 4.46 0.475   
 

When comparing the means of gender and the sub-scale of risk taking on the 

entrepreneurial orientation dimension the data showed that males had a mean score of 3.48 while 

females had a mean score of 3.38 (Table 4.20). The male respondents had a slightly higher mean 

score, but it is not a significant difference. 

Table 4.20 

Gender and Risk Taking Entrepreneurial Orientation Dimension Means and Standard Deviations 

Risk Taking N EO Mean SD t p 

Male 45 3.48 0.816 0.62 0.53 

Female 77 3.38 0.874   
 

Is there a relationship between years of experience as a charter school leader and 

entrepreneurial orientation overall, and on the five dimensions of entrepreneurial 
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orientation construct (autonomy, innovativeness, risk taking, pro-activeness, and 

competitive aggressiveness)?  

 A Bivariate correlation analysis was run to test for any relationship between the number 

of years of experience as a charter school leaders and scores on the subscale measures (Table 

4.21). The findings find that years of experience has a slight negative association with a charter 

leader’s autonomy, risk taking and overall entrepreneurial orientation.  But the relationship is not 

significant.  Conversely, there was no significant relationship, with competitive aggressiveness, 

innovativeness, and proactiveness.  

Table 4.21 

Years of Experience and Entrepreneurial Orientation 

Measure r p 

Autonomy -0.05 0.58 

Competitive Aggressiveness 0.03 0.74 

Innovativeness 0.04 0.65 

Proactiveness 0.08 0.35 

Risk Taking -0.09 0.28 

Overall -0.01 0.91 

 

Is there a relationship between level of education and a charter school leader’s 

entrepreneurial orientation? 

 To answer if there is a relationship between level of education and entrepreneurial 

orientation the different education groups were compared against the other education groups on 

each entrepreneurial orientation subscale measure and on overall entrepreneurial orientation with 

a t-test. Table 4.22 shows the comparison between the highest degree being credential verses a 

doctorate degree. On four of the five subscales, autonomy, competitive aggressiveness, 

innovativeness and proactiveness, results show that leaders with a doctorate have significantly 

higher scores than those with a credential.  Similarly, leaders with a doctorate had a significantly 
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higher entrepreneurial orientation score than leaders with a credential.  The overall 

entrepreneurial orientation mean score was 3.68 for the credential group and 4.12 for the 

doctorate group.  

Table 4.22 

Education and Entrepreneurial Orientation Dimension Cross Tabulation Credential and 

Doctorate 

EO Subscales Degree N Mean t p 

Autonomy  Credential 16 3.56 -2.48 0.01 

Doctorate 18 4.03   
Competitive 

Aggressiveness 
Credential 16 3.7 -1.76 0.08 

Doctorate 18 4.04   
Innovativeness Credential 16 3.83 -3.27 .000 

Doctorate 18 4.47   
Proactiveness Credential 16 4.01 -3.52 .000 

Doctorate 18 4.64   
Risk Taking Credential 16 3.24 -0.4 0.68 

Doctorate 18 3.35   
Overall EO Credential 16 3.68 -2.48 0.01 

Doctorate 18 4.12     

 

Table 4.23 shows the comparison between the degree of a master and a doctorate degree. 

In comparing a master and doctorate degree, the doctorate degree had a significantly higher 

mean score on innovativeness, and proactiveness. The overall entrepreneurial orientation mean 

score was 3.98 for the masters group and 4.12 for the doctorate group, the difference was not 

significant.  
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Table 4.23 

Education and Entrepreneurial Orientation Dimension Cross Tabulation Master and Doctorate 

EO Degree N Mean t p 

Autonomy  Master 86 3.93 -0.48 0.63 

Doctorate 18 4.03   
Competitive 

Aggressiveness 
Master 86 3.93 -0.76 0.44 

Doctorate 18 4.04   
Innovativeness Master 86 4.2 -1.84 0.06 

Doctorate 18 4.47   
Proactiveness Master 86 4.36 -2.34 0.02 

Doctorate 18 4.64   
Risk Taking Master 86 3.48 0.57 0.56 

Doctorate 18 3.35   
Overall EO Master 86 3.98 -1 0.31 

Doctorate 18 4.12     

 

Is there a relationship between prior work experience in supervisory/management positions 

within the private sector and entrepreneurial orientation overall and on the five dimensions 

of entrepreneurial orientation construct (autonomy, innovativeness, risk taking, pro-

activeness, and competitive aggressiveness)? 

