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The need to spur innovation and improve student performance initiated the formation of, 

under different legislative acts, charter schools that include variations of traditional public 

schools.  With the enthusiasm and level of investment going into the formation of charter 

schools, it is necessary to explore whether these schools have achieved their objectives.  This 

study explored whether Texas open enrollment charter schools perform bettered compared to 

Texas public schools.  The study applied a causal comparative quantitative research design.  

School data on graduation and dropout rates, college preparation, attendance rates, and overall 

performance were analyzed quantitatively.  Student achievement data available for statistical 

analysis includes student performance on the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills 

(TAKS) state assessment from 2007 to 2011.  Data analysis for race, special programs, at risk, 

economically disadvantaged, and limited English proficiency was incorporated.  Descriptive 

statistics and analysis of variance techniques were included in the data analysis.  The analysis 

extended to post hoc tests to determine variables that caused variation. The study found Texas 

open-enrollment charter schools had more African American students but fewer Whites 

compared to public schools.  Students in public schools performed better than those in charter 

schools, and Whites yielded the best performance.  Charter schools had high dropout rates, low 

attendance, and low graduation rates, while public schools had low dropout rates, high 

attendance, and high graduation rates.  Finally, public schools had more students ready for 

college than charter schools. 
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CHAPTER I   

INTRODUCTION 

Providing quality education to all citizens is a fundamental obligation of any government 

and its leadership.  Measures have been taken to create schools that meet the dissimilar needs 

across society.  One major reform in the past decade within the United States public school 

system was the passage of charter laws and the subsequent establishment of charter schools 

(Toma, Zimmer, & Jones, 2006).  These laws sought to improve student performance within the 

public school system (Bifulco & Ladd, 2006a).  Additionally, charter laws were enacted in 

response to public opinion and the views of scholars as a measure against bureaucratic burdens 

experienced by traditional public schools that may negatively influence innovation and student 

outcomes of traditional public schools.  Overall, charter laws were developed to provide a choice 

in the education system in terms of school size and to allow for interschool competition (Toma et 

al., 2006).  

Charter schools are free public schools designed to address the needs of individual 

students; therefore, they are designed to be more flexible than traditional public schools, which 

tend to be very inflexible (Buckley & Schneider, 2009; Texas Education Agency [TEA], 2011).  

Charter schools are autonomous but public, accountable and responsible to a chartering group, 

tied to few local and state regulations, and attended only by students who have chosen to attend.  

Minnesota passed the first charter school laws in 1991.  In 1995, the Texas legislature passed 

laws to establish charter schools.   

In 1998, Scott W. Hamilton, a former associate commissioner of the Massachusetts 

Department of Education (MDOE), suggested that charter schools had the potential to transform 

public education.  He observed that charter schools helped change the opinion that the 
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government must run public schools.  In support of the idea, Bill Clinton (1998) stated that when 

he was elected president there were few charter schools, but his administration was on course to 

achieving a target of 3,000 charter schools across the nation.  Thus, charter schools were the 

products of dynamic reform in the U.S. educational system.   

Nationally, more than 4,000 charter schools have been established since the early 1990s, 

and they now serve more than 1 million students.  These schools have prompted debate since 

their founding.  Supporters contended that charter schools could improve student achievement 

and provide choice to families while promoting healthy competition with traditional public 

schools.  Conversely, detractors feared that students in charter schools perform no better than 

those in traditional public schools and that they harm those students left in traditional public 

schools by redirecting funding needed for them to be successful.  

Typically, similarities and differences occurred between charter and traditional public 

schools in similar areas regardless of where they were established.  Such variations were 

attributed to the conceptualizations and legislation that support the two types of schools.  Texas 

charter schools are classified into four categories: charter schools, campus or program charters, 

home-rule district charters, and university and college charters.  Apart from the state, other 

sponsors of charter schools include local education agencies (LEA), local government, 

universities, community colleges, and nonprofit organizations.  Unlike public schools, charter 

schools can be founded by almost anyone willing to set up a nonprofit agency aimed to support 

the school.  While various types of charter schools exist, including those run by traditional 

school systems, universities, and for profit and nonprofit organizations, open-enrollment charter 

schools have drawn the most attention in Texas.   
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Need for the Study 

The educational outcomes associated with charter schools was the primary reason they 

were created.  The focus was to establish a system that would improve education.  Specifically, 

charter schools were developed to meet the educational demands that public schools have 

struggled to meet.  Based on the available statistics, the number of charter schools in Texas 

increased from 17 in 1996–1997 to 191 in 2006–2007 (TEA, 2008).  As of 2014, the state 

reported 280 charter schools (National Alliance for Public Charter Schools [NAPCS], 2014).  

The number of charter schools has increased annually and they have emerged as a primary 

educational structure in Texas.  Given the increase in charter schools in Texas and across the 

United States, it is essential to understand the influence they have on student education. 

Researchers have found varied results on student performance of charter schools.  For 

instance, Booker, Gilpatric, Gronberg, and Jansen (2004) found that charter schools improved 

student performance in reading and math.  The finding is contrary to longitudinal studies by the 

Center for Research on Educational Outcomes (CREDO, 2009), Bifulco and Ladd (2006b), and 

the Texas Association of School Boards (TASB, 2012a), which have reported negative outcomes 

among charter school students.   

Gustafson (2012) found that test scores of traditional public school students declined over 

time; however, the same test scores for charter school students increased; a situation that could 

only result from improved student performance.  Hoxby and Rockoff (2005) found that charter 

school students were more proficient in reading and less proficient in math compared to their 

traditional public school counterparts.  Using fourth-grade data, they found that the average 

student scores in reading were similar to those at traditional public schools.  Further, the 
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researchers found that traditional school students performed better than their charter school 

counterparts in math. 

Considering these inconsistent research findings, it is important to understand that 

researchers have used numerous ways to define student achievement.  Additionally, researchers 

have focused on different populations, thus, a full comparison of data is difficult (Jackson, 2014).  

The varied results call into question the effectiveness of charter schools.  As more students 

receive their education in charter schools, it is essential to determine what works and what does 

not.  

Arguably, no national student accomplishment test exists that can give an accurate 

evaluation of performance between charter and traditional public school students.  Most research 

has used scores from state math and reading tests (Buddin & Zimmer, 2005; Chamberlin, 2007; 

Witte, Weimer, Shober, & Schlomer, 2007).  However, some researchers have used 

observations, policy and environmental factors, and questionnaires for data collection (Gleason, 

Clark, Tuttle, & Dwoyer, 2010; Kahlenberg, 2003; McDonald, Ross, Bol, & McSparrin-

Gallagher, 2007; Nokomis, 2014).  

Purpose of the Study 

It could be argued that the initiative to evaluate the efficiency of charter schools using 

student assessment accomplishment is incoherent because inconsistent results in the data make it 

difficult to draw conclusions.  A number of charter schools are in operation nationwide and no 

single, dependable approach to assess these schools exists.  The research also shows a need to 

compare charter and traditional public schools along several measures, not just student 

performance of one school type to the other.  For example, it is important to look at various 

components of programs, student demographics, as well as other measures of success.  The 
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purpose of the study was to examine the performance of students enrolled in Texas charter 

schools versus traditional public schools on demographic composition, population measures (i.e., 

attendance, dropout rates, graduation rates), and postsecondary testing results across multiple 

demographics, including race, gender, special programs, at risk, economically disadvantaged, 

and Title I.  Examining the relationship between student performance and composition in 

traditional public and charter schools allowed the researcher to compare the effectiveness of 

education in both settings.   

The present study required ex post facto quantitative research methods to compare 

differences in data across several characteristics to compare charter and traditional public schools 

in Texas and to draw conclusions about their efficiency and effectiveness (Gall, Borg, & Gall, 

2007).  While various types of charter schools are in operation nationwide (e.g., those run by 

traditional school systems, universities, for profit and nonprofit organizations), the current study 

focused on open-enrollment charter schools.  The present study sought to determine whether 

differences exist between traditional public and charter schools.  Data used for the comparison 

were obtained from the TEA (2008, 2010, 2014c)  

Research Aim and Objectives 

The research focus was to compare charter schools with traditional public schools in 

Texas based on the available data.  The researcher collected and analyzed data to determine 

whether students attending Texas charter schools performed better than their counterparts in 

traditional public schools based on state testing, attendance, dropout rates, and graduation rates.  

To achieve the research objectives, demographic characteristics, including race, ethnicity, social 

and economic background, income, educational capabilities, and geographical locations were 

considered.  Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) assessment scores were used.  
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The current state assessment is the State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness 

(STAAR); however, these test scores were not used because the system was incomplete, 

undergoing revisions, and the tests have been administered for only a few years.  

Research Questions 

The following research questions guide the study: 

1. What is the difference in the enrollment and demographics of students served in 

charter schools versus those served in traditional public schools with respect to 

ethnicity, special program participation, and economically disadvantaged student 

identification over a 4-year period from 2007–2010? 

2. What is the difference in student achievement as measured by a criterion-referenced 

test aligned to the State of Texas standards in all tested areas for students in charter 

schools versus traditional public schools based on student ethnicity and special 

populations over a 4-year period from 2007–2010? 

3. What is the difference in student performance on a criterion-referenced test aligned to 

the State of Texas standards in reading and mathematics for students in charter 

schools versus traditional public schools based on student ethnicity and special 

populations over a 4-year period from 2007–2010? 

4. What is the difference in student attendance rate, annual and longitudinal dropout 

rates and annual and longitudinal graduation rates for students in charter schools 

versus traditional schools over a 4-year period from 2007–2010? 

5. What is the difference in student participation in postsecondary assessments such as 

SAT and AC, and what is the difference in students’ performance on those exams for 
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those enrolled in charter schools versus traditional public schools over a 4-year period 

from 2007–2010?  

Definitions and Terms 

Academic performance.  Academic performance is indicated by campus and district 

ratings from the TAKS, attendance rates, and dropout rates (TEA, 2008). 

Accountability.  Texas provides annual academic accountability ratings to public school 

districts, charters, and schools.  These ratings are based largely on performance on state 

standardized tests and graduation rates, and they allow educators and researchers to examine 

student achievement, student progress, efforts to close the achievement gap, and postsecondary 

readiness (TEA, 2014a). 

ACT. Originally an abbreviation for American College Testing, the ACT is a standardized 

test for high school achievement and college admissions in the United States. The ACT is a 

college readiness assessment that evaluates students in English, mathematics, reading, science, 

writing, and other optionally tested areas. 

Analysis of variance (ANOVA).  An ANOVA is a collection of statistical models used to 

analyze the differences between group means and their associated procedures (e.g., variation 

among and between groups) that was developed by R. A. Fisher (Anderson, 2001).  An ANOVA 

provides a statistical test of whether the means of several groups are equal.  Therefore, it 

generalizes the t-test to more than two groups, as conducting multiple two-sample t-tests would 

result in an increased chance of committing a statistical Type I error.  ANOVAs are useful in 

testing three or more variables for statistical significance.  

Attendance rate.  The attendance rate statistic is the average daily attendance for the 

regular school term divided by school membership for the month of January.  Attendance rates 

http://ritter.tea.state.tx.us/perfreport/account/
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Test_(student_assessment)
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Achievement_test
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/University_and_college_admissions
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Education_in_the_United_States
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Statistical_model
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ronald_Fisher
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Student%27s_t-test%23Independent_two-sample_t-test
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Statistical_significance
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may be computed using the total hours of student attendance divided by the sum of the total 

hours of student attendance and total hours of absences for the regular school term (TEA, 2011) 

Center for Research on Educational Outcomes (CREDO). An organization associated 

with Stanford University for the purpose of increasing the body of empirical evidence about 

education reform and student performance at the primary and secondary levels. 

Charter.  A charter is a contract between the school district and a new charter school, as 

it operates within but is independent of the school district (Weil, 2000). 

Charter school.  A charter school is a legally independent and innovative public school 

that is waived from state laws and rules that could conflict with innovation (TEA, 2008). 

Department of Education. Various organizations at the state and federal levels that 

oversee education within their geographical or assigned areas of responsibility. 

Dropout rate.  Dropout rate is computed for Grades 7 through 12 by dividing the number 

of dropouts by the total of September enrollments, plus transfers in, minus transfers out.  The 

dropout rate is added to September enrollment and divided by two (TEA, 2008). 

Effect size. In statistical inference, an effect size is a descriptive statistic that measures the 

strength of the relationship between two variables.  Effect sizes provide a standard metric for 

comparing across studies and, thus, are critical to meta-analysis. 

Eta square. Eta-squared (η2) is a measure of effect size for use with an ANOVA.  Eta 

squared is the proportion of the total variance attributed to an effect, and is calculated as the ratio 

of the effect variance (SSeffect) to the total variance (SStotal): η2 = SSeffect/SStotal. 

Graduation rate.  Graduation rate is an indicator that shows the status of a group (cohort) 

of students after 4 years (4-year longitudinal rate), after 5 years (5-year extended longitudinal 

rate), or after 6 years in high school (6-year extended longitudinal rate) (TEA, n.d.). 
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Local education agencies (LEA). Policy making bodies that oversee budgeting and 

policymaking decisions for their assigned specific school districts.  The term local education 

agency is commonly used as a synonym for a school district. 

Open-enrollment charter schools.  Open-enrollment charter schools are free of many 

traditional school regulations, but are still accountable for student academic success and 

standardized testing results.  Service areas may include the attendance boundaries of one district 

or may cross several existing districts (TEA, 2008). 

SAT.  The SAT is a standardized test widely used for college admissions in the United 

States.  The SAT has had various names, including Scholastic Aptitude Test, Scholastic 

Assessment Test, and SAT Reasoning Test.  It is now simply referred to as the SAT.  The SAT is 

developed and administered on behalf of the College Board by the Educational Testing Service.  

The SAT is intended to assess a student’s college readiness. 

State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR). The STAAR is a test 

administered in Grade 3-12 in Texas (TEA, 2010). 

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). The SPSS software package is used 

for statistical analysis in social science and includes statistical analysis, mining, text, data 

collection, collaboration, and deployment. 

Student achievement.  Student achievement is indicated by campus and district ratings on 

the TAKS, attendance rates, and dropout rates (TEA, 2008). 

Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS). The TAKS was administered to 

students in Grade 3-12 in Texas prior to 2012 (TEA, 2014c). 

Texas Association of School Boards (TASB). Created in 1949, the TASB is a voluntary, 

nonprofit, statewide educational association that serves and represents local Texas school 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Education_in_the_United_States
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Education_in_the_United_States
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Statistical_analysis
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Social_science
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districts.  An association in Texas that focuses on advocacy, visionary leadership, and service to 

school districts. 

Texas Charter School Association (TCSA). A support organization for charter schools in 

the State of Texas with the goal of advocating for the schools it serves. 

Texas Education Agency (TEA). The TEA is a branch of the state government of Texas in 

the United States responsible for public education. 

Texas Education Agency accountability ratings.  Prior to 2012, TEA accountability 

ratings were based on student performance.  School campuses and districts could receive ratings 

of exemplary, recognized, acceptable, and low performing for standard education accountability.  

Additional ratings included acceptable or low performing for alternative education accountability 

(TEA, n.d.). 

Traditional public school.  Traditional public schools are those funded with tax revenues 

and administered by a governmental agency that is subject to all regulations as set by 

governmental agencies (TEA, 2008). 

The Significance of the Study 

The present study advances the existing body of knowledge regarding the characteristics 

and performance of charter schools compared to traditional public schools in Texas.  By 

comparing charter and traditional public schools in Texas, it is possible to provide an analysis of 

the importance of charter schools.  Moreover, to understand the charter school concept, its 

legislation, and evolution, the present study provides a framework to judge successful charter 

schools for potential replication and improvement of student performance in other charter and 

traditional public schools.  The findings of the study may also be useful to parents seeking the 

best possible education for their children and to administrators and teachers who can benefit 
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from better understanding the differences in student performance between charter and traditional 

public schools, which will allow them to determine best practices in education.   

The Scope of the Study 

The present study explored charter and traditional public schools in Texas.  The choice of 

the study subject grew from the observation that Texas was among the first states in the United 

States to pass charter legislation in 1995 and establish charter schools.  Texas was among the top 

five states in the country in terms of number of charter schools.  For more than a decade, charter 

schools in Texas evolved along with the national charter school and public school movements.   

Limitations of the Study 

One limitation of the study was the issue of student mobility, which affects the 

percentage of charter school students incorporated into the state accountability system.  

According to the TASB (2012b), the number of students in traditional public schools is higher 

than that of charter schools.  Therefore, the population bell curve within and without may not be 

equal, resulting in skewed data within the smaller charter school set. 

In some cases, uncertainty existed in identifying Texas charter schools and Texas open-

enrollment charter schools, although the latter was a component of the former.  Any confusion 

between the two may jeopardize the validity and reliability of the collected data.  However, 

because of the methodology for approval and identification, Texas charter school data reported 

here refers to data collected from open-enrollment charter schools, as Texas reports on these 

schools under the general heading of charter schools.  Terminology across the United States 

varies from the use of open-enrollment charter school to charter school; therefore, it is not 

always clear whether researchers are referring to the same type of charter school.   
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Given that charter schools in Texas were ranked based on assessments created for Texas 

in alignment with standards set at the state level, it might not be possible to use the collected data 

to generalize the influence of charter schools on student performance in other states.  Therefore, 

additional research may be needed to address alignment between Texas standards and those 

found in other states.   

Delimitations of the Study 

The issue of incomplete data affects the credibility of a research study.  In some cases, 

the data necessary to track student performance as they progress through grades (e.g., from 

Grade 5 in 2012 to Grade 6 in 2013) may not be available because of changing assessment 

criteria and standards in either traditional public or charter schools.  Therefore, the researcher 

excluded data that were incomplete and relied on stable data available prior to 2012, as measured 

by the TAKS.  The new Texas test, STAAR, was not examined in the study.  Other state and 

national measures were not included.   

Summary 

Compared to traditional public schools, Texas open-enrollment charter schools increased 

the choice for learning opportunities and create unique opportunities for professionals to be more 

self-managing in terms of curriculum and instruction choices.  Additionally, charter schools are 

released from many of the bureaucratic requirements imposed upon traditional public schools; 

however, both are subject to annual accountability testing.  While traditional public schools 

enroll more students overall, they also enroll a smaller percentage of minority students and fewer 

challenged students compared to charter schools.  

Research on student performance between the two types of schools is inconsistent.  

Focusing attention on the relationships among student performance of traditional public 
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compared to charter school students is important because the requirements for educational 

success are becoming increasingly more stringent.  Examining the links to success is needed now 

as Texas transitions to the more difficult STAAR test.   

Organization of Dissertation 

Chapter I includes the purpose and a rationale of the need for the study.  Also included in 

the chapter is an overview of the basic components necessary to define the scope and focus of 

the study.  Background research is provided to support the purpose and need for this research.   