Analysis of prior work experience in the private sector and the overall entrepreneurial 

orientation showed that participants with prior experience in the private sector had a mean of 

4.00 while those without prior experience in the private sector had a mean on 3.94 (Table 4.24). 

Although those with prior experience in the private sector had a slightly higher mean score it was 

not statistically significant.  

Table 4.24 

Prior Experience in the Business Sector and Overall Entrepreneurial Orientation Dimension 

Means and Standard Deviations 

Experience in 

Business 
  N EO Mean t p 

 Yes 37 4.00 0.52 0.60 

  No 85 3.94   
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When comparing the means of prior work experience in the private sector and the sub-

scale of autonomy on the entrepreneurial orientation dimension the data showed that participants 

with prior experience in the private sector had a mean of 3.87 while those without prior 

experience in the private sector had a mean on 3.92 (Table 4.25). Although those who have not 

had prior experience in the private sector had a slightly higher mean score it was not statistically 

significant. 

Table 4.25 

Prior Experience in the Business Sector and Autonomy Entrepreneurial Orientation Dimension 

Means and Standard Deviations 

Experience in 

Business 
  N 

Autonomy 

Mean 
SD t p 

 Yes 37 3.87 0.81 -0.27 0.78 

  No 85 3.92 0.77   

      
 

When comparing the means of prior work experience in the private sector and the sub-

scale of competitive aggressiveness on the entrepreneurial orientation dimension the data showed 

that participants with prior experience in the private sector had a mean of 3.87 while those 

without prior experience in the private sector had a mean on 3.92 (Table 4.26). Although those 

who have not had prior experience in the private sector had a slightly higher mean score it was 

not statistically significant. 

Table 4.26 

Prior Experience in the Business Sector and Competitive Aggressiveness Entrepreneurial 

Orientation Dimension Means and Standard Deviations 

Experience in 

Business 
  N 

Competitive 

Aggressiveness 

Mean 

SD t p 

 Yes 37 3.87 0.56 -0.51 0.60 

  No 85 3.92 0.59   
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When comparing the means of prior work experience in the private sector and the sub-

scale of innovativeness the data showed that participants with prior experience in the private 

sector had a mean of 4.26 while those without prior experience in the private sector had a mean 

on 4.15 (Table 4.27). Although those with prior experience in the private sector had a slightly 

higher mean score it was not statistically significant. 

Table 4.27 

Prior Experience in the Business Sector and Innovativeness Entrepreneurial Orientation 

Dimension Means and Standard Deviations 

Experience in 

Business 
  N 

Innovativeness 

 Mean 
SD t p 

 Yes 37 4.26 0.55 0.83 0.40 

  No 85 4.15 0.64   

 

When comparing the means of prior work experience in the private sector and the sub-

scale of proactiveness on the entrepreneurial orientation dimension the data showed that 

participants with prior experience in the private sector had a mean of 4.39 while those without 

prior experience in the private sector had a mean on 4.32 (Table 4.28). Although those with prior 

experience in the private sector had a slightly higher mean score it was not statistically 

significant. 

Table 4.28 

Prior Experience in the Business Sector and Proactiveness Entrepreneurial Orientation 

Dimension Means and Standard Deviations 

Experience in 

Business 
  N 

Proactiveness 

Mean 
SD t p 

 Yes 37 4.39 0.42 0.65 0.51 

  No 85 4.32 0.55   

 

When comparing the means of prior work experience in the private sector and the overall 

entrepreneurial orientation dimension the data showed that participants with prior experience in 

the private sector had a mean of 3.53 while those without prior experience in the private sector 
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had a mean on 3.37 (Table 4.29). Although those with prior experience in the private sector had a 

slightly higher mean score it was not statistically significant. 

Table 4.29 

Prior Experience in the Business Sector and Risk Taking Entrepreneurial Orientation Dimension 

Means and Standard Deviations 

Experience in 

Business 
  N 

Risk 

Taking 

Mean 

SD t p 

 Yes 37 3.53 0.81 0.93 0.35 

  No 85 3.37 0.86   

 

Is there a relationship between the school level and entrepreneurial orientation overall and 

on the five dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation construct (autonomy, innovativeness, 

risk taking, pro-activeness, and competitive aggressiveness)? 

 When comparing the different school levels; elementary school, middle school, high 

school, Span K-8, Span 6-12 and Span K-8 using a one-way Anova test found no relationship 

between school level and entrepreneurial orientation overall and on the five dimensions of 

entrepreneurial orientation construct (see Appendix C). 

Multiple Regression Analysis 

 Differences or the lack of differences, found between various subgroups on the measures 

of entrepreneurial orientation, could be due to differences in the population characteristics.  To 

control for these differences a number of regression models were developed. Multiple regression 

analysis was used to further examine the main research question of this study by examining the 

relationship between the type of charter organization, while controlling for individual 

characteristics, to measure the relationship to overall entrepreneurial orientation and each of the 

five subscales. Specifically, the regression models controlled for gender, years of experience and 

level of education, as the univariate comparison reported before indicate that these characteristics 
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were associated with entrepreneurial orientation independent of type of charter organizations. 

The models tested the impact of working in a school associated with a charter management 

organization versus a stand-alone charter while controlling for individual characteristics 

including: gender, years of experience and holding a doctorate degree versus other degrees.  

 Models were developed to test all measures of entrepreneurial orientation but only one 

model had significant predictive power. The regression model for proactiveness found that being 

a female and having a doctorate degree was positively associated with scores on proactiveness. 

Table 4.30 shows that 9.7% of the variance in the proactiveness scores can be predicted 

by the model. The independent variables of female and doctorate are statistically significant, 

indicating that being female and having a doctorate were significantly associated with higher 

proactiveness scores While working for a school associated with a charter management 

organization was not significantly associated with proactiveness in comparison with working for 

other types of charter organizations once the model controlled for gender, experience and having 

a doctorate.  Interestingly experience was not significantly associated with proactiveness, despite 

the univariate finding that showed a negative correlation. 

Table 4.30 

Multiple Regression Analysis Summary of Proactiveness (N=122) 

Variables β  SE p 

CMO 0.01 0.09 0.87 

Female 0.26 0.09 .000 

Doctorate 0.19 0.12 0.02 

Experience 0.09 0.04 0.27 

Constant 0 0.09 .000 

Note: Adjusted R2 = 0.097, F= 3.50, p= 0.00 
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Summary 

Comparing the entrepreneurial orientation of charter leaders at stand-alone schools and 

charter leaders associated with a charter management organization showed no evidence that 

leaders in stand-alone schools had higher entrepreneurial orientation scores on any dimension 

than leaders at charter management organizations. There were no significant differences between 

charter leaders at stand-alone schools and charter leaders associated with a charter management 

organization even after the subscales, once individual characteristics were controlled.  

 At the univariate level it appears leaders associated with a charter management 

organization were more likely to exhibit proactiveness while charter leaders at stand-alone 

schools were more likely to exhibit autonomy. Charter school leaders who are associated with a 

charter management organization scored 0.3 less on autonomy that charter leaders at stand-alone 

schools. But once controls for individual characteristics were applied these differences 

disappeared. Charter leaders from both stand-alone and those associated with a charter 

management organizations scored the lowest on risk taking of all of the subscales. Females who 

hold a doctorate degree had a significantly higher level of proactiveness. 
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Chapter 5: Discussion and Conclusions 

Introduction 

This quantitative study looked at the entrepreneurial orientation of charter school leaders 

at stand-alone charter schools and charter management organization. Using the Administrator 

Entrepreneurial Orientation instrument which is a modified version of the original, well-known 

and a widely used Entrepreneurial Orientation instrument developed by Lumpkin and Dess 

(1996) for the business sector with management research. The scale includes five sub-scales to 

identify the level of entrepreneurial orientation; autonomy, competitive aggressiveness, 

proactiveness, risk-taking and innovativeness. The scale also generates an overall entrepreneurial 

orientation score.  

Summary of the Study 

 The purpose of this study was to further investigate the research by Petri (2013) and 

Torres (2015). Torres study specifically looked at the entrepreneurial orientation of traditional 

school principals and charter school principals. His findings, that traditional school principals 

had a higher Entrepreneurial Orientation than Charter principals startled this researcher chose to 

expand his research and look at the entrepreneurial orientation of charter school leaders at stand-

alone charter schools and charter leaders associated with a charter management organization.  

This study used an online survey to assess the entrepreneurial orientation of charter 

school leaders at stand-alone charter schools and charter leaders associated with a charter 

management organization. The director/principal participants email addresses were gathered 

from the California Department of Education (2017) website. The participants were also 

encouraged to share the survey with other charter school leaders who were a charter leader and 

currently serving as a director, principal, assistant principal, dean or coordinator. This snowball 
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sampling allowed more assistant principals, deans and coordinators to participate in the survey 

since the emails gathered from the California Department of Education (2017) website were only 

for directors/principals. One hundred twenty-two charter leaders responded to the survey and 122 

surveys were used to compile the findings for this study. The findings of the study were used to 

answer the six research questions below.  