Chapter II offers an in-depth review of the literature, which included journals articles, 

books, reports, and other materials that provided a comparison between charter and traditional 

public schools.  Relevant literature was retrieved from Google and academic databases including 

Emerald, EBSCOhost, and ProQuest.  The keywords used in the search were charter schools, 

traditional public schools, performance of schools in Texas, characteristics of traditional public 

schools, characteristics of charter schools, and open-enrollment charter.  Chapter II also 

provides an overview of the charter movement and characteristics and traits of charter schools.  

The chapter includes literature on student performance, staff characteristics, and other relevant 

literature on charter and traditional public schools.  Finally, Chapter II includes a sketch of 

information on accountability and testing to provide the reader with an understanding of the 

paradigm in which these areas were drawn. 

Chapter III outlines the methodology, including the research design, population 

sampling, and data analysis.  Chapter III also presents the research questions and provides 

additional information on how the study was conducted.  Chapter IV contains the research study 

results and analyses based on different demographic characteristics.  The data analyses were 

based on quantitatively collected information and were used to draw comparisons between Texas 
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open-enrollment charter and traditional public schools.  Each research question is addressed in 

depth.  

Chapter V provides a synthesis of the findings by discussing each research question.  

Chapter V also offers implications for practice, directions for future research, and limitations of 

the research.  Finally, Chapter V provides recommendations on ways to improve the operations 

and performance of students in open-enrollment charter schools.  
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Chapter II draws from relevant literary materials on charter and traditional public 

schools.  The chapter begins with a historical review of charter schools and includes background 

information on the demographics of these schools.  The chapter provides an overview of 

accountability, high-stakes testing, and standard-based policies.  Chapter II also reviews the 

general debate comparing charter and traditional public schools.  Further, the chapter reviews the 

literature on the specific effects and significance of charter schools within the larger context of 

education.  Finally, the chapter includes different dimensions that offer an elaborate comparison 

of charter and traditional public schools.   

Historical Review of the Charter School Movement 

The charter school was a concept stemming from the intent to reform the educational 

system.  In the mid-1990s, educational reform in the United States was at the point of near 

paralysis, stalemated by politics with confusion cropping up around numerous strategies and 

cross-purposes and an inability of most to think beyond the schools they attended decades ago.  

The climate of confusion and deadlock resulted in the idea of reinventing public education 

through charters, which brought about a revamping of the traditional definition of the public 

school system.  

Since the inception of public education, public schools have been identified as any school 

run by the government, managed by a superintendent and school board, staffed by public 

employees, and operated within a public-sector bureaucracy.  Charter schools redefined public 

education as K-12 educational entities that were open to the public, paid for with public funds, 

and accountable to public authorities for educational results.  As such, the government does not 
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run charter schools directly.  The movement revolved around the idea it did not matter who ran 

the school or how it was staffed as long as students received an education and schools were held 

accountable.  In terms of structure, charter schools were revolutionary in form, but as an 

organization, the idea was not revolutionary.  The term charter originated in the 1970s when 

educator Ray Budde (1989) suggested that local school boards give small groups of teachers 

contracts or charters to explore new educational delivery approaches.   

Charter schools were identified by that which makes them different.  The cornerstone of 

charter schools was their focus on the innovation of all facets of the school from curriculum to 

staffing.  Charter schools ranged from the typical traditional model to a complete overhaul of the 

system whereby education was delivered by various models.  The term charter school was 

believed to originate from a previous president of the American Federation of Teachers, Albert 

Shanker.  As a reformist, Shanker suggested a change in education well in advance of its time.  

He had a vision of an educational setting that would enable any school or group of teachers 

within a school to propose how they could better educate youngsters.  Those who made such 

proposals were given charters to implement their ideas.  He insisted that participation in these 

charters be voluntary for teachers and parents who could choose whether to send their children to 

a charter school.  For its part, the school district would have to agree that as long as teachers 

continued to want to teach in the charter school and parents continued to send their children, and 

as long as there was no precipitous decline in student achievement indicators, the district would 

maintain the school for at least 5 to 10 years.  At the end of that period, the school could be 

evaluated to determine the extent to which it met its goals and the charter could be extended or 

revoked (Shanker, 1988).  
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Bierlein (1997) reflected Shanker’s urging for a new educational setting.  He challenged 

educators to create a scheme that would allow them to think outside the box to educate at-risk 

and struggling learners.  Soon after the proposal took root, Ember Reichgott Junge, a Minnesota 

legislator, proposed the nation’s first charter law in 1991 (Bifulco & Ladd, 2006b).  Charter 

schools in Minnesota were developed according to three basic values: (a) opportunity, (b) choice, 

and (c) responsibility for results (National Education Association [NEA], 2008).   

California followed suit with the second passage of charter school laws in 1992 (Texas 

Education Agency [TEA], 2011).  By 1995, 19 states had signed laws allowing for the creation 

of charter schools, and by 2009, that number increased to 41 states plus Puerto Rico and the 

District of Columbia (TEA, 2011).  Dozens of states followed and developed their own charter 

school laws.  The preliminary implementation of charter schools yielded varied results along a 

continuum of abject failure to stellar success.  While the jury was still out on the movement, 

reform continued and states nationwide joined (Massachusetts Department of Education 

[MDOE], 1998; Texas Education Code [TEC], 1995).  

The moving force that culminated with the idea of charter school was Americans’ 

discontent with the elementary-secondary education system and the loss of confidence in the 

effectiveness of more conventional reform efforts.  The matter of education was clearly the 

number one concern in the country.  At the time, the assumption was that the charter school 

movement was the next great civil rights frontier of the United States (Bifulco & Ladd, 2006b).  

Charter schools, one of the fastest growing advancements in education, have received 

bipartisan support from state legislators, governors, and past and present secretaries of education.  

In his 1997 State of the Union Address, former President Clinton called for the development of 

charter schools and the creation of 3,000 charter schools by the year 2002.  In 2002, former 



 

18 

President George W. Bush called for $200 million to support charter schools.  President Barack 

Obama praised the educational advancements made by charter schools, and emphasized them in 

his competitive $4.35 billion Race to the Top program.  Race to the Top rewarded states that are 

successful in using charter school principles (Mora & Christianakis, 2011).  Further, the U.S. 

Department of Education (DOE) has provided grants to support charter school efforts since fiscal 

year 1995 (NEA, 2008). 

Researchers have described charter schools as free public schools designed to address the 

needs of individual students (Buckley & Schneider, 2009; Burks, 2008; Texas Charter Schools 

Association [TCSA], 2012; TEA, 2011).  The implication was that charter schools were flexible 

in nature compared to traditional public schools, which were inflexible.  Compared to traditional 

public schools, charter schools operated under different educational and learning models with 

varying missions (Rofes & Stulberg, 2004).   

Often, charter schools were flexible to the extent of providing personalized learning 

environments that enhanced student achievement (TCSA, 2012).  Despite their freedom and 

autonomy, charter schools were required to meet the state academic standards stipulated for all 

public schools.  Therefore, both charter and traditional public schools followed federal and state 

academic standards (Peterson & West, 2003).   

Charter schools increased students’ choices for learning opportunities, created unique 

opportunities for professionals, and enhanced learning to accommodate educationally challenged 

students (TEA, n.d.; Walsh, Kemerer, & Maniotis, 2010).  In other words, compared to 

traditional public schools, charter schools gave disadvantaged students a second chance.  

According to the TCSA (2012), charter school teachers structured lessons based on individual 

needs.  Some charter schools provided flexibility in that they provided specialized curriculum, 
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and others provided more efficient and appropriate general education based on specific 

educational models (TCSA, 2012).  Conversely, traditional public schools were required to use 

the curriculum, instructional material, policies, and procedures outlined by state mandate and 

local school board controls with little room for deviation. 

Texas Charter School Movement 

The Texas legislature embarked on a complete reworking of the Teas Education Code in 

1995.  It made many changes that influenced education across the state including addressing the 

growing concern of parent choice in educating their children.  In 1995, the legislature established 

charters as a class of school and exempted them from certain regulations, which they believed 

kept traditional public schools from reaching their maximum potential.  Legislators theorized 

that freeing charter schools from these regulations would not only afford them the flexibility to 

provide alternative education for students who had been unsuccessful in the traditional 

classroom, but also foster academic excellence, efficiency, and educational choice in the public 

school system overall.  

Charter schools in Texas had four main goals according to legislation.  The primary focus 

was on improving student learning.  Secondary to that was overall school choice and moving the 

state toward more parental power in educational decision-making.  As such, charter schools 

allowed parents the choice of learning opportunities within the public school system.  For those 

who worked in education, charter schools created professional opportunities aimed to attract new 

teachers to the public school system.  These schools also aimed to establish a new form of 

accountability for public schools.  Finally, they encouraged different and innovative learning 

methods. 
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Charter schools were created to meet the need of parent choice.  They allowed parents to 

have options outside of the traditional school.  The focus of charter reform was to provide an 

innovative public schools designed to meet the needs of the students they served versus 

continuing the practice of educating students the way they had always been educated (Booker, 

Gilpatric, Gronberg, & Jansen, 2008). 

Reform efforts by the Texas legislature originally provided for three types of charter 

schools: open‐enrollment, campus and campus program, and home‐rule (Texas Association of 

School Boards [TASB], 2010).  The legislation was amended in 2001 to provide for a fourth 

category, university charter schools, which was further expanded in 2010 to include junior 

colleges  Upon initial approval, the legislature limited the number of open‐enrollment charter 

schools to 215 schools.  The cap was approved to increase to 305 charter school districts in 2013; 

however, the increase occurred in increments from 215 charter school districts in 2013, to 225 

charter school districts in 2014 and will continue to increase until 305 charter school districts are 

available in 2019.  There was no restriction on the number of home-rule, campus and campus 

program, or university and college charter schools (TCSA, 2012). 

Home-ruled charters were located within district or other facilities, and students and 

teachers were required to deliberately consent to assignments at the school.  The home-rule 

school district charter law included provisions that allowed an entire school district to switch to 

the charter school class and to develop a home‐rule school district charter.  Such a proposal 

might have been adopted if endorsed by a majority of voters during an election in which at least 

25% of duly registered in a school district partook.  The voter involvement prerequisite of the 

home‐rule district charter was a considerable problem; as such, no Texas district successfully 

converted.   



 

21 

The Dallas Independent School District (ISD) investigated the problem because of a 

homegrown effort to revitalize education in that district.  The Dallas ISD Board of Trustees 

appointed a 15-member commission on June 27, 2014 to frame a home-rule school district 

charter (Dallas ISD, n.d.).  A year later, in 2015, the appointed commission determined that the 

cost was prohibitive and would not benefit the district resulting in the school board closing out 

discussions. 

In addition, the law allowed traditional districts to run individual charter schools by 

converting or creating completely new schools, which gave rise to campus charter schools.  To 

apply to convert to campus charter school status, the majority of the parents and teachers of the 

school were required to sign a petition.  The petition did not need the principal’s signature, nor 

did it need his or her endorsement.  After the signatures were collected, the petition was handed 

to the governing board of the district, which could not subjectively disallow the request after 

considering it.  Conversion to a campus charter school was within the lawful duty of the district 

school board to approve and these schools were entitled to local and state funding.  As of this 

writing, there were 66 campus charters in Texas (TEA, 2015), 

Campus charter schools had many of the same flexibilities afforded all charter schools.  

They had a high degree of flexibility in financial, staffing, and day-to-day operations.  The 

school district approving them were required to have polices in place to address these various 

flexibilities and outline how they differed from the traditional public schools in the district.  The 

district was also required to complete an annual independent audit of campus charter operations 

that aligned with locally developed objectives.  Finally, they needed evidence that there no 

additional funding from the LEA would be allocated to run the campus charter unless the campus 

agreed voluntarily to do so (TEA, 2015).   
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Districts were also allowed to open completely new campus charter schools, but only 

within the district periphery.  Such schools could be run by district staff or under an agreement 

with external bodies that offered educational services.  Similar to converted charters, new 

campus charters were entitled to local and state funding and were a duty of the local school 

board.  

Campus program charters were designed as self-governing educational programs that 

functioned within a larger district school (Bifulco & Ladd, 2006b).  The state did not play a part 

in the approval of campus or campus program charter schools, but local school districts 

constructed their custom application prerequisites and supervised the approval process.  During 

the 2008–2009 academic year, 61 district charter campuses served 24,737 students in the state.  

Of the 61 district charter campuses, 24 were elementary schools and 34 were located in Harris 

County.  As of February 2015, 66 campus program charters were registered with the TEA.  

Campus and campus program charters were obliged to attain federal and state requirements.  

These schools could be closed if students did not perform satisfactorily on state required tests or 

because of poor performance on other student academic factors.  

Open‐enrollment charter schools in Texas were new public schools created by qualified 

entities, such as local government associations, universities, and nonprofit organizations.  The 

State Board of Education sponsored these charters and approved them for a period of five years 

(Shapley, Pieper, Way, & Bush, 2003).  Open‐enrollment charter schools received state financial 

support, qualified for federally defined programs (i.e., special education, Bilingual and English 

as a second language [ESL]), and qualified for various federal grants available to disadvantaged 

students such as Titles I, II, and III.   
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Open‐enrollment charters were not entitled to local property tax proceeds and were more 

dependent on state funding sources than were traditional district schools (Walsh et al., 2010).  

The governing boards of charter schools had a legal duty to the accountability, management, and 

operation of these schools.  These boards were also allowed to contract school instructional and 

management services from for‐profit educational purveyors.  Bodies authorized to run an open-

enrollment charter school could operate numerous charter campuses that made up the class of 

charter schools most often referred to by the public.   

The latest class was the university charter school, which was added in a 2001 amendment 

of the legislation.  The new regulation allowed an open‐enrollment charter school to be run on 

the campus of a public senior university or college only within the county in which the campus 

was located (TASB, 2010).  In 2009, the Texas legislature made additional provisions that 

enabled community colleges to run charter schools.  University charters were subject to a similar 

regulatory framework as open‐enrollment charters; however, they were required to be managed 

by a faculty member with expertise in educational affairs.  The financial operations of these 

schools had to be run by the university or college business office.  Just like open‐enrollment 

charters, university charter schools were allowed to run multiple campuses.  However, unlike 

charter schools, there was no cap to the number of these charters allowed in the state.  According 

to the TEA (2014c), three university charters were granted to senior universities. 

The development of charter schools in Texas as educational institutions provided more 

choice for parents and significant opportunity to evaluate the general effects of competition on 

public school students.  Because the majority of public students stayed in traditional public 

schools and would probably remain there, the probable merits of the competitive consequences 

of charter schools on traditional public schools might be minimal, unlike the direct effects of 
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charter school on performance, which has received more analysis.  Although charter schools 

preserved the defining distinctiveness of public schools (e.g., public sector financial support, 

indiscriminative admission, and public sector scrutiny), they were provided greater levels of 

autonomy.  For example, charters were capable of distinguishing their innovation from that 

presented by traditional public schools while charging no tuition as public schools.  These factors 

made charters significant competitors for current public schools in the market for students and 

the funding that followed them.  

Presence of Charter Schools in Texas 

Although the authorization of public charter schools in Texas began in 1995, the first 

charter schools were founded in 1996 (Slate & Penning, 2011; Smith, 2005; TEA, n.d.).  Private 

or public institutions of higher learning, a governmental entity, or a non-profit organization could 

sponsor charter schools (Shapley et al., 2003).  The TCSA (n.d.) estimated 460 charter schools in 

Texas as of 2012.  In 2014, the TCSA represented close to 90% of the charter students in the 

state.  An estimated 135,000 students in Texas attended charter schools in 2012, with over 

101,000 waiting for enrollment.  In 2014, 178,000 students attended charter schools (TCSA, 

n.d.).  These statistics imply that the demand and preference for charter schools was increasing.  

Traits of Charter Schools 

The TEA (n.d.) noted that charter schools were formed with the agenda of establishing a 

new face of school choice in public schools.  Historically, they evolved over the last two decades 

and continued to expand the traditional thought of education, which allowed for innovation 

without bureaucracy.  The number of charter schools across the United States and in Texas 

continued to increase.  Because of the expansion, the number of students receiving education in 
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these alternative environments and the money spent on them was a relatively new approach to 

education; therefore, it was important to determine the efficacy of these schools.  

Past evaluations indicated that charter schools were characteristically smaller than public 

schools (Kahlenberg, 2003; Witte et al., 2007).  Studies have also noted that newly created 

charter schools, as opposed to converted charters, enrolled fewer students compared to other 

public schools (Kahlenberg, 2003; Witte et al., 2007).  These smaller schools might have been 

perceived as beneficial in terms of ease of governance, increased feelings of belonging and 

safety, and increased ability to attend to the special needs of students (Meier, 1996).  With 

respect to the special needs of students, a key advantage of these schools was the greater 

potential for teachers and administers to know students personally, as they could spend more 

time understanding their specific needs and challenges (Kahlenberg, 2003).   

Funding  

Charter schools, like traditional public schools, received federal and state funds used for 

daily operations, such as supporting the needs of each student.  However, in Texas, local 

property tax revenue did not fund charter schools.  According to the TCSA (2012), each charter 

school in Texas received approximately $1,500 less per student than traditional schools when 

comparing all funds that schools receive.  Like traditional public schools, charter schools were 

accredited and monitored under the discretionary authority of the state (Hinojosa, 2009).  Issues 

of accountability were important to these schools because poor performance led to charter 

termination (TASB, 2012b).  

Open-enrollment charter schools in Texas did not have as many funding opportunities as 

traditional public school districts (TASB, 2012a, 2012b).  For example, local tax rates could not 

be levied to finance charter schools.  According to the TASB (2012a, 2012b), a weighted average 
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was used to provide funds for students in charter schools.  In addition, the funding per student 

was lower for those enrolled in charter schools compared to traditional public schools (Brewer & 

McEwan, 2010; TASB, 2012a; Toma et al., 2006).  In contrast to traditional public schools, 

charter schools did not receive funding for facilities under Chapter 46 of the TEC (Brownson, 

Moak, Shapley, Huntsberger, & Maloney, 2006; Colbert, 2007; TCSA, 2012).  Because charter 

schools lacked a tax base because they could not collect local taxes for facility funding purposes, 

they had to operate with less.  To sustain each student, charter schools reallocated their 

operations monies as necessary.  Additionally, charter schools had access to federal and state 

facility funding programs such as the Permanent School Fund Bond Guarantee Program, the state 

New Instructional Facilities Allotment, and the Foundation School Credit Enhancement 

Program, among others (TASB, 2012a, 2012b).  