Discussion 

 This study addressed six research questions.  This section will discuss the results from the 

study with regards to the research questions. 

Do leaders from stand-alone charter schools differ from leaders associated with a 

charter management organization on their overall entrepreneurial orientation and on the 

five dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation construct (autonomy, innovativeness, risk 

taking, pro-activeness, and competitive aggressiveness)? 

Forty-seven of the respondents are charter school leaders at stand-alone schools and 68 of 

the respondents are charter school leaders at schools associated with a charter management 

organization. While there was no significant difference on the overall entrepreneurial orientation 

of charter school leaders there were some slight, non-significant differences in their subscale 

comparisons, that deserve some consideration.  

Charter leaders at stand-alone schools scored slightly higher on overall entrepreneurial 

orientation, but not statistically significant, association than charter school leaders associated 

with a charter management organization. Charter leaders associated with a charter management 

organization scored higher on the subscales of competitive aggressiveness, innovativeness and 

proactiveness, but they were not statistically significant. While charter leaders associated with a 

charter management organization scored a slightly higher mean score for risk taking. Risk-taking 
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was dimension of entrepreneurial orientation on which both groups of charter leaders scored 

lowest.  

While charter management organization leaders may have access to more resources, 

support systems and funding they are serving the same pool of students and are hired from the 

same pool of candidates. Stand-alone charter leaders may have the opportunity to be more 

autonomous as they are forced to try new things and figure out a solution with, sometimes, fewer 

resources while having more power and autonomy to act, as they do not have multiple managers 

above them. In processing prior experience as a start-up charter leader at a stand-alone school to 

over a decade later to managing a charter management organization with over 10 schools, the 

researcher observes that the charter management organization have more resources available. 

Is there a relationship between gender and charter school leaders’ entrepreneurial 

orientation overall and on the five dimensions of the entrepreneurial orientation construct 

(autonomy, innovativeness, risk taking, pro-activeness, and competitive aggressiveness)? 

Seventy-seven females and 45 males responded to the entrepreneurial orientation 

surveys. In reviewing the data from T-test analysis comparing men and women there were no 

significant difference between male and female charter school leaders on the overall 

entrepreneurial orientation even though females scored a slightly higher than male participants 

overall. Runyon, Huddleston, and Swinney (2006) discovered that although women reported 

higher levels of entrepreneurial orientation, there were no significant differences in their overall 

abilities to achieve high performance in their role.  This study does not provide data on the 

relationship of entrepreneurial orientation and effectiveness so we can’t know if this phenomena 

is the same in charter schools. 
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Overall, there was no significant difference between charter leaders at stand-alone 

schools and those associated with a charter management organization on their overall 

entrepreneurial orientation as well as the entrepreneurial orientation subscales of autonomy, 

innovativeness, risk taking, pro-activeness, and competitive aggressiveness when controlling for 

participant’s gender and years of experience.   

The findings that females scores were not statistically significant on proactiveness is 

consistent with the findings of Petri (2013) who studied the entrepreneurial orientation of 

teachers and the opposite of the findings that Torres (2015) who studied the entrepreneurial 

orientation of traditional school and charter school principals, he found males score higher on 

proactiveness. Females scored slightly higher in the subscale of risk taking in Torres (2015) 

study which is the opposite of the findings of this study as males scored slightly higher, but was 

not statistically significant.   

When combining all charter leaders results on the five subscales of autonomy, 

innovativeness, risk taking, pro-activeness, and competitive aggressiveness; risk-taking was the 

subscale that all charter leaders scored the lowest on. This leads the researcher to question if 

avoidance of risk taking is inherent in education and if it is, why? Are leaders not required to 

take risks in education as they are provided with clear expectations with processes and 

procedures such as the curriculum. Is the risk too high in education as students’ knowledge is at 

stake?  For charter leaders who have an annual district/authorizer visit which could impact their 

school’s renewal may also have an impact on a leader’s ability to take risks.  

Is there a relationship between years of experience as a charter school leader and 

entrepreneurial orientation overall, and on the five dimensions of entrepreneurial 
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orientation construct (autonomy, innovativeness, risk taking, pro-activeness, and 

competitive aggressiveness)?  

 No significant relationship was found between years of experience and a charter school 

leader’s entrepreneurial orientation. To further investigate, a regression analysis was run 

controlling for gender, type of school, level of school and experience in the private sector and the 

results showed no relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and years in the charter 

sector, which confirms the findings and is statistically significant.  

 Torres (2015) found that years of experience as a leader in education, both at traditional 

and charter schools, has a negative relationship with entrepreneurial orientation. This leads the 

researcher to question why entrepreneurial orientation declines with experience.  There are two 

possible explanations, experience teaches leaders not to be entrepreneurial or it may be that 

education leaders who are entrepreneurially oriented leave the field to pursue other career paths. 

What experiences do leaders have that have a negative an impact on their entrepreneurial 

orientation?  Does burnout overall have an impact on a leader’s entrepreneurial orientation? 

What causes the low retention of entrepreneurially oriented educational leaders? Further research 

is needed to find out what the underlying dynamic is that causes this negative relationship. 

Is there a relationship between level of education and a charter school leader’s 

entrepreneurial orientation? 

 This study found that having a doctorate degree was statistically significant with higher 

levels of entrepreneurial orientation, when compared to other levels of education. There was no 

significant difference between the mean scores between participants with a bachelors or master’s 

degree but the difference became significant when compared to those with a doctorate degree. 

Participants with a credential were not statistically significant than those with a bachelor’s 
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degree only, which is interesting because you must have a bachelor’s degree to earn a credential 

however the number of respondents with a credential and no advanced degree was quite minimal 

and the difference was not statistically significant.  

 The study also identified that charter leaders at schools who were associated with a 

charter management organization were significantly more likely to hold a doctorate degree than 

charter leaders at stand-alone schools. Seventy-two point two percent of the charter leaders who 

hold a doctorate degree are employed at a school associated with a charter management 

organization while only 27.8% work at a stand-alone charter school. Overall, the study found 

that leaders with a doctorate degree were significantly more entrepreneurial.  

 Do charter leaders who are more entrepreneurially oriented, seek out doctorate programs 

more often than others; or is entrepreneurial orientation something that is learned in doctoral 

programs? Further research should be conducted with the Entrepreneurial Orientation Construct 

on doctoral students prior to their program and after, to identify if the program had an impact on 

their entrepreneurial orientation. Then I would also question if it was the doctoral program that 

had an impact on their entrepreneurial orientation or if the students in their program somehow 

influenced each other to be more entrepreneurial. What specific experiences in a doctoral 

programs lead people to be more entrepreneurially oriented, if that is the source of one’s growth. 

Is there a relationship between prior work experience in supervisory/management positions 

within the private sector and entrepreneurial orientation overall and on the five dimensions 

of entrepreneurial orientation construct (autonomy, innovativeness, risk taking, pro-

activeness, and competitive aggressiveness)? 
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 There was no significant difference in entrepreneurial orientation between respondents 

who reported prior work experience in the private sector and those with no experience in the 

private sector.  

 When leaders with and without prior private sector experience were compared on the 

entrepreneurial orientation sub-scales the, respondents with prior private sector work experience 

scored slightly higher, but the difference was not statistically significant on the sub-scales of 

innovativeness, proactiveness and risk-taking. Participants who reported not having prior 

experience in the private sector reported a higher mean on the subs-scales of autonomy and 

competitive aggressiveness but the difference was not statistically significant. The overall 

entrepreneurial orientation mean scores were very similar; participants with prior experience in 

the private sector had a mean of 4.00 while participants without prior experience had a mean 

score of 3.94. Having prior experience in the private sector was not associated with a charter 

leader’s entrepreneurial orientation.  

 The researcher feels that it is an assumption that many in the charter sector make that 

prior experience in the private sector will increase a person’s entrepreneurial orientation however 

we need to stop and think about the limited autonomy most middle managers have in the 

corporate world. In the private sector there are increased opportunities for entrepreneurial risks 

as there are no children attached to the failure. We have all seen stores, restaurants, mom and pop 

shops fail and then they close and we forget about them however it is not that easy when students 

are involved. Schools do not have the same level of autonomy, especially charter schools as they 

have more oversight by their authorizer than traditional schools do.  
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Is there a relationship between the school level and entrepreneurial orientation overall and 

on the five dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation construct (autonomy, innovativeness, 

risk taking, pro-activeness, and competitive aggressiveness)? 

 When comparing participants by their current school level and their entrepreneurial 

orientation there were no significant relationships. The one-way Anova confirmed that there was 

no significant relationship between school level and any of the entrepreneurial orientation 

measures, therefore none of the patterns were significant. 

Do charter leaders differ on entrepreneurial orientation overall and on the five dimensions 

of entrepreneurial orientation construct (autonomy, innovativeness, risk taking, pro-

activeness, and competitive aggressiveness)? 