Cullen and Rivkin (2003) and Gustafson (2012) noted that charter schools performed 

better with the fewer funds allocated to them compared to outcomes aligned with expenditures as 

in traditional public schools.  These findings indicate that Texas charter schools had less funding 

access compared to traditional public schools (Colbert, 2007).  Colbert (2007) studied 16 states 

and the District of Columbia, and reached similar findings.  He found that charter schools in 

Texas were awarded an average of 13.7% less compared to traditional public schools, which 

translates to an equivalent decrease of about $1,155 per student annually.  The findings also 

showed a discrepancy of 21.7% less ($1,801 per student) for charter enrollments.  

Multiple researchers have indicated that charter schools experienced a major funding 

disadvantage compared to traditional public schools (Hill, 2006; Speakman & Hassel, 2005).  In 

charter schools, per pupil funding was $9,657 and $10,161 in 2010 and 2011, respectively.  Per 

pupil funding in traditional public schools was $ 9,970 and $10,331 in 2010 and 2011, 
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respectively (TASB, 2012a).  While charter schools had to educate children for less, those in 

Texas reported 22% more economically disadvantaged students compared to traditional public 

schools (Colbert, 2007).  Of note, the difference decreased to 11.8% in 2012 (TASB, 2012a; see 

Table 1).  

Table 1 

Taxes and Actual Revenues per Pupil by School Type in Texas: 2007–2011 

Year Charter Schools 
Public Schools  
(excl. Charters) 

   
2007 7,578 8,785 
   
2008 8,485 9,403 
   
2009 8,879 9,755 
   
2010 9,657 9,970 
   
2011 10,161 10,331 

Source: TASB (2012a) 

Comparing the funding between charter and traditional public schools, it is apparent that 

charter school funding was not the priority that funding in traditional public schools was.  Texas 

charter schools used less of their operating budgets for instructional learning.  In addition, more 

was spent on campus and central administration in charter schools compared to traditional public 

schools.  The variation in expenditures could be attributed to charter schools having more 

administrative needs than traditional public schools. 

According the TASB (2012a, 2012b), while the overall dollars spent per pupil fluctuated 

in minor ways from 2007 until 2011, the percentage spent on instruction was fairly stable.  

Charter schools spent about 52% of funding on instruction while traditional public schools spent 

about 58%-59%.  The overall dollars per student spent was always lower in charter school than 
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in traditional public schools.  Conversely, the amount spent on leadership, including campus- and 

district-level staff, was always higher in charter schools than in traditional public schools (see 

Tables 2-3). 

Table 2 

Taxes and Actual Expenditures for Charter Schools in Texas: 2007–2011 

 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
      
Total Operating Expenditures Per Pupil 7,459 7,597 8,138 8,715 8,952 
      
% Instructional 52 52 51 52 52 
      
Total Instructional Expenditures Per 
Pupil 3,846 3,936 4,191 4,530 4,679 

      
Total Operating Expenditures - % 
Central Administrative 14 14 14 14 14 
      
Total Operating Expenditures - % 
School Leadership 8 8 8 8 8 

Source: TASB (2012a) 

Table 3 

Taxes and Actual Revenues for Traditional Public Schools in Texas: 2007–2011 

 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
      
Total Operating Expenditures Per Pupil 7,465 7,830 8,346 8,568 8,797 
      
% Instructional 58 58 58 58 59 
      
Total Instructional Expenditures Per 
Pupil 4,300 4,510 4,831 4,985 5,153 

      
Total Operating Expenditures - % 
Central Administrative 6 6 6 6 6 
      
Total Operating Expenditures - % 
School Leadership 6 6 6 6 5 

Source: TASB (2012a) 
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Texas charter schools received less funding overall because, compared to traditional 

public schools, they had smaller populations (Brownson et al., 2006); funding was based on 

student attendance rather than student enrollment.  Colbert (2007) added that, despite the fact 

that charter schools were public, they lacked a parallel funding system compared to traditional 

public schools.  Funding for charter schools lied fully on the funds received from the state and 

federal levels to address students’ needs while traditional public schools had the opportunity to 

access property taxes. 

Charter School Revocation 

Charter school regulations required charters to be revoked for various issues.  In some 

cases, a new charter school could not attract enough students to cover operating costs, and it 

experienced market failure, which resulted in a revocation of the charter.  Some attracted 

adequate student enrollment, but did not meet other set criteria, which resulted in having the 

charters non-renewed or revoked.  As per the Center for Education Reform (CER, 2008), 438 

charter schools were closed between 2002 and 2005, an increase from 6.7% to 11%, respectively.  

In 2008, 588 charter schools closed (CER, 2008), and the number of closures increased by 7.1% 

from 2012 to 2013 (National Alliance for Public Charter Schools [NAPCS], 2014).  According to 

the NAPCS (2014), 47 charters have closed in Texas since 2008, which was an annual closure 

rate of about 1.7%. 

Remarkably, few studies have examined the closure of charter schools (Hill & Lake, 

2006), as the focus was commonly on student performance.  Allen and Looney (2002) examined 

factors that caused charter closures.  They excluded charters that were awarded but never opened 

and those that reconsolidated or consolidated into the local districts that had certified them.  
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Following these criteria, Allen and Looney examined 154 of 194 charters that had closed.  The 

researchers categorized the reasons behind these closures into five clusters.  

The first cluster was financial inequities that included monetary challenges attributed to 

low enrollment and costs that could not be met with existing financial resources.  Allen and 

Looney (2002) noted that these schools attempted but failed to find solutions to ensure financial 

stability.  The second cluster involved mismanaged finances by sponsors or operators.  These 

instances of financial mismanagement were either intentional actions or spending in the wrong 

programs or initiatives.  The third cluster was related to academics in which charters were closed 

because they were unable to attain the set academic standards and goals.  The fourth cluster 

involved cases in which charters were revoked because the schools were unable to provide 

adequate facilities.  The fifth cluster related to the district level.  In these cases, charters were 

closed because of procedural impediments and bureaucratic complications.  Charter schools have 

been closed despite having attained set academic standards, and having parental, student, and 

community support.    

An accountability process took place before a charter school was closed.  Hill, Lake, and 

Celio (2002) observed external and internal accountability factors related to closing a charter 

school.  An example of external accountability was seen when a charter was revoked, and the 

operator or sponsor was held accountable to the parents and state (Carver, 2006).  Although 

parents did not forfeit fees to access charter schools, the enrollment process resulted in a market-

like determination of merit (Carpenter & Roth, 2006).  Consequently, if a charter school fell 

short of recruiting a sufficient number of students to finance its operations, it could have been 

forced to dissolve, despite attaining the various requirements outlined in its charter agreement.  

Internal accountability can be related to the role played by the charter board.  When the board 
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failed to carry out its responsibilities as expected and made management mistakes, the internal 

control of the school was placed in jeopardy (Hill & Lake, 2006).  If oversight mistakes were 

grave enough, internal accountability might have failed to develop, and the school could have 

been closed.  

The process of holding charters accountable fell within charter school accountability 

theory, which was drawn from public school accountability theory (Hill et al., 2002).  Even 

though variations existed between the two, they were both based on the presupposition that 

school performance was affected by different facets of external and internal accountability.  In 

summarizing the conjecture of public school accountability theory, Newmann, King, and Rigdon 

(1997) noted that an inclusive school accountability structure ought to include at least four 

elements.  First, there has to be information regarding institutional performance.  Second, 

standards must be in place to evaluate the degree and quality of accomplishments within 

organizational performance.  Third, consequences must include sanctions for failure and rewards 

for success.  Fourth, the system should have an agent who receives information on institutional 

performance, makes evaluations to ascertain whether the set standards have been attained, and 

exercises sanctions and rewards.  An outstanding difference between charter school and 

traditional public school accountability was that the consequences for charter schools could 

include revocation or non-renewal actions, which were not characteristically associated with 

normal traditional public school accountability.  The difference results in an unequal program 

that held charter schools to a higher level of accountability. 

Charter School Staffing 

Charter schools employed more campus administrators and central office staff than did 

traditional public schools (TASB, 2012a, 2012b).  Maloney, Sheehan, Huntsberger, Caranikas-
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Walker, and Caldera (2007) found that campus administration made up 9% and central 

administration made up 4% of Texas charter school staff.  Among Texas traditional public 

schools, campus administration made up 4% and central administration made up 2% of staff.   

The roles of administrators in charter schools also differed from those of traditional 

public school administrators.  For example, charter school administrators spent more time 

operating budgets than those in traditional public schools.  Difference in job duties could be 

explained by the fact that charter schools tended to be smaller.  The salaries for administrators in 

Texas charter schools were also considerably less compared to their traditional public school 

counterparts (Maloney et al., 2007).  Average salaries for central and campus administrators in 

Texas charter schools in 2010 and 2011 were $63,900 and $48,200, respectively.  These figures 

were compared to an estimated $74,000 and $62,800 for central and campus administrators in 

Texas traditional public schools in the same years of 2010 and 2011.  

Compared to traditional public schools, Texas charter schools also paid their teachers 

lower salaries (TASB, 2012a, 2012b).  Based on 2007 data, charter school teachers earned an 

estimated $31,600 while traditional public school teachers earned an estimated $40,900 

(Maloney et al., 2007).  On average, between 2007 and 2011, differences continued and teachers 

in traditional public schools earned $47,289.80 and those in charter schools earned $39,141.60 

(TEA, n.d.; see Table 4). 

Table 4 

Teacher Salary by School Type in Texas: 2007–2011 

 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Average 
       
Charter  $36,423.00 $37,957.00 $39,624.00 $40,529.00 $41,175.00 $39,141.60 
       
Public  $45,033.00 $46,325.00 $47,313.00 $48,440.00 $48,838.00 $47,189.80 

Source: TASB (2012a) 
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One notable feature of charter schools in Texas was the requirements pertaining 

specifically to educator certification.  State law did not require certifications for teachers 

employed by charter schools unless they were assigned to teach special education or bilingual 

and ESL, in which case, federal mandate required the appropriate state certification.  The 

minimum qualification for charter schools teachers was a high school diploma; however, the 

school boards of each charter could choose to set higher qualification standards.  Many charters 

required their teachers have college degrees.  In addition, the No Child Left Behind (NCLB, 

2002) and Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA, 1965) required all schools that 

received federal funds to employ core subject area teachers who were “highly qualified” by 

holding at least a bachelor’s degree and subject area competencies (Walsh et al., 2010). 

In Texas, charter school teachers tended to have less experience, ranging from 0 to 5 

years, and most did not have advanced degrees compared to their public school counterparts 

(TASB, 2012a, 2012b).  O’Brien and Dervarics (2010) found that 29% of teachers had less than 

three years of experience.  Burds (2007) found that charter school directors had advanced 

degrees, although most teachers did not.  The TASB (2012b) reported an average of 4.5 years of 

experience for charter school and 11.6 years for traditional public school teachers.  Additionally, 

the TASB (2012a) found that more traditional public school teachers held advanced degrees 

compared to charter school teachers (see Table 5). 
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Table 5 

Teacher Experience and Degrees by School Type in Texas: 2007–2011 

 Charter School Public School (excl. Charters) 
           
 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2007 2008 2009  2010  2011  
           
5 or less years of 
experience (%) 70.8 69.7 72.1 73.2 74.1 36.6 37.1 37 36.2 35.0 
           
Average years of 
experience 4.9 5 4.8 4.6 4.5 11.4 11.4 11.3 11.5 11.6 
           
Advanced 
degrees (%) 15.4 16 15.9 16.6 16.2 21.7 21.6 21.5 22.0 22.5 

Source: TASB (2012a) 

Moreover, because of the size of charter schools, they had fewer full time-equivalent 

(FTE) teachers than do traditional public schools (i.e., 14 FTE charter teachers compared to an 

estimated 40 FTE traditional public schools teachers per school).  The student-teacher ratio was 

also higher in charter schools than in traditional public schools; in 2007, these ratios were 16:1 

and 14:1, respectively (Maloney et al., 2007).  Of note, in 2012, the student-teacher ratios at both 

types of schools decreased incrementally (TASB, 2012a)  

The TASB (2012a) also reported that the level of teacher turnover was significantly 

higher in charter schools (almost triple) compared to that in traditional public schools.  From 

2007 to 2011, teacher turnover in charter schools decreased from 42.5% to 30.3%, respectively; 

however, these schools continued to experience more turnover than seen in traditional public 

schools.  In contrast, the turnover rates in traditional public schools ranged from 15.2% in 2007 

to 11.5% in 2011 (TASB, 2012a; see Table 6).  
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Table 6 

Teacher Turnover Rate by School Type in Texas: 2007–2011 

 Charter Schools Public Schools (excl. Charters) 
           
 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2007 2008 2009  2010  2011  
           
Turnover Rate 42.5 41.1 32.3 30.3 15.2 14.8 14.3 11.4 11.5 11.5 

Source: TASB (2012a) 

Teachers in traditional public schools were afforded several rights under Section 21 of 

the TEC.  One such right was that contracts were not part of the requirements of at-will 

employment in charter schools.  Section 21 of the TEC 21 (1995) did not apply to charter 

schools; therefore, they were not required to meet any of the minimum standards related to 

contracts, appraisals, or salaries.  Texas charter schools were at-will employers.  The basic 

requirements that provided the foundation of charter school employment relations rested with the 

charter itself, the chartering board, and the Fair Labor Standards Act (1938).  As such, compared 

to traditional public schools, a higher likelihood existed for teacher dismissal in charter schools 

(Ballou & Podgursky, 2001).  If charter school administrators were not satisfied with a teacher’s 

performance, few bureaucratic limitations existed in firing the teacher.  However, such 

discharging of duties was less common in traditional public schools because these teachers were 

protected through tenure, unions, or binding contracts; charter school teachers did not have these 

protections (Ballou & Podgursky, 2001). 

Student Population 

Convincing arguments suggested that charter schools could improve the academic 

achievements of particular clusters of students.  One contributing factor was the mission-driven 

feature of charter schools, which could be the result of enrolling homogeneous student 

populations.  Enrolling students with similar traits, for instance those from disadvantaged 
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economic backgrounds, allowed school personnel to foster positive morale among students, 

which could affect academic achievement (Davis-Kean, 2003).  In addition, charter schools had 

more legal alternatives in teaching students given their innovativeness while state laws restricted 

these options in traditional public schools. 

Since the charter school legislation in Texas, the number of charter schools increased 

rapidly.  However, compared to traditional public schools in Texas, total enrollment in Texas 

charter schools was significantly low.  Despite the discrepancies in funding, some parents 

continued to choose charter schools.  Shapley et al. (2003) stated, “Compared to Texas 

traditional public schools, charter school students are more racially/ethnically diverse” (p. 5).  

For instance, 2003 data released by the CER (2008) showed that the ratio of African American 

students in charter schools was 40.1% compared to 20.4% in traditional public schools, and 

charter schools enrolled a considerably higher population of Hispanic students (Shapley et al., 

2003).   

From the 1999–2000 to 2011–2012 school years, a review of national statistics indicated 

that charter schools experienced variations in their demographic compositions compared to those 

at traditional public schools (National Center for Education Statistics [NCES], 2014).  The 

percentages of Asian/Pacific Islander and Hispanic charter school students increased from 3% to 

4% and from 20% to 28%, respectively.  In contrast, the proportions of White and African 

American charter school students decreased at the national level from 42% to 36% and from 

40% to 35%, respectively (NCES, 2014).   

The TASB (2012a) reported more minority students enrolled in Texas charter schools 

compared to traditional public schools.  Booker et al. (2004) also observed fewer White than 

African American students enrolled in charter schools compared to traditional public schools.  
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Additionally, because of free and reduced school lunch prices, charter schools tended to attract 

minority groups (Borgemenke, Hinojosa, Bone, & Slate, 2012).  Fryer (2012) found that 88% of 

students in charter schools were either Hispanic or African American.  Of these students, 80% 

were eligible for reduced-price or free lunch.  Additionally, limited English proficiency (LEP) 

were also less likely to be enrolled in charter schools compared to traditional public schools.  

Consistent with these findings, Shapley et al. (2003) found that Texas charter schools enrolled 

more economically disadvantaged (58%) and African American students (40%) than did 

traditional public schools (51% and 14%, respectively).  In addition, compared to traditional 

public schools, Texas charter schools had lower percentages of White and Hispanic students (see 

Figure 1).   

 
Figure 1. Demographic comparison for Texas charter schools and traditional public schools. 
Source: Shapley et al. (2003).  
 

Researchers have reported that 57.6% of economically disadvantaged students were 

enrolled in Texas charter schools compared to 50.5% enrolled in traditional public schools (CER, 
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increased from 69.6% in 2007 to 70.7% in 2011 compared to 55.3% (2007) to 58.9% (2011) in 

traditional public schools (TASB, 2012a).  While the statistics have changed from year to year, it 

appears that economically challenged students were disproportionately drawn to charter schools 

compared to public traditional public schools in Texas.  

North Carolina reported similar demographics to Texas in that White and Hispanic 

student enrollment was lower in charter schools compared to traditional public schools 

(Slaughter-Defoe, Stevenson, Arrington, & Johnson, 2012).  Bifulco and Ladd (2006b) found 

that, compared to North Carolina traditional public schools, charter schools enrolled more 

African American students—30% in public schools and 44% in charter schools.  Moreover, the 

percentage of White and Hispanic students in North Carolina charter schools was extremely low.   

Bifulco and Ladd (2006b) speculated that the reason charter schools had high levels of 

African Americans and Hispanics compared to Whites was that most were designed to cater to 

economically and educationally disadvantaged students.  As a result, African American and 

Hispanic students were overrepresented compared to Whites.  Another reason charter schools 

attracted more African Americans and Hispanics was location.  Most charter schools were 

located in areas where minorities (African Americans, Hispanics, and Latinos) outnumbered 

Whites, making charter schools more attractive to minority groups (Bifulco & Ladd, 2006b).  

Zimmer and Buddin (2007) examined demographic representations in charter schools 

across the United States.  Their study included different levels of charting bodies including both 

city and state levels in their comparisons.  Data availability for the overall study was the primary 

reason for choosing one over the other.  They found that the percentage of African Americans 

was higher in six areas.  Additionally, compared to traditional public schools, minorities 

constituted the largest percentage of charter school students (Zimmer & Buddin, 2007).  African 
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Americans comprised 46.49% of the student body in charter schools compared to 35.13% in 

traditional public schools.  When disaggregating Texas trends alone, Zimmer and Buddin (2007) 

found similar data as that seen in other areas (see Table 7).  