 When comparing the overall entrepreneurial orientation of charter leaders on the five 

dimensions. All charter leaders scored significantly lower on the subscale of risk-taking, than on 

other subscales. There were no statistically different findings among the subscales of autonomy, 

innovativeness, proactiveness and competitive aggressiveness however charter leaders at stand-

alone schools scored higher but not statistically significant on autonomy while charter leaders 

associated with a charter management organization scored higher but not statistically significant 

on proactiveness. 

Implication for Policy and Practice 

 While school leaders all have different strengths the research in the literature review 

clearly highlighted the need for entrepreneurial leadership to meet the growing demands of 

education however none of these studies looked at charter school leaders (Blank, 1986; Davis, 

2013; and Frumkin, et al., 2011) 
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 The research presented here suggests a host of policy questions for charter school 

operators. Does an entrepreneurial oriented leader, lead to a school’s success? How can the 

charter sector hire and attract entrepreneurial oriented leaders? Are entrepreneurially oriented 

leaders a good fit for charter schools? How can charter schools tell if applicants are 

entrepreneurial, it is obviously not included on their resume so what source can be used? What 

roles at the school sites need to be entrepreneurial orientated? Is it the principals, assistant 

principals, deans, coordinators, executives, or board members? Are principals the middle 

managers who do not need to be entrepreneurial orientated?  

 Charter leaders with doctorates had higher levels of entrepreneurial orientation than other 

leaders.  Leaders at charter management organizations had a higher rate of doctorate degrees 

than leaders at stand-alone schools.  Yet as a whole the charter management organization sector 

did not have higher average scores than the stand alone charter schools. This finding also raises 

other questions. Are leaders who go into the doctorate program more entrepreneurially oriented 

than others or is it something that is taught in the program? Is it the time spent with other leaders 

in the doctorate program that sparks the entrepreneurial orientation in them? The charter 

community should assess the need for continuing education in their current and future leaders. It 

also leads me to question if the reason that charter management organizations employ more 

charter leaders with doctorate degrees is because they may have access to more funding which 

can be used towards higher salaries.  

  Retention is another area where the charter community can invest more to ensure that the 

charter leaders are able to stay at the school site and be change agents with their 

entrepreneurially oriented characteristics. In some cases, there may be management practices that 
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deter leaders from implementing their entrepreneurial initiatives. How can this be identified and 

changed?  

 The board of directors who are over the charter schools as well as business leaders need 

to understand the importance of investing in the schools current and future leaders. They have to 

trust them to try innovative ways to make change without being micromanaged by the board. 

Risk-taking is not always welcomed by boards as they have a specific goal to achieve but having 

that freedom and understanding can have an impact on the charter school leader.  

 The National Alliance for Public Charter Schools (2018) said “charter schools are unique 

public schools that are allowed the freedom to be more innovative while being held accountable 

for advancing student achievement” (para.1). Charter school leaders have to be given the time 

and provided the resources to truly be innovative. If board members and charter management 

organizations want to see innovation, risk-taking, competitive aggressiveness, proactiveness and 

autonomy which are all factors of an entrepreneurial oriented leader they have to make this a 

priority. When new policies and procedures are being presented and discussed everyone needs to 

assess how they will impact the entrepreneurial orientation of their leaders and the schools they 

serve.  

 While entrepreneurial oriented leaders can add to a team caution should be exercised 

about how many are on a team as well as the effectiveness of the team. I have experienced 

working with a handful of entrepreneurial oriented leaders and there were definitely pros and 

cons to the experience. There were always great ideas shared but sometimes the time it took to 

make a decision was impacted by the number of entrepreneurially oriented leaders who were 

involved. I think it is important to have a fair distribution on any team to ensure that things get 

completed, policies are followed and out of the box thinking occurs.  
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Recommendations for Future Research 

 While we see entrepreneurial leaders as being successful, we need further research to see 

if entrepreneurial orientation does predict successful leadership in the Charter School sector. 

Future research can be conducted to identify if there is an association between a leader’s 

entrepreneurial orientation and student performance or a leader’s entrepreneurial orientation and 

staff retention or other indicators or successful leadership. It would be great to know if 

certificated and classified staff prefer to work with an entrepreneurial orientated leader or do they 

even recognize the difference between an entrepreneurial orientation leader and one who is not.   

 This study found that charter leaders overall had a lower level of risk taking than other 

entrepreneurial orientation behaviors. This is an area that deserves exploration: what impact does 

being a leader at a charter school have on a person’s risk taking? What impact does risk-taking 

have on a person’s overall entrepreneurial orientation? 