Table 7 

Charter and Traditional Public School Racial Representation: 2010–2012 

 Charter   Traditional Public  
        

 
African 

American White Hispanic  
African 

American White Hispanic 
        
Illinois 
(Chicago) 72.9% 2.7% 23.5%  52.7% 9.4% 34.8% 
        
Colorado 
(Denver) 31.7% 20.4% 44.8%  19.6% 20.0% 56.0% 
        
Wisconsin 
(Milwaukee)  40.7% 23.0% 27.1%  63.8% 14.1% 14.4% 
        
Pennsylvania 
(Philadelphia) 66.1% 19.3% 12.3%  64.2% 15.2% 14.8% 
        
California 
(San Diego) 22.9% 20.4% 40.4%  14.5% 27.1% 39.4% 
        
Ohio 
(statewide) 55.3% 38.7% 2.6%  15.4% 77.9% 2.5% 
        
Texas 
(statewide) 35.8% 22.5% 39.4%  15.7% 42.4% 39.2% 
        
Overall 
Average 46.49% 21.00% 27.16%  35.13% 29.44% 28.73% 

Source: Zimmer and Buddin (2007) 

Zimmer and Buddin (2007) found that the African American population was highly 

represented in the charter schools of all six areas compared to those enrolled in traditional public 

schools.  However, enrollment by demographics varied from one to another.  The implication 
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was that charter schools enrolled more African Americans compared to traditional public 

schools.  Data from the US Department of Education (2002) supported the assumption that 

minority and educationally disadvantaged student populations enrolled in charter schools in 

higher numbers because these schools focused on meeting their diverse needs (see Table 8).  

Table 8 

Racial Composition and Free-Lunch-Eligible Students by School Type in Texas: 2009–2010 

  Public Charter 
   
Number of Schools 5,456 536 
   
Non-Hispanic White 38.0% 20.1% 
   
Black 12.5% 26.1% 
   
Hispanic 46.7% 51.0% 
   
Free-lunch-eligible students 46.7% 55.3% 

Source: US DOE (2000) 

Accountability, High Stakes Testing, and Student Performance 

Accountability was a way to quantify education and determine success or failure of 

meeting a set of standards.  During the 1980s and 1990s, accountability was a statistical analysis 

of specific data points (Commission on Instructively Supportive Assessment [CISA], 2001).  By 

1994, 48 states required school districts to submit information that was statistically analyzed and 

used in a performance report (National Center for Fair and Open Testing [NCFOT], 2012).  The 

true issue in accountability revolved around the data points and their relationship to a quality 

education. 

While standards-based policymaking has been around for many years, NCLB was one of 

the first significant pieces of legislation that tied accountability to funding.  Standards-based 

policy was based on the idea of a minimum foundation of educational access and competency 
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acquisition (US DOE, 2002).  The focus of the accountability policy was on the use of 

assessment to ensure standards were set and met, to establish that educators had the minimal 

competency, and to show that the public was aware of how the school and state were doing 

related to these goals (US DOE, 2002).   

According to policy makers, the true goal of standards-based policy was alignment and 

communication (Baker, Linn, Herman, & Koretz, 2002).  These policies were not management 

tools or measuring sticks for success or failure; rather, they were a system to ensure that all 

students had equal access to a high quality education given by the most qualified individuals 

available.  In the end, standards-based policies provided a method that the government and 

public used to hold everyone in education accountable for the job of education.  

While policy makers emphasized that accountability was not about judging the 

performance of students and teachers, in practice, the world of high-stakes testing expanded into 

every facet of education.  In 1988, teachers surveyed in Arizona reported that standardized tests 

were used to diagnose learning problems (35%), guide instruction (38%), communicate with 

parents (31%), place students for instruction (30%), or stimulate curriculum review (24%; 

Airasian, 1988).  According to Cannell (1988), 96% of teachers thought that standardized tests 

were unfair to minority and LEP students.  More than 90% of teachers in the survey said that the 

tests were not worth the time and money spent on them (Cannell, 1988).  

Before high-stakes testing became a matter of public accountability, the role of teachers 

in externally mandated testing was minimal.  They distributed and collected testing materials and 

assured that tests were administered in a uniform manner.  The process changed substantially 

beginning in the 1980s.  High-stakes testing became a tool for reforming curriculum and 

instruction.  Professional development activities and teacher training were tied explicitly to these 
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new tests so that new curricula, new district objectives, and new instructional methods were 

taught under the umbrella of aligning classroom practices with assessment goals and standards.  

Thus, teachers were told that teaching to the test was not only appropriate but required (Cannell, 

1988). 

High-stakes testing and standards-based policies exemplified how legislation and 

mandated practices were used as political tools for educational reform.  According to Berliner 

and Biddle (1997), reforms, standards, and even tests themselves, were not the main problems.  

The political maneuverings that wrestled control of education from the educators and parents 

was the problem because political policies were often made to appease disgruntled voters or to 

assuage special interest groups without adequate consideration of the educational consequences 

for teachers and students (Berliner & Biddle, 1997).  

High-stakes testing influenced stakeholders in different ways.  To better understand these 

influences, Barber, Paris, Evans, and Gadsden (1992) surveyed teachers across the United States.  

Results indicated that teachers were angry that high-stakes tests had such great influence on the 

curriculum and many were unhappy that the tests were used to judge the quality of teaching and 

learning.  The survey indicated that teachers believed parents and administrators placed too much 

faith in mandated achievement tests that occurred in a few days and only covered part of the 

curriculum.   

High-stakes tests provided a partial, at best, and distorted, at worst, view of the quality of 

education in schools and their side effects might have inhibited effective teaching and eroded 

teacher morale (Barber et al., 1992).  The conclusion of their survey indicated that an educational 

agenda based on high-stakes test scores misled the public, undermined teachers, and tilted the 

educational playing field against those students most at risk (Barber et al., 1992). 
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In education, accountability became synonymous with high-stakes assessments.  While 

testing students’ skills and knowledge was an important part of education, assessment involved 

the systematic and purposeful collection of data to inform actions (NCFOT, 2012).  The primary 

purpose of assessment was to help students by providing information on improving instruction 

(NCFOT, 2012).  Assessment played an important role in decision making beyond the 

classroom.  Administrators, school board members, policy makers, and parents made significant 

decisions that may have affected student performance.  Therefore, the needs of many audiences 

were considered in building a quality assessment plan. 

Increased frustration with the lack of achievement led to a greater reliance on testing 

(Hoffman, Paris, Pennington, & Assaf, 2003).  In response to these frustrations, many states 

adopted educational standards and assessments.  The logic showed that tests using standards 

accompanied by a reward and penalty structure improved academic achievement (Allington & 

Cunningham, 2002).  The real goal in high-stakes testing addressed the correlation of high test 

scores with increased learning (Allington & Cunningham, 2002).  According to Burger (2002), 

some questioned the potential manipulation of the assessment process to yield high scores 

without truly influencing educational achievement.  The true test of high-stakes testing was 

ensuring that testing and learning were indeed positively correlated—when one increased so did 

the other (Heubert & Hauser, 1999). 

The federal government enacted a number of polices and laws aimed to ensure the 

provision of quality education for the American population.  One of these laws was the 

reauthorization of the ESEA in 2002 as NCLB (US DOE, 2002).  The NCLB was organized into 

four key elements; namely, robust accountability for academic performance, greater elasticity for 

schools in the use of federal finances, more alternatives for parents with children who were 
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disadvantaged, and an emphasis on teaching techniques that yielded achievement.  These 

provisions were intended to ensure that each child had access to an excellent education and those 

offering the education were held accountable for their responsibilities.  Recently, the NCLB 

reverted to its previous nomenclature and, at the time of this writing was referred to primarily as 

the ESEA. 

The NCLB/ESEA held states responsible by necessitating annual assessments that 

evaluated student improvement in reading and mathematics in Grades 3 through 8 and in high 

school, previously referred to as Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP).  These evaluations were 

based on challenging national standards that allowed educators, parents, policymakers, 

administrators, and the public to track the academic performance of each school.  The 

NCLB/ESEA required states to submit annual school report cards of academic accomplishment 

that were disaggregated by socioeconomics, disabilities, and ethnicity to highlight 

underachieving populations.  Additionally, each state was required to develop and implement 

reliable educational standards.  

The NCLB/ESEA also required that academic progress be evaluated by states as per 

objectives developed to improve the access of minority students to academic aptitudes.  

Attaining these objectives was generally dubbed as making AYP.  If a school failed to attain 

AYP, it was labeled as “needing assistance” and was provided additional services.  However, if a 

school did not meet its AYP for five successive years, it was restructured (Eckes & Plucker, 

2005).  Recently, AYP focused on subpopulations and school performance aligned to various 

safeguards.   

Teachers and administrators at the state level were afforded the flexibility to settle on 

how federal educational finances were used and districts were allowed to use resources as they 
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deemed fit.  Parents in low-income school districts could opt to relocate their children to schools 

with better performance if the child’s present school had not attained state objectives for two 

successive years.  If parents chose to move their students, the district was required to offer 

transportation to and from school.   

These accountability measures may have reduced enrollment and restricted financial 

support in low-performing schools, consequently leaving them with only two options, get better 

or close.  However, the NCLB/ESEA did offer support toward the formation of charter schools.  

Additionally, the act emphasized the use of scientific research to determine the best curriculum 

that introduced students to language arts concepts in early kindergarten and pre-school (Taylor, 

Stecher, O’Day, Naftel, & Le Floch, 2010). 

Accountability became the national cry related to education: “How do we hold schools 

accountable?”, “How do we hold teachers accountable?”, and “How do we hold students 

accountable?”  To address these questions, accountability first needed to determine four things: 

“Who will be held accountable?”, “What are they accountable for?”, “What are the indicators of 

accountability?”, and “To whom are they accountable?” (NCFOT, 2012). 

The history of school accountability in the United States dates back many decades to 

policies and legislation aimed to oversee education assessment and accountability.  During the 

1980s and 1990s, assessment was simply a matter of the statistical analysis of data points (CISA 

2001).  By 1994, 48 states required school districts to submit information that was statistically 

analyzed and used in performance reports (NCFOT, 2012).  The true issue in accountability 

revolved around data points and their relationships to quality education.  The NCLB was one of 

the first sweeping pieces of legislation that included an accountability component tied to funding.  

Prior to NCLB, acts such as the Improving American Schools Act and Title 1 of the ESEA 
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addressed accountability; however, funding was not tied to performance, which limited the 

power of such legislation to truly influence schools (Burger, 2002).  

In Texas, ratings were based on various components of an accountability system that 

considered the multiple populations schools serve (Shapley et al., 2003).  An independent body 

conducted these ratings and accreditations annually for both charter and traditional public 

schools (Texas Freedom Network Education Fund [TFNEF], 2000).  As of 2014, with the newest 

rendition of accountability in Texas, general standards were set for most schools, while others 

used alternative accountability systems.  

Shapley et al. (2003) examined data over six school years and found that Texas 

traditional public schools had higher standards and higher accountability ratings compared to 

Texas charter schools.  A report released by the TEA showed that while charter schools had 

improved over the years, such improvement was based on a different set of accountability rules 

compared to those used by traditional public schools.  In fact, 32% of charter schools were 

ranked based on the alternative accountability system compared to 3% of traditional public 

schools (Gustafson, 2012).  Tables 9 through 12 detail the accountability category by district and 

school type.  For each year reviewed, a number of districts were not rated because either they did 

not have grade levels that included high-stakes testing or they were excluded from testing by the 

TEA.  Due to accountability changes, no schools qualified for alternative accountability in the 

year 2004.  Alternative accountability was not approved until the 2005 school year. 
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Table 9 

Traditional Public School District Types by Accountability Category: 2004–2011 

 2011 2010 2009 2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 
         
Traditional accountability 
districts 

1,168 1,164 1,155 1,155 1,157 1,136 1,135 1,133 

         
Not rated districts 1 5 7 3 2 7 5 94 
         
Alternative education 
accountability districts 

59 68 73 71 63 84 89 0 

         
Total 1,228 1,237 1,235 1,229 1,222 1,227 1,229 1,227 

Source: TEA (2011) 

 

Table 10 

Charter District Types by Accountability Category: 2004–2011 

  2011 2010 2009 2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 
         
Traditional 
accountability districts 

139 134 127 124 126 107 99 96 

         
Not rated districts 1 5 5 3 2 3 4 94 
         
Alternative education 
accountability districts 

59 68 73 71 63 84 89 0 

         
Total 199 207 205 198 191 194 192 190 

Source: TEA (2011) 
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Table 11 

Traditional Public School Campus Types by Accountability Category: 2004–2011 

 2011 2010 2009 2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 
         
Traditional 
accountability districts 

7,455 7,335 7,220 7,117 6,986 6,847 6,802 6,730 

         
Not rated districts 620 640 652 655 676 692 682 1,083 
         
Alternative education 
accountability districts 

451 460 450 423 399 417 424 0 

         
Total 8,526 8,435 8,322 8,195 8,061 7,956 7,908 7,813 

Source: TEA (2011) 

 

Table 12 

Charter Campus Types by Accountability Category: 2004–2011 

 2011 2010 2009 2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 
         
Traditional 
accountability districts 

285 252 222 198 172 140 124 128 

         
Not rated districts 23 24 25 14 15 16 14 146 
         
Alternative education 
accountability districts 

177 187 190 162 145 157 158 0 

         
Total 485 463 437 374 332 313 296 274 

Source: TEA (2011) 

 

Alternative accountability was a lower standard than that used in ranking traditional 

public schools in Texas.  As of 2008–2009, 18% of open-enrollment charter schools were rated 

exemplary while 23% of matched traditional public school campuses were also rated exemplary.  

Meanwhile, 4% of open-enrollment charter campuses and 2% of matched traditional public 

school campuses were rated academically unacceptable (NCES, n.d.).  As of 2010, 8.5% of 
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charter schools districts were rated exemplary and 17.6% were rated unacceptable compared to 

4.4% and 4.9% of traditional public schools, respectively (Gustafson, 2012).  Additionally, 

11.2% of charter schools were academically unacceptable compared to 5.9% of traditional public 

schools.  The CER (2008) indicated student performance in charter schools was significantly 

lower than that in traditional public schools (see Tables 13-16).  

Table 13 

Traditional Public School District Ratings by Rating Category: 2011 

Accountability Rating  Count Percent 

Exemplary 45 4.4% 

Recognized 381 37.0% 
Academically Acceptable 553 53.7% 
Academically Unacceptable 50 4.9% 
Not Rated: Other 0 0.0% 
Total 1,029 100.0% 

Source: TEA (2011) 

 
Table 14 

Charter Operator Ratings by Rating Category: 2011 

Accountability Rating  Count Percent 

Exemplary 17 8.5% 

Recognized 45 22.6% 
Academically Acceptable 100 50.3% 

Standard Procedures 54 27.1% 
AEA Procedures 46 23.1% 

Academically Unacceptable 35 17.6% 
Standard Procedures 23 11.6% 
AEA Procedures 12 6.0% 

Not Rated: Other 2 1.0% 
Total 199 100.0% 

Source: TEA (2011) 
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Table 15 

Traditional Public School Campus Ratings by Rating Category: 2011 

Accountability Rating  Count Percent 

Exemplary 1,176 14.6% 

Recognized 2,739 34.1% 
Academically Acceptable 3,052 37.9% 

Standard Procedures 2,797 34.8% 
AEA Procedures 255 3.2% 

Academically Unacceptable 476 5.9% 
Standard Procedures 458 5.7% 
AEA Procedures 18 0.2% 

Not Rated: Other 601 7.5% 
Total 8,044 100% 

Source: TEA (2011) 

 

Table 16 

Charter Campus Ratings by Rating Category: 2011 

Accountability Rating  Count Percent 

Exemplary 56 11.6% 

Recognized 94 19.5% 
Academically Acceptable 235 48.8% 

Standard Procedures 97 20.1% 
AEA Procedures 138 28.6% 

Academically Unacceptable 54 11.2% 
Standard Procedures 38 7.9% 
AEA Procedures 16 3.3% 

Not Rated: Other 43 8.9% 
Total 482 100% 

Source: TEA (2011) 
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Accountability systems in Texas used criterion-referenced assessment such as the Texas 

Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS), Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS), 

State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR), and the state student-level 

information system to rate schools and accredit districts (Shapley et al., 2003).  Dropout and 

performance rates were also considered in these ratings.  In 1993, Texas created its initial 

accountability system used to evaluate student performance, based primarily on the TAAS test, 

which was used until 2002.  In 2002, educational leaders introduced the TAKS and a new 

evaluation system, which was more pervasive and measurably more difficult.  The first ratings 

under the new system were issued in 2004 and continued until 2011.  In 2009, the Texas 

legislature mandated a new accountability system, which relied primarily on the STAAR.   

As a transition to the new assessment program, no state accountability ratings were issued 

in 2012.  The new system and new test (STAAR) were administered in phases, and the first 

ratings under the system were issued for the 2012–2013 school year.  The accountability system 

allowed for a number of measures to be evaluated within a performance index framework, which 

eliminated the limitations of a single indicator to determine ratings.  In 2013, additional 

requirements for postsecondary readiness measures were mandated and added into the 2014 

ratings.  From 2011–2014, during which time a combination of TAKS and STAAR was 

administered, much was in flux including subject areas and types of tests offered.  A stable 

testing and accountability system had not been in place in Texas since 2011 (TEA, 2014a). 

The NCLB/ESEA required each state to set standards to evaluate the academic 

achievements of schools.  Texas has had several different assessments over the years.  The two 

most recent assessments are the TAKS and the STAAR (TEA, 2010), which were evaluated 

based on a number of indicators or assessment attributes.  The alignment of assessment attributes 
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included assessed curriculum, rigor of assessment, field-testing process, performance standards, 

test administration procedures, measures of student progress, number of testing days, assessment 

of English language learners (ELL), assessment of students receiving special education, and 

equating pre and post assessment data with each population (Airasian, 1988). 

Under the attribute of assessed curriculum on the TAKS, content areas were assessed in 

Grades 3 through 8 specific to grade-level content with the exception of science in Grade 5, 

which assessed numerous grade levels of the science curriculum.  Also under TAKS, Grades 9 

through 11 included multiple grade levels and content from multiple courses.  With the 

application of STAAR, emphasis shifted to assessing curriculum standards that prepared students 

for the next course or grade.  The science evaluations in Grades 5 and 8 emphasized curriculum 

values that best prepared students for the next course or grade.  In addition, these assessments 

comprised curriculum standards of two lower grades namely third and fourth or sixth and 

seventh to prepare students for future science assessments.  Related to testing at the high school 

level were multiples course assessments at grade level with the required testing changing from 

year to year, specifically, from 2011–2012, 2012–2013, 2013–2014, and 2014–2015 (TEA, 

2014a).  

The TEA (2014a) noted that the performance standards for rigor were constant since the 

attributes were first developed.  As a result, student performance under TAKS continued to 

increase, which indicated a need for more rigor overall.  It was difficult to measure performance 

using commendable but subjective indicators, as they were not meticulous enough to reveal 

performance categories.  Remarkably, the STAAR extended the attributes in math and science, 

and increased the number of gradable items to allow students more chances to obtain answers 

independently.  In math, students were always required to solve the problem rather than just 
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answer questions about it, as was the case in TAKS.  In English language arts (ELA) testing, 

students were required to answer two writing tasks that included literary, personal narrative, 

expository, analytic, and persuasive; the TAKS required only one writing task.  In the history 

assessment, students were required to be knowledgeable of dates, timelines, and historically 

significant people and events compared to the requirements under TAKS testing. 