Further research can be conducted on retaining entrepreneurial orientated leaders. Do 

they have a higher or lower retention rate? Are they more likely to promote at a higher rate? Do 

they have the skills to train and promote entrepreneurial orientation within their own staff? Are 

they more likely to hire an entrepreneurial orientated staff or do they prefer to only be the one 

with that skillset? 

In reviewing leader’s entrepreneurial orientation, we need to further investigate if it is a 

skill that someone is born with or can it be taught? Can leaders continue to develop their 

entrepreneurial orientation through experience and education? Educational systems should invest 

in entrepreneurially oriented leaders to retain them, particularly at the doctorate level. 

 A biographical study should be conducted to further research entrepreneurial orientation 

in the education community. I would study twenty highly entrepreneurial oriented school leaders 
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and identify patterns between them to include early experiences in family and early work 

experiences. The study could be mixed methods with a survey, interviews and a focus group. The 

observed and recorded patterns can then be used to identify characteristics or experiences that 

lead to a highly effective leader who is entrepreneurially oriented. Based on this study, the future 

research should also look at gender, level of education, school type and school level.  

 Another area of research would be to look at some successful charter organizations based 

on academic performance, teacher, student and staff retention, and overall growth. I would 

identify where the entrepreneurial oriented leaders are in relationship to the organization chart. 

Are they all at the upper management level or are they scattered throughout the organization? 

The education community is in need of more and ongoing research on the effects of 

entrepreneurial oriented leaders and the overall association that it has on one’s performance as 

well as a school’s performance.  

With the ever changing 21st century education system, what are higher education 

institutions doing to develop and grow more entrepreneurial orientated leaders in the field of 

education? Further research could help identify current options available as well as any other 

studies that may support the ongoing study of entrepreneurial orientated school leaders. 

Concluding Statement 

 This study found that charter leaders at stand-alone charter schools and those associated 

with a charter management organization do not differ on their entrepreneurial orientation. While 

charter leaders at stand-alone schools are more autonomous, charter leaders associated with a 

charter management organization are more proactive. The study did identify a significant 

relationship that female charter school leaders who held a doctorate degree had the highest level 

of proactiveness. Leaders with doctorates are more likely to be employed at a school that is 
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associated with a charter management organization. Years of experience also had a negative 

impact on charter leader’s entrepreneurial orientation. Charter leaders overall had the lowest 

level of risk taking when compared to the other entrepreneurial orientation subscales. While no 

dramatic results were found in this study and it only included 122 participants, it was the first 

study to look at the entrepreneurial orientation of charter leaders. This study opens the doors for 

further research to allow us to continue to learn about charter school leaders and ways to improve 

our policies and procedures for the betterment of all.  
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Appendix A 

Dear Charter Leader, 

 

My name is Kelly Hourigan. I am a Director, Charter Leader and Doctoral Student at California 

State University, Northridge. I am inviting you to participate in this research study by completing 

the survey link below. This research will investigate, the entrepreneurial orientation of charter 

school leaders. Minimal research has been conducted on leaders like yourself, please take a 

moment to complete this survey. 

The following survey will require approximately 10 minutes to complete. 

 

If you agree to participate in this study, please click the link below 

 

 Survey link 

 

Please forward this invitation to any charter leaders that you know, together we will add to the 

research available about charter school leaders in California. 

 

This study has been approved by California State University Northridge’s Institutional Review 

Board and poses minimal risk to human subjects. Participation is strictly voluntary; completion 

and return of the survey will indicate your willingness to participate in this study. You may 

refuse to participate at any time. If you have questions, concerns, or comments about this 

research project, you may contact the following: 

  

1. Mrs. Kelly Hourigan (Principal Researcher) via email at kelly.m.hourigan@my.csun.edu 

  

2. Dr. Richard Moore (Faculty Advisor) via email at richard.moore@csun.edu 

  

Consent to participate information link 

 

Thank you for taking the time to assist me in my educational endeavors. The data collected will 

provide useful information regarding the entrepreneurial orientation of charter school leaders in 

California. Thank you for your time and consideration. 