In the performance standard attribute, TAKS evaluated each grade separately and the 

standards were developed based on an examination of test content.  Under STAAR, performance 

standards were set using a collection of empirical data from studies that connected yearly 

performance from Grades 3 through 8 to high school and from particular college and career 

preparedness courses.  The empirical data used in the STAAR were obtained from other state, 

international, and national assessments in addition to an examination of current test content.  The 

focus was on the progression of material from one grade level to the next through college rather 

than treating each grade level separately as was the case under TAKS. 

The TAKS and STAAR both sought to evaluate the levels of student progress.  The 

TAKS program evaluated students in Grades 5, 8, and 11 against projections of a “met standard” 

performance level.  The evaluation provided information on whether students were on track to 

attain the standards in the next high-stakes grade.  The aim of the STAAR was similar but the 

assessment uses a different approach with more rigorous progress modeled on new standards and 

expectations.  The STAAR model became more continuous in that it included grades in between 

the high-stakes testing and it considered past performance.  Thus, the STAAR approach was 

more likely to flag students who were not on track to attain proficiency and consequently not 

prepared for advanced courses in English and mathematics in the high-stakes high school grades 

(TEA, 2010).  
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Both the TAKS and STAAR included testing for students in special programs.  Under the 

TAKS approach, the different standards applied to special student populations were based on 

alternative and modified assessments.  In the attribute, the TAKS program used both pre and post 

equating models to verify that the assessments upheld a similar degree of involvedness from year 

to year.  The post equating used the foundation test items as the connecting items to uphold 

involvedness from year-to-year.   

The STAAR program used a similar application of pre and post equating models to 

substantiate that it upheld the same degree of involvedness from year to year.  The difference 

under STAAR involved a varied post equating approach fixed to connect items on a subset for 

assessments in Grades 3 through 8 as well as in English I and II (TEA, 2010).  Testing for ELL 

could occur under both systems with students responsible for their overall English skills in a 

third testing program.   

The STAAR system continued to evolve and change, not only related to the standards set 

but also the grade level, subjects, and types of testing available.  Attributes under STAAR 

fluctuated, which resulted in concerns for the reliability and validity of the test for research 

purposes.  Therefore, while research involving STAAR results in more current data, these data 

have not had enough time or consistency related to the standards to be useful in generalizing 

student performance or charter school efficacy. 

Student Performance on State Assessments 

The TASB (2012a) indicated that students in charter schools did not fare well on the 

TAKS or STAAR.  In fact, the results showed that very few charter students passed all 

TAKS/STAAR tests compared to students in traditional public schools (TASB, 2012a).  In an 

overall comparison, not a single group of charter school students performed better compared to 
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their counterparts in traditional public schools.  For example, the scores for math among charter 

schools in 2007 and 2011 ranged between 64 and 81 compared to 77 to 84 in traditional public 

schools (TASB, 2012a).   

Fewer charter school students met the Texas state standard requirements for college 

readiness.  These results were measured using SAT and ACT exams over a period of five years.  

The poor performance levels could be attributed to factors such as academic talent, neighborhood 

characteristics, income levels, parental education, and student ability (Maloney et al., 2007).  

However, these factors did not necessarily relate to the type and quality of educational programs 

and practices in either charter or traditional public schools (Angrist, Cohdes, Dynarski, Pathak & 

Walters, 2013).  According to Booker et al. (2004), these discrepancies in performance resulted 

from less emphasis in charter schools on the importance of TAKS/STAAR exams and ineffective 

preparation of these students for the exams.  

Charter School Student Performance 

Debate was ongoing concerning the influence that Texas charter schools have on student 

performance (Booker et al., 2004).  Academic achievement has been the center of arguments 

among researchers not only in Texas but also in other states that operate charter schools.  

However, little evidence exists to show the effects of charter schools on academic performance 

(Hoxby & Rockoff, 2005).  Some comparisons can be made using available studies.  The 

variations between numbers of metrics, namely student enrollment, student performance, 

attendance, and dropout and graduation rates between charter and traditional public schools can 

be explained by the underlying differences between the two schools.  These variations exist 

given the purpose and motivation behind the creation of charter schools and the fact that 

traditional public schools have been in place for some time.  Variations in legislation also create 
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institutional dissimilarities between charter and traditional public schools.  In addition, chart)er 

schools encounter start-up difficulties that are likely to be experienced in the first years of 

operation, which might imply that that charter schools may record lower performance in their 

first years than in advanced years of operation. 

According to Bifulco and Ladd (2007), North Carolina charter schools reported poorer 

performance in subjects such as mathematics and English compared to traditional public schools.  

Researchers have attributed poor performance to the high level of educationally challenged 

students enrolled in charter schools.  One study of charter and traditional public schools in 16 

states found that the difference in performance in subjects such as math was less significant 

(Center for Research on Education Outcomes [CREDO], 2009).  The CREDO (2009) study also 

showed that students receiving special education performed better in charter schools compared to 

their traditional public school counterparts.  Compared to African American and Hispanic 

students in traditional public schools, minorities performed at lower levels in charter schools, 

especially in reading.  The results also showed that these two groups of minority students in the 

16 states examined, including Texas, had lower significant gains compared to their counterparts 

in traditional public schools (CREDO, 2009).  Generally, Hispanic and African American 

students in charter schools fared poorly in math despite efforts to address special needs (Brewer 

& McEwan, 2010).  

Researchers have found varied results on student performance.  For instance, Booker et 

al. (2004) found that charter schools improved student performance in reading and math (Brewer 

& McEwan, 2010).  However, the finding was contrary to longitudinal studies by CREDO 

(2009), Bifulco and Ladd (2006b), and TASB (2009).  Booker et al. (2004) concluded that the 

negative effect of charter schools on student performance was the result of parents pulling their 
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children from these schools for various reasons.  Other reasons for discrepancies in the research 

could be the limited amount of data available for comparison purposes (Booker et al., 2004, 

2008; Eberts & Hollenbeck, 2002; Nokomis, 2014).  

Booker, Sass, Gill, and Zimmer (2008) and Booker, Gilpatric, et al. (2008) studied the 

effects of charter schools on subgroups and found a greater statistical effect on the achievement 

of Hispanic and African American students in traditional public schools than in charter schools.  

One study conducted in Florida and Texas indicated that charter schools had a modest influence 

on students leaving traditional public schools and joining charter schools (Ni, 2007).  In other 

words, students who left traditional public schools to enroll in charter schools had better test 

scores compared to their counterparts who stayed in traditional public schools.  Such change in 

performance could be attributed to the change in teaching methods.  In contrast, cross-sectional 

studies in California found that student performance in charter schools compared to traditional 

public schools did not improve significantly.  Bifulco and Ladd (2006a) found that the level of 

competition in charter schools did not substantially influence traditional public school 

effectiveness.  

It is difficult to determine whether charter schools performed better than traditional 

public schools.  However, Miron, Coryn, and Mackety (2007) followed a cohort of charter 

school students in six Great Lakes states (Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio, Illinois, Indiana, and 

Wisconsin) and found that their test scores improved significantly compared to those in 

traditional public schools.  The finding implied that charter schools, compared to traditional 

public schools, had the ability and capacity to improve student achievement and performance 

over time.   
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Miron et al.’s (2007) findings do not mean that students performed better than their 

counterparts in traditional public schools; rather they implied that individual student performance 

increased more among the sample population of charter school students than it did for those 

remaining in the traditional public school system.  Miron et al. (2007) noted that charter schools 

located in the Great Lakes states did not outperform traditional public schools demographically.  

However, students in these schools did improve their academic performance.  Some poor-

performing schools have since been eliminated, which increased aggregated school performance 

results.  Slow rates of improvement have been recorded in charter schools in Michigan, 

Wisconsin, and Minnesota.  Gustafson (2012) found that 17% of students in charter schools did 

better compared to their peers in traditional public schools.  However, O’Brien and Dervarics 

(2010) reported that 37% of students in charter schools performed worse compared to their 

traditional school counterparts (see Figure 2).  

 

 
Figure 2: Overall performance of students: Source: O’Brien and Dervarics (2010).  
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Booker et al. (2004) found that, compared to movement within traditional public schools, 

student performance declined when students transitioned from traditional public schools to 

charter schools.  In other words, movement from one traditional school to another had less 

disruptive effects than did a transition from a traditional public school to a charter school.  

According to Booker et al., movement to charter schools had an approximate “-2.42 point effect 

on math score growth, and -2.616 point effect on reading score growth” (p. 16).  The implication 

was that compared to inter-traditional school movement, movement to charter schools yielded a 

negative outcome in the short term.  The decline in student performance could be attributed to 

different testing environments (Booker et al., 2004).  The researchers found that performance of 

these students increased after 1 year in charter schools.   

Zimmer et al. (2009) compared charter schools in Texas and Chicago and found that 

student test scores declined compared to traditional public schools.  Findings from Milwaukee, 

Philadelphia, and Chicago in other studies showed that students who had transitioned to charter 

schools had identical or slightly higher test scores compared to students in the traditional public 

schools they had left (Brewer & McEwan, 2010; Zimmer et al., 2009).  A similar study in San 

Diego and Denver indicated that students who had transferred to charter schools from traditional 

public schools had lower test scores compared to those in the traditional public schools they had 

left.  In Texas and Ohio, students who had transferred from traditional public to charter schools 

scored below their respective state score test standards (Zimmer et al., 2009).  These scores were 

also below the averages of the traditional public schools they had left.  Although states had 

different standard scores, researchers noted that performance in all states was below the 

respective state standards.  
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In 2009, the RAND Corporation conducted an analysis of charter schools across three 

states and five cities and found that, in each location, the effects of charter schools were either 

negative or not significantly dissimilar from traditional public schools (Zimmer et al., 2009).  As 

one may anticipate, charters exhibited better results the longer they are in operation.  

Correspondingly, Gleason et al. (2010) reported on a randomized controlled study involving 36 

charter middle schools from 15 states.  The findings revealed that student performance in the 

studied charters was not significantly different from their counterparts in traditional public 

schools in both reading and math scores and 35 other achievement variables explored.  

Additionally, performance was higher among students who had stayed in the charter schools for 

a number of years and among those who enrolled with lower scores.  Booker et al. (2004) found 

a positive charter effect in Texas after 2-3 years attendance, though with small effect sizes.  

Gronberg and Jansen (2001) arrived at a similar conclusion for middle and elementary but not 

high schools, while CREDO (2009) found a small negative effect overall.  

The Center for Reinventing Public Education (CRPE) conducted the only study involving 

a large, comprehensive evaluation of well-established charter management organizations that 

managed many schools (Furgeson, Gill, Haimson, Killeald, McCullough Nichols-Barrer & 

Vervitsky-Savit, 2012).  The findings implied that the included schools were most likely better 

than common charters because of resources and management.  Concerning overall student 

performance, these managed charters, even after three years of management, yielded no major 

differences in performance compared to traditional public schools in reading, math, social 

studies, or science.  

In reviewing student performance, research has yielded conflicting results along a 

spectrum of effectiveness.  Studies have found different results when looking at similar 
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populations.  It is difficult to determine whether these varied findings were the result of data 

integrity, varied years of data reviewed, inaccuracy in the research, or skewed data.  Therefore, 

overall, it was difficult to determine the effectiveness of charter schools empirically.  

Demographics and Student Performance 

Garcia, McIlroy, and Barber (2008) defined disadvantaged students as those who needed 

reduced or free lunch or were enrolled in special academic programs.  Charter schools were more 

likely to enroll students with low academic performance and disciplinary records (Buckley & 

Schneider, 2005).  Chamberlin (2007) explored Colorado charter schools and found that the 

higher the poverty level of a school and the more students with poor discipline records, the lower 

the student performance.  In the same vein, Barr, Sadovnik, and Visconti (2006) found that the 

dissimilar grouping of charter school students in fourth grade that included those eligible for 

reduced and free reduced lunch in Newark, New Jersey, had lower achievement test scores.  

Similarly, the 2003 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) pilot study showed 

that fourth-grade charter school students eligible for reduced or free lunch scored below their 

equals in traditional public schools in both math and reading (as cited in Braun, Jenkins, & 

Grigg, 2006).  

Effect of Intangible Policies and Practices on Performance 

Studies examining variations in policies and practices of charter and traditional public 

schools were limited in number and scope.  Such studies of policies and practices were difficult 

to measure with immeasurable intangible factors; therefore, empirically establishing causal 

effects was intricate.  Taken as a whole, a reconsideration of the evidence, though limited, offers 

a number of clues that could explain why some charter school models produced better results.  

While one cannot ascertain the exact effects of intangible factors, such as the quality of a school 
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staff and culture, evidence showed that the use of such resources as extending school time, and 

offering more exhaustive monitoring and discipline were associated with better performance.  

Charter schools had more independence than did traditional public schools because they were 

exempted from particular local or state regulations and laws.  In exchange for autonomy and 

funding, charter schools were required to attain the accountability principles stipulated in their 

charters.  

Betts and Hill (2006) observed that conditions and policies were not arbitrarily adapted to 

schools; however, it was still difficult to establish the exact effect of a number of factors present 

given that many were intangible.  Some facts and regular events pointed to arguable evidence for 

what works and what does not.  They tested whether particular school features and policies were 

associated with higher performance among charter schools.  

A study of New York City charters found support for a number of effective measures 

including time dedicated to reading instruction, longer school days or years, rewarding 

achievements, punishing bad behaviors through discipline policies, mission statements that 

emphasized academic achievement, and teacher remuneration packages not entirely based on 

education and experience (Hoxby & Rockoff, 2005).  Dobbie and Fryer (2011) evaluated 35 

charter schools in New York City and found that half of the variation in school efficiency was 

explained by five factors: high-dosage tutoring, extended time, frequent informal or formal 

feedback from teachers, use of data to guide instruction, and self-reported emphasis on academic 

achievement.  

Gleason et al. (2010) examined charter middle schools across 15 states.  While the 

findings did not establish consistency of significant associations, the researchers found some 

substantiation for higher success in schools that employed ability grouping and smaller 
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enrollments.  Gleason et al. also found a consequence of school time in content subjects; 

however, the effect did not continue once the models were controlled.  No environmental factor, 

such as including accountability and innovation measures, was connected to relative gains.   

After examining charter schools in Massachusetts, Berends, Goldring, Stein, and Cravens 

(2010) found that additional school time increased student performance.  The findings also 

revealed a positive association between performance and individual reported devotion to a “no 

excuses” attitude toward student achievement and behavior.  Zimmer and Buddin (2007) 

examined the effect of autonomy in charter schools and found little evidence to support that 

increased autonomy led to improved student performance. 

The KIPP chain is a high-profile example of a thriving charter school management 

organization.  An evaluation of 22 KIPP middle schools yielded substantial and significant gains 

among students in both reading and math (Tuttle, Teh, Nichols-Barrer, Gill, & Gleason, 2010).  

Nichols-Barrer, Tuttle, Gill, and Gleason (2011) noted that the results could be affected by direct 

attrition to low-performing students.  It is possible that attrition might have a direct effect in 

increasing overall performance in some, but not all, scenarios.  Charters only enrolled students at 

one intake grade, with no replacement if they left.  Conceivably, students who left were most 

likely those who were not performing well.  

It was difficult to determine overall effectiveness of charter schools because success is 

more than student performance on a state assessment.  Some researchers have attempted to 

identify intangible policies and practices and quantify them regarding various performance 

categories.  However, these data were vague and difficult to determine concretely.  Overall, only 

a few characteristics have shown some correlation with charter school success.  Therefore, more 

study was needed to establish these nebulous characteristics. 
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Proponents of Charter Schools 

Proponents of charter schools argued for the possibility that these schools would improve 

student performance.  Studies conducted in California, Texas, and the Great Lakes states support 

this observation (Bifulco & Ladd, 2006a, 2006b, 2007; CREDO, 2009; Miron et al., 2007; 

Shapley et al., 2003).  According to multiple researchers, charter school enrollment resulted in 

student performance increasing while enrolled in those charter schools.  In fact, they rallied 

behind the cry that charter schools were designed to improve student performance.  To convince 

parents and students that their learning environments were better than those offered by traditional 

public schools, they had to show a high performance index.  Therefore, if academic achievement 

was perceived as the major criterion for evaluating schools, then competitiveness had to be the 

driver for improving performance (Booker et al., 2004).  In other words, charter schools needed 

to perform better compared to traditional public schools to remain viable.  However, naysayers 

believed that these data were skewed and unreliable.  

Traditionally, traditional public schools had been known for their higher performance on 

various exams because of the competitive effect charter schools had on these schools (Hanushek 

& Rivkin, 2003).  Other than the competitive effect, charter schools were known for 

restructuring educational programs to better accommodate the needs of different student 

subgroups.  Researchers have also found that peer effects play an integral role in improving 

student performance (Booker et al., 2004).  For example, according to one researcher, charter 

schools provided more counseling and motivational programs than traditional public schools 

(Robertson & Symons, 2003).  

Charter schools were privately run but publicly funded, which allowed them to play a 

major role in public school reform (Fryer, 2012; Turque, 2012).  Unlike traditional public 
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schools, charter schools had two basic goals: (a) to decrease the level of failure and (b) to use 

their freedom to change certain traditional public schools practices (Fryer, 2012).  Therefore, it 

was imperative that students received much more attention in charter schools compared to 

traditional public schools.  In most successful charter schools, aggressive human capital, coupled 

with parental involvement, resulted in higher student performance.  Compared to traditional 

public schools, charter schools were considerably better at allocating more student-teacher time 

for tutoring and instructional learning.  Ideally, these learning and teaching practices were 

expected to increase the level of student performance (Fryer, 2012).  

Proponents of charter schools also maintained that not only were these schools capable of 

providing superior education but that they also fostered competition.  Sass (2006) argued that 

charter schools fostered the effectiveness and quality of education offered in traditional public 

schools.  However, studies have yielded mixed results.  Sass (2006) suggested that charter 

schools had no effect on competition because new charter schools had less influence on student 

learning gains compared to average traditional public schools.  Research in Florida found that 

charter schools were on par with traditional public schools in reading, and only after four years 

did charter school students score the same in math compared to those in traditional public 

schools (Sass, 2006).  Other findings indicated that charter schools targeting students with 

special needs performed poorly compared to traditional public schools (Sass, 2006).  Despite 

these findings, parents preferred charter schools for their special education over traditional public 

schools because the charter schools offered students extra development in oral communication 

and social skills (Sass, 2006). 
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Summary 

Different comparisons have been derived from the literature review.  Some research 

supported the role of charter schools in education and others provided statistics that indicated 

charter schools were either no better and, in some cases, worse than traditional public schools.  

Charter schools in Texas were run under various educational and learning models and missions 

as they catered to the special needs of students.  Additionally, teachers were encouraged to 

design their lessons based on the special needs of students.  Various studies have found that, 

compared to traditional public schools, charter schools were more ethnically and racially diverse.  

For example, Texas charter schools enrolled more minority students (African American and 

Hispanics) than traditional public schools.  Studies conducted in different states revealed similar 

findings.  Charter schools also enrolled more economically disadvantaged students compared to 

traditional public schools.  These discrepancies continually increased in spite of the closure of 

some schools.  However, the number of Whites was lower in charter schools compared to 

traditional public schools.  Some researchers suggested that charter schools catered to 

economically and educationally disadvantaged students (Bifulco & Ladd, 2005).  

Research also indicated that charter schools improved student performance and 

achievement over time.  However, the performance of African American and Hispanic students 

was lower compared to that of Whites in traditional public schools.  Nonetheless, research in 

Texas found that students who enrolled in charter schools after moving from traditional public 

schools performed slightly lower than their peers in traditional public schools.  According to 

CREDO, 17% of the students in charter schools did better compared to their peers in traditional 

public schools; 37% of these students performed worse.   
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Charter school employees were paid less compared to those in traditional public schools.  

With respect to accountability, traditional public schools were typically ranked higher than 

charter schools.  On expenditures, charter schools received less state funding.  Finally, school 

facility funding for charter schools was extremely limited, and they received little direct funding 

from the state compared to traditional public schools.  

Overall, the findings were mixed.  The data seemed to draw various conclusions that 

were at odds with each other.  These differences were difficult to explain.  Given the funds spent, 

the students educated, and the increasing number of charter schools opening, it was important to 

determine a pure definition of effectiveness to allow educational stakeholders to judge not only 

education in charter schools versus traditional public schools, but among charter schools 

themselves.  
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CHAPTER   III 

METHODOLOGY 

Guided by the research objectives, research questions, and hypotheses, the present study 

employed a quantitative research design.  A quantitative research design involves the collection 

and analysis of numerical data with the objective of providing informative conclusions.  A 

quantitative research design was appropriate for the present study as the focus was to collect 

numerical data concerning school performance and enrollment in line with the research 

objectives.  Chapter III outlines the selected research design used to collect and analyze relevant 

data in line with the research objectives (Sukamolson, 2007).  The research design enabled the 

researcher to provide answers as explicitly as possible by identifying the appropriate population, 

sampling, collecting the needed data, and conducting appropriate analyses. 

Research Design 

To highlight the differences in charter and traditional public schools, a causal 

comparative method was employed within the parameters of a quantitative research design.  A 

quantitative research design provided an opportunity to set the level of significance.  It also 

allowed comparisons of the current findings with past and future studies.   

Various types of quantitative research designs exist and they are differentiated by the 

level of variable manipulation, research objective, and type of variable.  The causal comparative 

design was used to compare two groups to determine a cause-effect relationship (Orodho, 2010).  

In applying the causal comparative approach, the cause or the preexisting variations between 

traditional public and charter schools was established.  Both the effects and the contended causes 

already took place, therefore, could only be explored in retrospect.  Sukamolson (2007) noted 

that for every cluster to be compared from one group, the researcher must find a cluster from 
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another group with similar traits.  In the current study, comparisons included performance, 

attendance, enrollment, and staff and student characteristics between charter and traditional 

public schools.  The selected research design was appropriate because the objective was to 

explore the relationship between charter and traditional public school student performance.   

Hill and Lake (2006) observed that, when conducting research on charter schools, it was 

important to control for the characteristics of students and subjects studied.  Consequently, 

student ethnicity was controlled and student performance based on content subjects were 

analyzed.  Hill and Lake (2006) added that it was more informative to compare performance over 

a period of years as opposed to a single time point in a single year.  Therefore, data from four 

academic years were used to make comparisons of performance, attendance, graduation, dropout, 

and school expenditures.  The longitudinal comparison captured trends caused by single events.  

Research Questions 

The research questions of the study were: 

1. What is the difference in the enrollment and demographics of students served in 

charter schools versus those served in traditional public schools with respect to 

ethnicity, special program participation, and economically disadvantaged student 

identification over a 4-year period from 2007–2010? 

2. What is the difference in student achievement as measured by a criterion-referenced 

test aligned to the State of Texas standards in all tested areas for students in charter 

schools versus traditional public schools based on student ethnicity and special 

populations over a 4-year period from 2007–2010? 

3. What is the difference in student performance on a criterion-referenced test aligned to 

the State of Texas standards in reading and mathematics for students in charter 
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schools versus traditional public schools based on student ethnicity and special 

populations over a 4-year period from 2007–2010? 

4. What is the difference in student attendance rate, annual and longitudinal dropout 

rates and annual and longitudinal graduation rate for students in charter schools 

versus traditional schools over a 4-year period from 2007–2010? 

5. What is the difference in student participation in post-secondary assessments such as 

SAT and ACT; and what is the difference in students’ performance on those exams 

for those enrolled in charter schools versus traditional public schools over a 4-year 

period from 2007–2010?  

Population and Sampling  

The population of interest was students in open-enrollment charter and traditional public 

schools in Texas from 2007 to 2010.  The population was in line with all study objectives and 

research questions, which did not specify criteria for choosing the schools as all open-enrollment 

charter and traditional public schools in Texas with the data reported to the Texas Education 

Agency (TEA).  The process eliminated any remaining bias, which increased the credibility of 

the findings.  

Data Analysis 

In identifying the relevant data, the research aims, objectives, and research questions 

guided the study.  After an initial review of the data, longitudinal data from 2007 to 2010 were 

chosen.  The period represented extensive use of the TAKS assessment and the number of 

observations was sufficient to bring out existing dissimilarities between students who attended 

traditional schools and charter schools at the p < .05 level.  The Statistical Package for Social 

Scientific (SPSS) version 20 was used for the data analysis.  The means to determine whether 



 

71 

data differed significantly across the various groups were explored.  Analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) is a powerful technique to analyze the way in which the mean value of a variable is 

affected by the classification of the data of various sorts (Armitage, Berry, & Mathews, 2002).  

The following assumptions must be met for the test to be feasible: the dependent variable is 

normally distributed in each sample, homogeneity of variances exists, and the observations are 

independent.   

An ANOVA is an omnibus test in that it reveals which sample mean is significantly 

different from others.  In the cases of significant differences, post hoc tests were used to establish 

the cause of variation (Cox & Reid; 2000).  Tukey post hoc tests aims to control the experiment-

wise error rate similar to a one-way ANOVA. 

The Tukey test compares samples drawn from the same population to determine which 

are significantly different.  The Tukey test assumes that the data are normally distributed and 

there is homogeneity of variance.  Further, the samples tested should be equal in size (Armitage 

et al., 2002).  The criterion for testing the data sets is that if the p-value corresponding to a pair 

wise comparison of two samples is less than the alpha, the samples are not significantly different 

from one another.  Otherwise, they are significantly different (Hinkelmann & Kempthorne, 

2005). 

An ANOVA is used to test general, rather than specific, differences among means.  The 

research question compared all means of the samples to determine if there were equal or if there 

were significant differences between them.  The decision criterion is based on a corresponding p-

value of less than the level of significance.  The researcher designated a 5% level of significance 

(Hinkelmann & Kempthorne, 2005).  
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In identifying the relevant data, the research aims, objectives, and research questions 

guided the study.  After an initial review of the data, longitudinal data from 2007 to 2010 was 

selected for the study.  The total observations was sufficiently large to be confident that the tests 

of effect would be sensitive to detect real differences between charter and traditional school 

students at the p < .05 level.  A two-way ANOVA to investigate differences of the chosen 

variables, including ethnicity, economically disadvantaged, special education, bilingual and 

English speaking students, and gifted and talented was used.  Additionally, staff characteristics 

from the two type of schools were compared.  
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CHAPTER   IV 

RESULTS 

The focus of the current research study was to compare Texas open-enrollment charter 

schools with traditional public schools based on the data available from the Texas Education 

Agency (TEA).  The research was guided by the following research questions:  

1. What is the difference in the enrollment and demographics of students served in 

charter schools versus those served in traditional public schools with respect to 

ethnicity, special program participation, and economically disadvantaged student 

identification over a 4-year period from 2007–2010? 

2. What is the difference in student achievement as measured by a criterion-referenced 

test aligned to the State of Texas standards in all tested areas for students in charter 

schools versus traditional public schools based on student ethnicity and special 

populations over a 4-year period from 2007–2010? 

3. What is the difference in student performance on a criterion-referenced test aligned to 

the State of Texas standards in reading and mathematics for students in charter 

schools versus traditional public schools based on student ethnicity and special 

populations over a 4-year period from 2007–2010? 

4. What is the difference in student attendance rate, annual and longitudinal dropout 

rates and annual and longitudinal graduation rate for students in charter schools 

versus traditional schools over a 4-year period from 2007–2010? 

5. What is the difference in student participation in post-secondary assessments such as 

SAT and ACT; and what is the difference in students’ performance on those exams 
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for those enrolled in charter schools versus traditional public schools over a 4-year 

period from 2007–2010?  

Statistics Techniques 

Descriptive and inferential statistics were used to analyze the data.  Specifically, 

frequencies, means, and percentages were used to describe the data.  Analyses of variance 

(ANOVA) were used to explore the difference in means across the variables.  The ANOVA was 

used because it was necessary to determine whether the means differed significantly across the 

various groups to answer the research questions.   

Analysis of variance is a powerful technique to analyze the way in which the mean value 

of a variable is affected by the classification of the data (Armitage et al., 2002).  One-way 

ANOVA is applied when only one variable is under study; a two-way ANOVA is used when the 

researcher is interested in examining more than one variable (Cox & Reid, 2000).  The 

expectation in an ANOVA proposes that the means are uniform (Field, 2000).  If the p-value is 

less than the set alpha, there is a difference between the data sets studied (Hinkelmann & 

Kempthorne, 2005).  However, if the p-value is more than the set alpha, there is no difference 

between the data sets studied (Marques, 2007).  

To conduct an ANOVA, observations should be independent and the data should not 

include significant outliers.  Additionally, the dependent variable should be normally distributed 

(Armitage et al., 2002).  A two-way ANOVA is an omnibus test and does not tell which groups 

are significantly different from the others.  A post hoc test is used to determine the groups that 

are significantly different, which shows the variable that causes the variation (Cox & Reid, 2000; 

Field, 2000). 



 

75 

The Tukey post hoc test compares samples drawn from the same population to determine 

differences, and it assumes that data are normally distributed and that homogeneity of variance is 

present.  Further, to conduct the Tukey, the samples tested should be equal in size (Armitage et 

al., 2002).  The criterion for testing the data sets is that if the p-value corresponding to a pair-

wise comparison of two samples is less than the set alpha, the samples are not significantly 

different from one another.  Otherwise, they are significantly different (Hinkelmann & 

Kempthorne, 2005). 

The researcher calculated the effect size to establish the influence of charter and open 

enrollment schools in Texas.  Effect size refers to a statistic computed from a set of data that 

indicates the value of a parameter of a supposed statistical population or model that 

operationalizes how parameters or statistics lead to the effect size value (Lipsey, 2012).  An 

effect size is a numerical measure of the strength of a phenomenon.  Effect size can be used to 

quantify the variation between two groups or samples; hence, it emphasizes the size of the 

dissimilarity as opposed to combining it with the sample size.  It implies that the effect can be a 

more accurate measure of the significance of the variation (McGrath & Meyer, 2006).  The 

statistical significance is typically computed as a p-value, which is the likelihood that a variation 

of at least the same size would have occurred by chance, even if no variation truly exists between 

the two samples.   

The variation in data is tied to the sample size.  As such, when the effect size is computed 

from a very large sample, it is likely to be more precise than one computed from a small sample.  

The margin for error can be calculated using a confidence interval, which offers information 

typically included in a significance test (Joachim, Guido, & Bimal, 2008).  Using a 95% 

confidence interval is comparable to taking a 5% level of significance; an effect size is exactly 
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equal to the Z-score in a standard normal distribution.  A slightly dissimilar way of interpreting 

effect sizes uses a correspondence between the correlation coefficient (r) and the standardized 

mean difference (d).    

The study adopted the Cohen’s d, as effect size has values in a similar range to the 

standard deviation (-3.0 to 3.0).  The implication of effect size changes in context (Joachim et al., 

2008; Lipsey, 2012).  The typical inference is that an effect size of 0.8 is large and is 8/10 of a 

standard deviation unit.  An effect size of 0.5 is moderate and is half a standard deviation.  An 

effect size of 0.2 is small and is a fifth of the standard deviation.  These standards were used in 

the current study. 

Results 

Research Question 1 

Research Question 1 was, “What is the difference in the enrollment and demographics of 

students served in charter schools versus those served in traditional public schools with respect to 

ethnicity, special program participation, and economically disadvantaged student identification 

over a 4-year period from 2007–2010?” The population was explored across ethnicity, special 

programs, and economically disadvantaged student identifications.  The expectation was that 

there would be no significant difference between school types as it relates to ethnicity, special 

programs, and economically disadvantaged students.  The findings yielded F(1) = .027, p = .025.  

A significant difference was found in population between both types of schools related to 

ethnicity and economically disadvantaged students enrollment (see Tables 17 and 19).  The 

effect size for ethnic groups was 0.62 for traditional public schools and 0.56 charter schools.  

The effect sizes were significant, which indicates that enrollment in both schools based on 

ethnicity was moderate.  The effect size of economically disadvantaged students in charter 
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schools was 0.51 while that in traditional public schools was 0.42.  Because both effect sizes 

were significant, the results reveal that enrollment of economically disadvantaged in open-

enrollment charters schools was moderate while that in traditional public schools was small.  

Table 17 

Descriptives for Enrollment of Students 

 M SD 
   
Charter  33.99 24.48 
   
Traditional Public 31.27 20.22 

 

Table 18 

ANOVA for Enrollment of Students  

 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

      
Between Groups  15.89 1 15.89 .027 .025 
      
Within Groups 4793.86 8 599.232   
      
Total 4809.75 9    

 

Table 19 

Effect Sizes for Enrollment of Students 

 Ethnicity 
Economically 
Disadvantaged 

   
Charter  0.56/moderate 0.51/moderate 
   
Traditional Public 0.62/moderate 0.42/small 

 

Charter schools had a higher percentage of African American (26%-33%) and Hispanic 

students (48%-53%) compared to public schools (14% for all years and 46%-48%, respectively).  
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Public schools (34%-36%) had a higher proportion of White students than did charter schools 

(17% for all years).  More economically disadvantaged students were enrolled in charter schools 

(69.55%-70.6%) compared to public schools (55.3%-58.7%).  Overall, charter schools had fewer 

students than public schools; the largest enrollment in charter schools was 119,137 while the 

smallest enrollment in public schools was 4,496,304 (see Tables 20 and 21).  

Enrollment in both charter and public schools increased from 2007–2010.  Enrollment of 

Hispanics increased in charter schools and traditional public schools but that of Whites was 

stagnant in charter schools and increased in public schools.  Hispanic enrollment increased in 

charter schools more than in public schools.  Enrollment of economically disadvantaged students 

increased in both types of school; however, traditional public schools experienced a sharper 

increase in student population compared to public schools. 

Table 20 

Summary of Enrollment for Public Schools 

 2007 2008 2009 2010 
     
Total Students 4,496,304 4,561,687 4,625,713 4,705,641 
     
African American 14% 14% 14% 14% 
     
Hispanic  46% 47% 48% 48% 
     
White  36% 35% 34% 34% 
     
Other  4% 4% 4% 4% 
     
Economically 
Disadvantaged 55.3% 55% 56.4% 58.7% 

 

A holistic evaluation of student enrollment indicated a clear distinction in student 

proportions enrolled in both charter and public schools.  It was clear that charter schools had a 
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higher proportion of African American, Hispanics, economically disadvantaged, and other races 

compared to public schools, while the majority of students in public schools were Whites.  The 

variation was highest among African American students in charters schools.  Hispanic student 

represented nearly equal proportions of students in both schools. 

Table 21 

Summary of Enrollment for Charter Schools 

 2007 2008 2009 2010 
     
Total Students 80,629 89,829 102,491 119,137 
     
African American 33% 30% 28% 26% 
     
Hispanic  48% 49% 51% 53% 
     
White  17% 17% 17% 17% 
     
Other  3% 3% 4% 4% 
     
Economically 
Disadvantaged 69.6% 69.9% 69.55% 70.6% 

 

The enrollment of gifted and talented, limited English proficient (LEP), special 

education, and career technology were statistically compared between the types of schools.  It 

was expected that the enrollment of special groups would be uniform in both types of schools.  

The ANOVA yielded F(1) = 1.358, p = 0.028.  A significant difference existed in special 

program enrollment between both school types (see Tables 22-23).  With equality of sample size 

and homogeneity of variance, a Tukey post hoc test showed that the difference in all the special 

groups was significantly different.  The effect sizes for ethnic groups were 0.52 in open-

enrollment charter schools and 0.43 in traditional public.  The effect sizes were significant, 
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indicating that enrollment based on special groups was moderate in open-enrollment charter 

schools and small in traditional public schools. 

Table 22  

ANOVA Findings for Enrollment of Special Groups  

 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

      
Between Groups  44.18 1 44.18 1.385 .028 
      
Within Groups 195.16 6 32.527   
      
Total 239.34 4    

 

Table 23 

Effect Sizes for Enrollment of Special Groups 

  
Charter  0.52/moderate 
  
Traditional Public 0.43/small 

 

The majority of students in charter schools were Bilingual/LEP (14.2%), followed by 

career and technology (11.4%), special education (8.4%), and gifted students (2%).  Career and 

technology students (21.4%) were the majority of special group students within traditional public 

school followed by bilingual students (15.8%), special education (9.6%), and gifted (8%) 

students.  Gifted students were the smallest student population at both public and charter schools.  

The student population differed in both types of schools (see Table 24). 
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Table 24 

Descriptive of Enrollment of Special Groups 

  Public Charter 
   
Special Education 9.6% 8.4% 
   
Bilingual/LEP 15.8% 14.2% 
   
Career &Technology 21.4% 11.4% 
   
Gifted 8% 2% 

 

On average, public schools had more students in each special group category.  The 

variation was the widest in career and technology groups with a difference of 10% followed by 

the enrollment of gifted students with a difference of 6%.  The enrollment of Bilingual/LEP was 

almost similar in both schools.  Even though public schools had more special education and 

Bilingual/LEP students, the variation was 1.2% and 1.6%, respectively.  Based on these data, 

charter schools educated a higher proportion of minority and economically disadvantaged 

students than public schools.  Public schools educated a higher proportion of students with 

disabilities and Bilingual/LEP students than charter schools. 