  

Sincerely, 

   

Kelly Hourigan 

Principal Researcher 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSdhy6TGO2afVEquVYeYWYKlBd__WSyTpPuIYySjFJv6wRH7Hw/viewform?usp=sf_link
mailto:kelly.m.hourigan@my.csun.edu
mailto:richard.moore@csun.edu
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1v4UkQQfxIzMiwbJyP1gxbd-KybHw27_MBXaKfNc47Go/edit?usp=sharing
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Appendix B 

Modified Administrator Entrepreneurial Orientation Instrument 

(Used for this study) 

 

 

My Current role is a 

__ Principal/Director 

__ Assistant principal/Dean 

__ Coordinator 

 

My Gender is 

__ Male 

__ Female 

__ Prefer not to state 

 

I am a charter leader at a 

__ Elementary School 

__ Middle School 

__ High School 

__ Span School K-8 

__ Span School 6-12 

__ Span School K-12 

 

I am a charter leader at a  

__ Stand-alone charter school 

__ Charter school associated with a charter management organization 

__ Conversion charter school 

 

I have been a charter leader for  

__ 0-3 years 

__ 4-7 years 

__ 8-11 years 

__ 12+ years 

 

Prior to entering the field of education, have you worked full-time in a supervisory/management 

position within the private business sector? 

__ Yes 

__ No 

 

My highest level of education is 

__ Bachelor 

__ Credential 

__ Master 

__ Doctorate 
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The following questions were asked using a Likert scale of 

- Very true of me 

- Somewhat true of me 

- Neutral 

- Somewhat untrue of me 

- Very untrue of me 

 

1. Students at my school often outperform students in other schools. 

2. I embrace innovative ways of improving my leadership. 

3. I take preemptive action to overcome any anticipated obstacles to learning within a 

school/district. 

4. I commit large amounts of school resources to untested leadership practices. 

5. I prefer to operate/work without frequently consulting with a supervisor. 

6. I create better learning opportunities in my school when compared to other administrators 

in my district. 

7. I enjoy creating original leadership practices. 

8. I like to attend workshops that demonstrate ways to solve educational problems. 

9. I am willing to gamble on new leadership approaches. 

10. I encourage my teachers to create their own lessons and curriculum. 

11. I like to develop novel leadership practices. 

12. I work hard to anticipate problems/barriers to learning. 

13. I like to take bold actions by trying unproven leadership methods. 

14. Students in my school do more work than students in other schools. 

15. I like to try innovative leadership strategies. 

16. I tend to anticipate problems when planning new initiatives. 

17. I tend to take chances with my leadership styles even when the educational outcomes are 

uncertain. 

18. I encourage my teachers to design their own methods of instruction. 

19. I use more of what are known as best practices in my school than most of my colleagues. 

20. I believe that innovation as an administrator is essential to improving teaching and 

learning. 

21. I prefer to take action as soon as possible when student results are unsatisfactory. 

22. I like to try versions of leadership practices, which are "long shots" as being successful. 

23. I am a more effective administrator when I set my own goals and objectives. 

24. I enjoy debating with other administrators when discussing best practices. 

25. I experiment with creative ways to improve upon my school / district's curriculum. 

26. I often scan educational publications/journals/blogs to solve problems in my 

school/district. 

27. I deviate from my school/district's curriculum even when the outcomes are uncertain. 
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Appendix C 

Coding of questions with subscales 

Autonomy 

I prefer to operate my school alone. 

I encourage my teachers to create their own lessons and curriculum. 

I encourage my teachers to design their own methods of instruction. 

I am a more effective administrator when I set my own goals and objectives. 

Competitive Aggressiveness 

Students in my school often outperform the students in other schools. 

I create better learning opportunities in my school when compared to other administrators 

 in my district. 

Students in my school do more work than students in other schools. 

I use more of what are known as best practices in my school than most of my colleagues. 

I enjoy debating with other administrators when discussing best practices. 

Innovativeness 

I embrace innovative ways of improving my leadership. 

I enjoy creating original leadership practices. 

I like to develop novel leadership practices. 

I like to try innovative leadership strategies. 

I believe that innovation as an administrator is essential to improving teaching and 

 learning. 

I experiment with creative ways to improve upon my school/district’s curriculum. 

Proactiveness 
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I take preemptive action to overcome any anticipated obstacles to learning within a 

 school/district. 

I like to attend workshops that demonstrate ways to solve educational problems. 

I work hard to anticipate problems/barriers to learning.  

I tend to anticipate problems when planning new initiatives. 

I prefer to take action as soon as possible when student results are unsatisfactory. 

I often scan educational publications/journals/blogs to solve problems in my school/district. 

Risk Taking 

I commit large amounts of school resources to untested leadership practices. 

I am willing to gamble on new leadership approaches. 

I like to take bold actions by trying unproven leadership methods. 

I tend to take chances with my leadership styles even when the educational outcomes are 

 uncertain.  

I like to try versions of leadership practices, which are “long shots” at being successful.  

I deviate from my school/district’s curriculum even when the outcomes are uncertain. 
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