Research Question 2 

Research Question 2 was, “What is the difference in student achievement as measured by 

a criterion-referenced test aligned to the State of Texas standards in all tested areas for students 

in charter schools versus traditional public schools based on student ethnicity and special 

populations over a 4-year period from 2007–2010?”  Differences were explored in terms of 

student background, ethnicity, and special characteristics.  The expectation was that the 

probability of passing across ethnic groups would be uniform in both charter and public schools.  
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The ANOVA yielded F(1) = 0.724, p = 0.412.  The passing of students in different ethnic groups 

was uniform across the types of schools (see Tables 25-26).   

Table 25 

Descriptive Findings of Student Passing Scores 

 M SD 
   
Charter  57.64 14.68 
   
Traditional Public 63.14 10.45 

 

Table 26 

ANOVA Findings for Student Passing Scores 

 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

      
Between Groups  105.875 1 105.875 0.724 0.412 
      
Within Groups 1,755.339 12 146.278   
      
Total 1,861.214 13    

 

According to overall average student performance, African American students in public 

schools yielded better performance than those in open-enrollment charter schools by a little less 

than 4%.  During the four years under study, African American students in charter schools 

outperformed their counterparts in public schools only once by a very small margin of 1%.  

According to overall average student performance, Hispanic students in public schools 

performed better by less than 3%.  However, in a year-by-year comparison, performance was 

split for Hispanics in public and charter schools.  In all the years included in the study, White 

students performed better in public schools than in charter schools by a larger average margin of 
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over 12%.  The variation in performance of White students between the two types of schools had 

a maximum of an 8-point difference and a minimum of a 1-point difference (see Table 27).   

Table 27 

Average Percentage in Ethnicity Passing Exams 2007–2011 

Group Charter schools Public schools 
   
African American 57.8% 61.6% 
   
Hispanic 64.8% 67.4% 
   
White  72.6% 85% 
   
Other 88.6% 89% 
   
Average 75.75% 70.95% 

 

Students in special education performed better when enrolled in charter schools than in 

public schools.  Additionally, economically disadvantaged students in charter schools (58%-

73%) performed better than those in public schools (54%-68%).  A similar trend existed among 

LEP students in charter schools (53%-60%) compared to their counterparts in public schools 

(33%-51%).  Students who were at risk of dropping out performed better when they were 

enrolled in charter schools (58%-78%) than in public schools (33%-53%; see Table 28).  
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Table 28 

Summary of Performance (Passing Scores) by Student Traits 

 Public Charter 
         
  2007 2008 2009 2010 2007 2008 2009 2010 
         
African American 50% 58% 60% 66% 51% 56% 54% 57% 
         
Hispanic 57% 65% 65% 70% 58% 54% 61% 74% 
         
White  81% 85% 84% 87% 77% 76% 80% 86% 
         
Special education  35% 54% 43% 50% 63% 59% 46% 52% 
         
Economically disadvantaged 54% 62% 62% 68% 58% 73% 67% 71% 
         
Limited English proficient  33% 44% 44% 51% 58% 54% 53% 60% 
         
At risk  39% 47% 47% 53% 78% 74% 58% 60% 

 

Research Question 3 

Research Question 3 was, “What is the difference in student achievement as measured by 

a criterion-referenced test aligned to the State of Texas standards in reading and mathematics for 

students in charter schools versus traditional public schools over a 4-year period from 2007–

2010?”  Research Question 3 was analyzed using data on performance in mathematics and 

reading across ethnicity, special programs, LEP, and economically disadvantaged.  The 

researcher explored whether reading scores differed across the two types of schools with the 

expectation that they would not differ by type of school.  The ANOVA yielded F(1) = 0.102, p = 

0.756.  The finding showed that performance of reading based on ethnicity across the two 

schools was moderate (see Tables 29-30).   
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Table 29 

Descriptive Statistics for Reading TAKS Passing Scores 

 M SD 
   
Charter  75.53 10.20 
   
Traditional Public 77.12 8.64 

 

Table 30 

ANOVA Findings for Reading TAKS Passing Scores 

 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

      
Between Groups  7.52 1 7.52 .102 .756 
      
Within Groups 734.49 9 73.45   
      
Total 741.98 10    

 

When testing reading competence, the range of the difference was 0% to 7%.  African 

Americans in traditional public schools performed better than those in open-enrollment schools 

in reading scores; however, the difference was not significant.  For instance in 2007, 74% 

African Americans in public schools passed their assessment tests while 60% in charter schools 

passed their reading tests in the same year.  More Hispanic students in public schools passed 

their reading tests than those in charter schools in all the years except 2009.  White students 

enrolled in public schools performed better than their counterparts in open-enrollment charter 

schools in all years.  A careful look at the results showed that students identified in various 

subpopulations (e.g., economically disadvantaged, at risk of dropping out, LEP, special 

education) performed better in charter schools than their counterparts in public school; however, 

the difference was not large (see Table 31). 
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Table 31 

Texas Assessment Knowledge and Skills Reading Scores 

 Public Charter 
         
  2007 2008 2009 2010 2007 2008 2009 2010 
         
Statewide 84% 86% 83% 86% 74% 82% 83% 84% 
         
African American 74% 77% 78% 81% 60% 70% 76% 77% 
         
Hispanic 81% 83% 77% 81% 67% 77% 83% 82% 
         
White  91% 93% 92% 93% 87% 85% 88% 89% 
         
Special education  61% 65% 57% 65% 74% 66% 68% 69% 
         
Economically disadvantaged 79% 81% 76% 80% 77% 85% 81% 82% 
         
Limited English proficiency  72% 73% 57% 62% 69% 75% 76% 70% 
         
At risk  68% 71% 65% 69% 52% 64% 71% 74% 

 

Regarding performance in mathematics, a determination was made as to whether scores 

varied across the two types of schools.  The expectation stated that the mathematics scores would 

not differ by type of school.  The analysis of variance yielded F(1) = 0.289, p = 0.602.  As such, 

there was no difference between mathematics scores across the two types of schools (see Tables 

32-33).  The finding indicated that mathematics performance was uniform in the two types of 

schools with no statistical significance.   
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Table 32 

Descriptive Statistics for Mathematics TAKS Passing Scores 

 M SD 
   
Charter  77.53 9.57 
   
Traditional Public 80.31 4.85 

 

Table 33 

ANOVA Findings for Mathematics TAKS Passing Scores 

 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

      
Between Groups  16.33 1 16.33 .289 .602 
      
Within Groups 564.58 10 65.49   
      
Total 580.91 11    

 

In mathematics, students in public schools had better scores in all the years except in 

2010 when they had a similar score of 85%, as evidenced by the public school scores of 83%-

86% compared to charter schools scores of 81%-85% over the years examined.  African 

American in public schools had passing scores that ranged from 75%-79% while their 

counterparts in charter schools had passing scores that ranged from 70%-78%.  Hispanics in 

public schools (76%-83%) performed similarly in mathematics to those in charter schools (78%-

83%).  The scores of White students in public schools ranged from 92%-94%, while those of 

White students in charter schools ranged from 87%-92%.   

Students who needed special education in charter schools performed better than those in 

public schools.  Students classified as economically disadvantaged from charter schools (73%-

82%) had better scores compared to their counterparts in public schools (72%-80%).  A similar 
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trend existed for students with LEP and those at risk of dropping out where those in charter 

schools had better performance than those in public schools (see Table 34).  

Table 34 

Texas Assessment Knowledge and Skills Mathematics Scores 

 Public Charter 
         
  2007 2008 2009 2010 2007 2008 2009 2010 
         
Overall performance 86% 86% 83% 85% 81% 83% 82% 85% 
         
African American 75% 76% 76% 79% 74% 78% 70% 74% 
         
Hispanic 82% 83% 76% 80% 81% 83% 78% 82% 
         
White  93% 93% 92% 94% 83% 87% 90% 92% 
         
Special education  76% 80% 72% 77% 62% 62% 73% 80% 
         
Economically disadvantaged 80% 81% 75% 78% 81% 83% 76% 79% 
         
Limited English proficient  69% 72% 52% 59% 81% 83% 76% 82% 
         
At Risk  69% 71% 63% 68% 81% 83% 72% 77% 

 

Research Question 4 

Research Question 4 was, “What is the difference in student attendance rate, annual and 

longitudinal dropout rates and annual and longitudinal graduation rate for students in charter 

schools versus traditional schools over a 4-year period from 2007–2010?”  The question was 

addressed by comparing the effects in performance, attendance, and dropout rates during the years 

under study.  All areas were reviewed separately as they measured different student expectations.   

The first component of the research question addressed attendance rate.  The expectation 

was tested that no differences existed between charter and traditional public schools in 
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attendance rate.  The ANOVA yielded F(3)=0.67, p=.034, as such, there was a difference 

between attendance rate in charter and traditional public schools.  The finding showed that there 

was a significant difference in effect of the two schools on attendance.  The effect size of 

attendance rates in charter schools was 0.62 while that in public schools was 0.58.  Given that the 

effect sizes were significant, there was moderate influence related to attendance in both schools 

(see Tables 35-38). 

Table 35 

Descriptive Findings for Attendance Rates  

 Public  Charter 
      
 M SD  M SD 
      
Attendance rate 93.53 0.73  95.6 0.05 

 

Table 36 

ANOVA Findings for Attendance  

 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

      
Between Groups  5.115 1 53.115 .67 .034 
      
Within Groups 53.530 3 67.41   
      
Total 59.64 4    

 

Table 37 

Effect Sizes for Attendance 

 Attendance 
Charter  0.62/moderate 
  
Traditional Public 0.58/moderate 
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Table 38 

Summary of Attendance Rate between Traditional Public Schools and Charter Schools 

 Charter School Public School (excl. Charters) 
Summary 
Level         

 2007 2008 2009 2010 2007 2008 2009 2010 
         
Attendance 
Rate 92.90% 92.90% 94.00% 94.30% 95.60% 95.50% 95.50% 95.60% 

 

The researcher tested the influence of the two schools on dropout rate.  The ANOVA 

yielded F(3) =0.524, p = .023.  As such, a significant difference existed between dropout rates in 

the two schools.  The finding showed a significant impact of the two schools on dropout rates.  

The effect size of dropout rates in charter schools was 0.42 while that of public schools was 0.48.  

Given that the effect sizes were not significant, there was small dropout rate in both schools (see 

Tables 39-42). 

Table 39 

Descriptive Findings for Annual Dropouts 

 Public  Charter 
      
 M SD  M SD 
Annual dropout rate 7–8 5.95 5.49  0.2 0.095 
      
Longitudinal Dropout rate 9–12 103.8 150.9  8.3 1.09 
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Table 40 

ANOVA Findings for Annual Dropouts 

 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

      
Between Groups  4.9351 1 4.775 .524 .023 
      
Within Groups 94.7216 3 9.1126   
      
Total 99.65687 4    

 

Table 41 

Effect Sizes for Dropouts 

 Dropouts 
Charter  0.48/small 
  
Traditional Public 0.42/small 

 

Table 42 

Summary of Dropout Rate between Traditional Public Schools and Charter Schools 

 Charter School Public School (excl. Charters) 
Summary 
Level         

 2007 2008 2009 2010 2007 2008 2009 2010 
         
Annual 
Dropout Rate 
(Gr. 7-8) 

1.80% 1.60% 1.30% 1.10% 0.40% 0.30% 0.20% 0.20% 

         
Longitudinal 
Dropout Rate 
(Gr. 9-12) 

23.80% 30.10% 31.60% 29.70% 8.30% 10.60% 9.40% 8.30% 

 

The researcher tested the influence of the two schools on graduation rates.  The ANOVA 

yielded F(3) =0.658, p = .014.  As such, a significant difference existed between graduation rates 
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in the two schools.  The finding showed a significant impact of the two schools on graduation 

rates.  The effect size of graduation rate of charter schools was 0.52 while that of public schools 

was 0.58.  The effect sizes were significant; hence, there was moderate effect of graduation rate in 

both types of schools (see Tables 43-46). 

Table 43 

Descriptive Findings for Graduation Rates  

 Public  Charter 
      
 M SD  M SD 
      
Annual graduate count 244,128.25 10,805.47  52,717.75 5,428.49 
      
Longitudinal graduation count 33.93 1.5543  82.6 1.2 

 

Table 44 

ANOVA Findings for Graduation Rates 

 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

      
Between Groups  56.345 1 56.345 .658 .014 
      
Within Groups 256.892 3 85.6306   
      
Total 312.892 4    

 

Table 45 

Effect Sizes for Graduation Rates 

 Graduation Rate 
Charter  0.52/moderate 
  
Traditional Public 0.58/moderate 
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Table 46 

Summary of Graduation Count and Rate between Traditional Public Schools and Charter Schools 

 Charter Schools Public Schools 
         
Summary 
Level 2007 2008 2009 2010 2007 2008 2009 2010 

         
Annual 
Graduate 
Count 

4,600 5,147 5,100. 6,024 235,314 236,022 246,944 258,233 

         
Longitudinal 
Graduation 
Rate 

33.50% 32.70% 33.30% 36.20% 82.10% 79.90% 81.00% 82.60% 

 

Attendance was higher in public schools (95%) than in charter schools (92%-94%) 

between 2007–2010.  Charter schools (1.1%-10.8% and 23.8%-33.1%) had an exponentially 

higher dropout rate during the same period than that of public schools (0.2%-0.4% and 8.3&-

10.6%) in both measures for Grades 7-8 and Grades 9-12.  Given that there were more public 

schools with higher student populations, the actual number of students graduating from public 

schools, upwards of 258,233, was larger than from charter schools, upwards of 6,024.  In 

addition, public schools (79.9%-82.6&) had more than two times the longitudinal graduation 

count compared to charter schools (32.7%-36.2%; see Table 47).    
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Table 47 

Summary of Attendance, Dropout, and Graduation Data 

 Public Charter 
         
  2007 2008 2009 2010 2007 2008 2009 2010 
         
Attendance 
rate 95.5% 95.5% 95.5% 95.6% 92.9% 92.9% 94% 94.3% 
         
Annual 
dropout rate 
(Grade 7-8) 0.4% 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 10.8% 10.6% 1.3% 1.1% 
         
Longitudinal 
dropout rate 
(Grade 9-12) 8.3% 10.6% 9.4% 8.3% 23.8% 33.1% 31.6% 29.7% 
         
Annual 
graduate 
count  235,314 236,022 246,944 258,233 44,600 55,147 5,100 6,024 
         
Longitudinal 
graduate rate 82.1% 79.9% 81% 82.6% 33.5% 32.7% 33.3% 36.2% 

 

Research Question 5 

Research Question 5 was, “What is the difference in student participation in post-

secondary assessments such as SAT and ACT; and what is the difference in students’ 

performance on those exams for those enrolled in charter schools versus traditional public 

schools over a 4-year period from 2007–2010?”  A longitudinal comparison of student 

performance on the SAT and ACT college readiness test was made to investigate the difference.  

The expectation stated that public school student performances would be as good as charter 

school student performance.  The ANOVA yielded F(1) = 2.26, p = 0.018; therefore, there was a 

difference between student performance on postsecondary assessments across the two types of 

schools.  The finding showed that school type affected a student’s probability of passing a test.  
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The effect of learning in the two types of schools was significantly different (see Tables 48-50). 

The effect size for performance was 0.72 in traditional public schools and 0.68 in open-

enrollment charter schools.  The effect sizes were significant, indicating that performance was 

moderate in both open enrollment charter and traditional public schools. 

Table 48  

ANOVA Findings for Assessment Passing Scores 

 
Sum of 
Squares Df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

      
Between Groups  1,107.756 1 1,107.756 2.26 0.018 
      
Within Groups 1,366,359.751 8 170,794.969   
      
Total 1,367,467.507 9    

 

Table 49  

Descriptive Findings for Assessment Passing Scores 

 Charter  Public 
    
 M SD  M SD 
      
TAKS Performance 71.5 4.12311  64.5 5.32291 
      
Percent Tested 19.8 1.50776  66.175 2.47437 
      
Percent At or Above 
Criterion 19.125 1.20381 

 
27.075 0.09574 

      
SAT - Mean Total Score 932.75 14.88568  989.25 3.40343 
      
ACT - Mean Composite 
Score 20.4 0.4546 

 
18.975 0.48563 
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Table 50 

Effect Sizes for Assessment Passing Scores 

  
Charter  0.68/significant 
  
Traditional Public 0.72/significant 

 

A descriptive look of participants in postsecondary testing indicated that a higher 

percentage of eligible students in traditional public schools participated in testing by 43.7%-

49.1% more.  The mean SAT score was higher in traditional public schools (992-985) than in 

charter schools (927-955).  A similar trend existed for the ACT mean composite scores for 

traditional public schools (20.1-21) and charter schools (19.1-19.6; see Table 51). 

Table 51 

Student Assessment Passing Scores  

 Charter Public School 
         
  2007 2008 2009 2010 2007 2008 2009 2010 
         
TAKS Performance  66% 72% 72% 76% 58% 64% 65% 71% 
         
Percent Tested  18.2% 19.9% 21.8% 19.3% 66.7% 69% 66% 63% 
         
Percent At or Above 
Criterion  19.5% 17.8 18.6 20.6 27.1% 27% 27.2% 27% 

         
SAT-Mean Total 
Score  927 924 925 955 992 992 988 985 

         
ACT-Mean 
Composite Score  19.1 18.5 18.7 19.6 20.1 20 20.5 21 
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Summary 

Results for three of the five research questions indicated significant differences between 

charter and traditional public schools at the 0.5 confidence level.  Student demographic and 

special program characteristics of enrollment, attendance, dropouts, and graduation rates and 

student performance on postsecondary outcome assessment indicated significant differences 

between the two types of schools.  Student performance based on student demographic and 

special program characteristics and overall scores in reading and math indicated no significant 

differences between the types of school.   

Results of three of the five research questions indicated that effect sizes were moderate to 

significant between charter and traditional public schools.  An effect size of 0.2 is considered 

small, 0.5 is considered moderate, and 0.8 is considered large.  Enrollment of students based on 

ethnicity had a moderate effect size while enrollment of the economically disadvantage and 

special groups had a moderate effect size in charter schools but a small effect size in traditional 

public schools. Student attendance, drop out and graduation rates had a moderate effect size.  

Student performance on postsecondary assessments, such as the SAT and ACT had a significant 

effect size in both schools.   
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CHAPTER  V   

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The focus of the present study was to examine the efficacy of Texas charter schools by 

comparing differences in student demographics and performance to those of traditional public 

schools.  Archival data between 2007 to 2010 from all Texas schools were accrued from the 

Texas Education Agency (TEA), which captured attributes; including student performance on 

state assessments, enrollment demographic information, attendance rates, student performance, 

graduation, dropout, and college preparedness.  These data were analyzed in the Statistical 

Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) to determine differences between charter and traditional 

public schools.   

The data analysis included the descriptive measures of mean and standard deviations for 

the variables.  An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed to determine statistical 

significance between charter and traditional public schools.  The independent variable was 

school type (charter school or traditional public school), and the five dependent variables were: 

(a) student demographics and special programs characteristics; (b) student performance on the 

Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) in reading and math; (c) student attendance, 

dropout, and graduation rates; (d) student performance on postsecondary outcome assessments 

(TAKS, SAT, and ACT); and (e) student performance on TAKS overall by demographics and 

special program participation.  When statistical significance was found at the 0.05 confidence 

level, the eta-squared was used to determine the magnitude of the difference in mean values.  

The findings are discussed below. 
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Findings for the Research Questions 

The present study examined five research questions that compared five educational 

measures between Texas charter and traditional public schools from 2007 to 2010.  For each 

research question, the means and standard deviations were calculated and an ANOVA was 

performed.  Because statistically significant differences existed at the 0.05 confidence level for 

three of the five research questions, the effect sizes from the five ANOVA procedures were used 

for those findings.  To make effect size determinations, the eta squared was used to determine the 

percent of variance accounted for by the relationships of the five dependent variables on the 

independent variable.  Descriptive statistical comparisons were made, which indicated higher or 

better than average means for all values compared for the two types of schools.  

Research Question 1 

Research Question 1 was “What is the difference in the enrollment and demographics of 

students served in charter schools versus those served in traditional public schools with respect to 

ethnicity, special program participation, and economically disadvantaged student identification 

over a 4-year period from 2007–2010?”  For Research Question 1, the population in both 

traditional public and charter schools across ethnicity, at risk of dropping out, economically 

disadvantaged, and special programs were analyzed.  Student demographic and special program 

characteristics of enrollment indicated significant differences between the two types of schools.  

The expectation was rejected related to the distribution of enrollment by all studied groups 

between both schools.  Therefore, a significant difference existed in enrollment between both 

types of schools.  Enrollment across ethnicity, special programs, and economically 

disadvantaged students differed between the two types of schools.  
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According to descriptive statistical analysis, charter schools had a higher percentage 

based on the higher mean values of diverse ethnicities and special populations in traditional 

public schools.  Traditional public schools on the other hand have higher enrollment of white 

students and students identified as gifted and talented. More economically disadvantaged 

students were enrolled in charter schools compared to public schools.  Overall, charter schools 

had fewer students than did public school. Enrollment in both charter and public schools 

increased from 2007–2010.  Enrollment of Hispanics increased in charter schools and traditional 

public schools but that of whites was stagnant in charter schools and increased in public schools.   

Research Question 2 

Research Question 2 was, “What is the difference in student achievement as measured by 

a criterion-referenced test aligned to the State of Texas standards in all tested areas for students 

in charter schools versus traditional public schools based on student ethnicity and special 

populations over a 4-year period from 2007–2010?”  For Research Question 2, performance 

differences in terms of student background enrolled in each type of school were explored.  

Ethnicity and special program participation were also explored.  Student performance based on 

student demographics and special program characteristics indicated no significant differences; 

therefore, there was no difference between student demographic and special program 

characteristics in charter and traditional public schools.  No statistical differences existed in 

student performance by ethnicity or special program participation between both types of schools. 

Research Question 3 

Research Question 3 was “What is the difference in student performance on a criterion-

referenced test aligned to the State of Texas standards in reading and mathematics for students in 

charter schools versus traditional public schools based on student ethnicity and special 
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populations over a 4-year period from 2007–2010?”  For Research Question 3, performance in 

mathematics and reading across both types of schools were analyzed.  Overall student 

performance in reading and math indicated no significant statistical differences between students 

in both types of schools.  Therefore, students in public schools did not outperform those in open-

enrollment charter schools in any year under study when tested on their reading and math 

competence. 

Research Question 4 

Research Question 4 was “What is the difference in student attendance rate, annual and 

longitudinal dropout rates and annual and longitudinal graduation rate for students in charter 

schools versus traditional schools over a 4-year period from 2007–2010?”  For Research 

Question 4, differences in attendance, dropout, and graduation rates during the years under study 

were examined.  Each was analyzed separately. Student attendance, dropout, and graduation 

rates indicated significant differences between the two types of schools; therefore, there was a 

difference between student attendance, dropout, and graduation rates between the two types of 

schools.   

According to descriptive statistical analysis, charter schools had higher mean values than 

traditional public school in annual dropout rates for students in Grades 7-8 and longitudinal 

dropout rate for Grades 9-12, and lower mean values for attendance rate, annual graduate count 

and longitudinal graduation percentages.  Traditional public schools have higher attendance and 

graduation rates compared to charter schools.  Charter schools had higher annual dropout rates of 

at least four times higher than those of public schools.  A higher longitudinal graduation count 

was found in public schools compared to charter schools. Annual dropout rates in charter schools 
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were at least four times higher than those of public schools.  In addition, the longitudinal 

graduation percent in public schools was twice that of charter schools. 

Research Question 5 

Research Question 5 was, “What is the difference in student participation in post-

secondary assessments such as SAT and ACT; and what is the difference in students’ 

performance on those exams for those enrolled in charter schools versus traditional public 

schools over a 4-year period from 2007–2010?”  For Research Question 5, a longitudinal 

comparison of postsecondary outcome assessment performance to investigate differences 

between traditional public and charter schools was conducted.  Post-secondary assessment 

measures included as SAT and ACT scores. Student performance on postsecondary outcome 

assessments indicated significant differences between the two types of schools; therefore, there 

was a difference between student performance on postsecondary outcome assessments across the 

two types of schools.  The finding showed that school type affected students’ probabilities of 

passing postsecondary outcome assessments.   

According to descriptive statistical analysis, the mean values of traditional public school 

student performance on postsecondary outcome assessments were higher for SAT scores and 

ACT mean composite scores.  Students in public schools had better overall performance on the 

TAKS compared to those in charter schools.  In addition, the SAT mean total was higher in 

public schools than in charter schools.  A similar trend existed with the ACT mean composite 

scores, which were higher in public schools than in charter schools. 

Discussion 

The findings revealed significant differences in student populations enrolled in charter 

versus traditional public schools.  Charter schools serve a very ethnically diverse population with 



 

103 

more African American and Hispanic students than White students.  In addition, they serve a 

higher percentage of students with various special population needs such as those who are 

economically disadvantaged, limited English proficient (LEP), at risk, and special education.  

Charter schools are more flexible and offer more personalized teaching methods suited for 

students in special programs (Texas Charter Schools Association [TCSA], 2012).  On the other 

hand, traditional public schools have higher percentages of White students and gifted and 

talented student populations.   

The findings of this study established that open-enrollment charter schools enroll more 

students with special needs and those from minority ethnicities compared to traditional public 

schools.  These findings are in line with Buckley and Schneider (2009), Burks (2008), and 

Shapley et al. (2003).  Along these lines, TASB (2012a) reported more minority students 

enrolled in Texas charter schools compared to traditional public schools.  In addition, Booker et 

al. (2004) observed fewer White than African American students enrolled in charter schools 

compared to traditional public schools. It can be speculated that charter schools enroll more 

students with special needs because these schools were designed to address the needs of 

individual students.  In addition, charter schools are afforded more flexibility and freedom in 

teaching content and curriculum than traditional public schools, which results in the ability to 

address students’ unique individual needs.  Compared to traditional public schools, charter 

schools operate under different educational and learning models with varying missions.  

Compared to traditional public schools, charter schools educate a higher percentage of 

educationally disadvantaged students.   

The TCSA (2012) noted that charter school teacher’s structure lessons based on 

individual needs more so than traditional public schools.  Some charter schools provide 
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flexibility in that they offer specialized curriculum, and others provide more efficient and 

appropriate general education based on specific educational models.  Conversely, traditional 

public schools are required to use the curriculum, instructional material, policies, and procedures 

outlined by state mandate and local school board controls with little room for deviation.  

Additionally, charter schools can modify their teaching programs to meet the unique needs of 

students.  These provisions increase the attraction of students with special needs to charter 

schools. With respect to the special needs of students, a key advantage of these schools was the 

greater potential for teachers and administers to know students personally, as they could spend 

more time understanding their specific needs and challenges (Kahlenberg, 2003). 

Researchers have shown that charter schools are characteristically smaller than public 

schools (Witte et al., 2007).  Charter schools are likely to enroll fewer students compared to 

other public schools, which is a scenario persuaded by the variation in the size of the two 

schools.  In addition, the sheer size of lead education agencies (LEAs) compared to charter 

schools contributes to their smaller numbers.  Finally, enrollment in charter schools takes extra 

steps beyond that of enrolling in neighborhood traditional schools.  For some families, this is one 

step too many. 

The findings revealed that charter schools have more students from economically 

disadvantaged backgrounds than public schools, which supports Borgemenke, Hinojosa, Bone, 

and Slate (2012).  Charter schools were created to bridge the gap in education, and one objective 

was to open the door to students from economically disadvantaged backgrounds.  As such, 

charter schools are located in economically disadvantaged neighborhoods.  In these areas, 

minorities, namely African Americans, Hispanics, and Latinos, typically outnumber Whites, 

making charter schools more attractive to minority groups.  By default, the demographics of the 
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surrounding areas are likely to increase enrollment of students from such localities to charter 

schools.   

The study established that here is no statistical significance between the performances of 

students in traditional public schools perform in mathematics and reading compared to those in 

open-enrollment charter schools. Comparing students from charter and traditional public schools, 

the present research established no significant differences in academic performance in reading 

and math.  While there was uniformity of the overall student performance data, a modest but 

positive difference was found with African American students who qualified for various special 

populations, including LEP, economically disadvantaged, and special needs based only on 

descriptive statistical analysis.  However, when the analysis of variance was completed no 

difference was found.   

These findings are in opposition to Hanushek and Rivkin (2003) who noted that 

traditional public schools are known for their higher performance on various exams.  However, 

their study focused on specific grade levels rather than student performance overall in this study.  

The finding is also in opposition with other researchers. Shapley et al. (2003) examined data over 

six school years and found that Texas traditional public schools had higher standards and higher 

accountability ratings compared to Texas charter schools. According to Betts, Rice, Zau, Tang 

and Koedel (2006), there is no strong evidence that students in charter schools over or 

underperform more than those in traditional public schools. They hypothesize that statistical 

findings differ from study to study based on the population, grade and subject studied. However, 

little evidence exists to show the effects of charter schools on academic performance (Hoxby & 

Rockoff, 2005). 
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Given that many open-enrollment charter schools were created to draw students who 

were at-risk, a categorization that is most often implied for students who fail one or more 

sections of the TAKS exam, variation is likely in performance and drop out and graduation rates 

between the two type of schools.  Even if performance in charters were parallel to 

correspondingly composed clusters in traditional public schools based on observable features 

(e.g., race, economically disadvantaged and limited English proficiency [LEP]), these 

assessments might have an element of bias given that they do not unquestionably consider 

dissimilarities in the composition of the students who enroll in charter schools.  Specifically, 

charter students are not likely to be a random assortment or representative of any cataloguing of 

students because of the very act of choosing to enroll in a charter differentiates these students.  

The family’s decision to enroll their student in a charter school may be inspired by a disciplinary 

challenge or, more constructively, by parental concern or awareness of issues associated with the 

traditional public school they seek to leave. 

The present study also found significant differences in attendance, graduation, and 

dropout rates of students in charter and public schools.  These differences align with the 

composition of charter schools, which tend to have more economically disadvantaged students 

(Davis-Kean, 2003).  These findings established a noteworthy disparity in attendance, dropout, 

and graduation rates between the two types of schools.  In this study, charter schools had high 

dropout and low graduation rates, whereas public schools had lower dropout and higher 

graduation rates.  Specifically, charter schools recorded higher dropout rates for Grades 7-8 than 

public schools and twice as high longitudinal dropout rates for Grades 9-12.  Significant 

differences also existed between annual and longitudinal graduation count whereas public 

schools had higher annual and longitudinal graduation rates.  
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The difference in dropout rates between the two types of schools may be a reflection of 

the nationwide dropout rate that remarkably points to differences across the ethnicities.  For 

example, the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES, n.d.) reported a 3.4% dropout rate 

prior to 2009.  Regarding ethnicities, the report showed that Whites had the lowest dropout rate 

of 2.4% while African Americans had a higher dropout rate of 4.8%.  Because charter schools 

enroll more African American and Hispanic students, there is a likelihood of having higher 

dropout rates caused by factors beyond the control of these schools.  The TASB (2012a) reported 

that Texas charter schools had higher dropout and lower attendance rates than traditional public 

schools.  The dropout rate of charter school students was significantly high among ninth graders. 

Schools located in low-income areas tend to have higher dropout rates than those in 

affluent neighborhoods (Chapman, Laird, Ifill, & Kewal-Ramani, 2011).  The situation is also 

associated with high crime rates and high unemployment levels, which affect students.  Often, 

students from low-income families drop out because of insufficient funds for daily needs or 

because they need to look for employment to supplement insufficient family incomes (Addy, 

Engelhardt, & Skinner, 2013).  Involvement in employment enhances the probability of dropping 

out, low academic achievement, and low graduation rates.  Bridgeland, DiIulio, and Morison 

(2006) observed a significant association between the probability of dropping out and poverty, 

particularly among students from low-income families.  Research has indicated that these 

students are five times more likely to drop out (Alliance for an Excellent Education, 2014). 

Research has also shown that white students are more likely to have lower dropout rates 

(Sanchez, Reyes, & Singh, 2006).  Given the dropout rates among African Americans and 

Hispanics, there is a high probability of having a sibling or close friend who has dropped out.  

Such incidence may affect inspiration and commitment to education, thereby increasing the 
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probability of dropping out.  Further, students from low-income families and neighborhoods 

think that education is less likely to improve their socioeconomic status (SES) (Addy et al., 

2013).  

The findings of the study established that traditional public schools had higher mean 

values than charter schools in attendance rate.  The finding is in line with those of Davis-Kean 

(2003) and Bifulco and Ladd (2007).  One contributing factor is the mission-driven feature of 

charter schools, which could be the result of enrolling homogeneous student populations.  

Enrolling students with similar traits, for instance, those from disadvantaged economic 

backgrounds, allow school personnel to foster positive morale among students, hence increasing 

attendance.  Charter schools are small, which can have benefits and increased ability to attend to 

the unique needs of students.  Because of the smaller numbers, teachers and administrators are 

likely to know students personally, as they spend more time understanding their students’ 

individual needs and challenges.     

Significant differences were found on postsecondary outcome assessments (i.e., SAT and 

ACT).  Performance on the SAT and ACT was higher in traditional public schools than charter 

schools.  Angrist, Cohdes, Dynarski, Pathak, and Walters (2013) indicated that charter school 

enrollment might increase the passing rates of students on postsecondary tests such as the SAT 

and ACT. However, my study found that student performance of those enrolled in traditional 

public schools was higher in every year from 2007–2010. 

While academically students in both types of schools perform about the same when tested 

for grade-level competency.  The little fluctuations seen are not statistically significant.  On the 

other hand, students in traditional public schools perform significantly higher on postsecondary 

outcome assessments.  However, because of the smaller number of charter students who are part 
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of the subpopulation that tests for postsecondary outcomes, it is difficult to determine whether 

the finding is a true indicator of success or failure on behalf of either type of school.   

In summation, it is difficult to say that charter schools are doing a better job compared to 

traditional public schools.  While charter schools serve a more diverse, higher percentage of 

Hispanic and African American students, and lower SES population that represents a higher 

percentage of special population categories, traditional public schools serve primarily white 

students.   Charters also face issues with higher dropouts and lower graduation rates that are 

associated with these populations. Conversely, traditional public schools serve a higher SES 

population and higher percentage of gifted and talented students. Traditional public schools have 

higher attendance rate, lower dropout rates and higher graduation rates. Students in traditional 

public schools perform better on postsecondary outcome assessments. In the end, despite 

demographical difference, the data seem to indicate that traditional public schools are serving 

students in Texas as effectively as charter schools. 

Recommendations 

 A review of the demographical information of those enrolled in charter and traditional 

public schools aligned to location such as rural, suburban, and urban is needed.  Such an 

investigation would allow researchers to better understand whether the demographics that lend to 

higher percentages of non-White students is seen only in geographical areas with a high 

concentration of said students versus statistics that are purely the result of creating charter 

schools themselves. 

 While the percentage of special needs students enrolled in charter schools is higher than 

traditional public schools, further study of the types of disabilities found in each environment 

aligned to student performance and demographics is warranted.  This information would allow 
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those reviewing both types of school a better understanding of the students who choose to enroll 

in charter schools and those who remain traditional public schools. 

 As testing in Texas has changed from the TAKS to the State of Texas Assessments of 

Academic Readiness (STAAR), a new study should be completed to determine whether these 

findings could be replicated within the new standard.  According to the TEA, the STAAR is a 

more rigorous assessment, and data from a study on student performance as evaluated by the 

STAAR could have further research implications.  The present study focused primarily on 

reading and math student performance in the aggregate of students enrolled in charter schools 

compared to those enrolled in traditional public schools.  Further studies could compare student 

performance by grade level, school level, and other subject areas to clarify the efficacy of charter 

and traditional public schools. 

 The present study established that uniformity existed in performance of students in 

charter and traditional public schools.  However, the finding was established only at the 

descriptive level that some populations performed better than others.  A study that addresses a 

close one-to-one subpopulation sampling would be useful.  

 Future research could examine specific unique socioeconomic factors that affect 

academic performance of students in charter and traditional public schools.  The current research 

indicated that low-SES students performed lower than their higher-SES counterparts.  Therefore, 

determining the performance of charter schools in terms of socioeconomic factors may better 

judge their success relative to this dimension. 

 The literature review shows conflicting results regarding the effect of switching schools.  

Further research could examine the issue to determine whether these effects are uniform across 

ethnicities, SES, students with special needs, and economically disadvantaged.  Expanding the 
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research to address additional factors beyond the quantitative data aligned to student 

performance would be useful.  The current study focused solely on outcomes and did not 

consider qualitative components of success in education. 

 Additionally, the present study focused primarily on a comparison of charter and 

traditional public schools between and within groups for the independent variable.  A study that 

reviews student performance in each subpopulation in comparison to each other for both types of 

school would further identify the role of charter and traditional public schools in educating 

students and could shed light on which subpopulations, if any, are most influenced by their 

educational settings.   

 Finally, research, including the current study, has indicated that student performance on 

postsecondary outcome assessments, such as SAT and ACT, is higher in traditional public 

schools.  Additional research could include nationwide data and to clearly indicate the validity of 

the existing data and serve to support the funding of charter schools.  
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