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ABSTRACT 

As one of the latest reform movements in education, charter 

schools provide a complex topic for review that can be undertaken 

from numerous angles. This study looks at which factors 

determine the number of charter schools in a given state. A 

background review of six variables hypothesized to influence 

growth in numbers of charter schools includes strength of 

legislation, possibility of charter school management by for-profit 

companies, quality of traditional schools in the state, the number 

of years the law has been in effect, total Pre-K to 12 student 

population in the state, and proportion of minority students in the 

state. With the use of regression analysis, three of the variables 

were found to be significant and positively correlated to the total 

number of charter schools: total Pre-K to 12 student population in 

the state, strength of law, and number of years in effect. A 

reflection of how these results relate to the theoretical 

underpinnings of the study is included as well as suggestions for 

future research. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Educational reform is not a new concept. The structure of 

our education system in the United States has been a source of 

debate since its inception as a national institution in the late 1800s. 

Many educational philosophies and ideas have been presented 

since its foundation, and reformers have pushed for various 

programs, including back-to-basics, multiculturalism, and new 

mathematics and science curricula. Many of these movements 

recycle previously endorsed ideas, often packaged with a new 

name. 

School choice is an example of an educational reform idea 

that has gained recognition. Peterson and Campbell (2001) point 

out that the theory of school choice was first introduced by Milton 

Friedman in a 1955 article entitled "The Role of Government in 

Education," wherein he proposed an arrangement in which the 

government would finance education but families would choose the 

school. This idea is embodied by vouchers, which have not gained 



significant popularity, in part due to the option of the tax-

supported voucher being used at parochial schools. Charter 

schools, another initiative in the school choice movement, combine 

some of the ideas of the voucher system, as well as those of 

magnet schools that emerged after desegregation (Peterson & 

Campbell, 2001). It is this form of education that I wish to study 

in order to analyze its structure and use. 

Background of Charter Schools 

Charter schools represent a development that has been called 

"the most radical challenge ever to the existing system" (Sarason, 

1998, p. 52). Miron and Nelson (2002) state that: "the charter 

concept is rather different from other education reforms in that it 

seeks not to prescribe specific interventions but to change the 

conditions under which schools develop and implement educational 

interventions" (p. 4). Started in Minnesota in 1991 (Weil, 2000), 

charter schools are publicly funded institutions that give all 

families a choice in their children's education. No one is assigned 

to attend them, or even work in them, that has not chosen to do so 

(Brouillette, 2002). Students do not pay tuition to attend charter 



schools, and there is no admission test or specified criteria for 

entrance. A charter school is a public school under contract that is 

freed from many bureaucratic rules and regulations that are 

believed to prevent innovation and flexibility in traditional public 

schools (Weil, 2000). 

Ray Budde, a progressive educator from the alternative 

schools movement, originally used the term charter in reference to 

an idea of teachers having more responsibility for instruction and 

academic outcomes (Budde, 1996). However, it was the late Al 

Shanker, as President of the American Federation of Teachers 

(AFT), who elaborated upon the idea in a speech in the late 1980s; 

from there on, it began to garner significant attention (Murphy & 

Dunn Shiffman, 2002). Ted Kolderie, a Minnesota researcher and 

policy entrepreneur, played a key role in helping charter schools 

come into existence in his home state, and later, nationally. 

Kolderie helped design the nation's first charter law in Minnesota, 

and later served as a consultant to other states considering the 

adoption of such legislation (Mintrom & Vergari, 1999). 



At the same time, there existed a "larger, global phenomenon 

of deregulating, privatizing, and marketing public education" 

(Wells, Grutzik, Carnochan, Slayton, & Vasudeva, 1999, p. 514). 

Indeed, most proponents of charter schools point to the privatizing 

aspects of the reform movement and the ways in which market-

driven education can increase productivity and reduce costs. Free-

market economists have long pointed to the need for competition in 

education (Peterson & Campbell, 2001). On the other hand, Smith 

(2001) emphasizes the leveling effects of charter schools, and how 

they increase the availability of a good school to all students, not 

just those whose families are economically mobile and are able to 

buy property near the best schools. 

Due to the various positive aspects of charter schools, their 

appeal often crosses political lines. Charter supporters form a 

diverse group consisting of both liberal and conservative 

individuals and associations. Molnar (1996) grouped advocates of 

charter schools by the three following criteria: "zealots, who favor 

market-oriented solutions to public schooling; entrepreneurs, who 

hope to profit from the entry of private enterprise into the realm of 



public schooling; and reformers, who wish to expand opportunities 

within public schooling" (p. 12). Research conducted by Wells, 

Grutzik, Carnochan, Slayton, and Vasudeva (1999) categorized 

support for charter schools somewhat differently. After conducting 

interviews with 50 policy makers in six states, they found that 

there were three main reasons why charter schools were supported 

by different political groups: (1) some policy makers see charter 

schools as the beginning of the end of government-run public 

education and the forefront of a move toward vouchers; (2) some 

policy makers committed to a system of public education see 

charter school reform as a "last chance" to save that system; and 

(3) some policy makers view charter schools as one of many, but 

not necessarily the central, reform that could strengthen public 

schools. 

Opponents of charter schools are a more narrowly defined 

group, frequently cited as teacher unions, school boards and school 

and district administrators (Murphy & Dunn Shiffman, 2002). 

These groups are often seen to be threatened by the "shifting power 

relations and associated funding implicit in the charter school 



model" and are accused of defending the status quo of public 

education (Murphy & Dunn Shiffman, 2002, p. 36). However, this 

is an ad hominem argument, which attacks the people that don't 

support charter schools instead of presenting a more substantiated 

case criticizing the underlying reasons people may oppose these 

new institutions. In regard to opponents of charter schools, Weil 

(2000) cites the concern of many progressive educational policy 

analysts that charter schools may have potential to further stratify 

schools along racial, socioeconomic, and other ethnic- and class-

based lines. This is tied to the idea that some families will be 

better equipped to make reasoned choices in the schooling of their 

children. Goldhaber (2002) expands on this idea in more detail 

with a discussion of the differences in resources (time, 

transportation, knowledge, not to mention money) between more 

affluent families and those that are in lower socioeconomic classes. 

Other critics of charter schools refer to the lack of a track record in 

maintaining accountability and improving student achievement 

(Brouillette, 2002). 



Peterson and Campbell (2001) made the following statement: 

"Throughout the twentieth century, the design of the American 

school system became increasingly comprehensive, uniform, 

centralized, and professionally directed" (p. 2). I see the charter 

school movement as a return to increased freedom that was more 

common in schools before the standards movement of the 1970s 

and 1980s. Presently, freedom to innovate is seen as a special 

feature of charter schools, but people who taught earlier in the 

twentieth century knew this to be the norm. Thus, some may be 

led to believe that the ideals embodied in charter schools represent 

nothing new and may be suspicious of their potential for success, 

especially in view of today's standards-based high-stakes testing 

environment. 

The U.S. Department of Education actively supports the 

charter school movement through grants and other funding 

programs. This support lies primarily in planning and 

implementation grants, research on the charter school movement, 

dissemination, technical assistance, and waivers (Murphy & Dunn 

Shiffman, 2002). However, as education is a state domain, it has 



been up to the government of each state to implement its own 

system of charter schools. Historically, it is each state's 

constitution that charges the state itself with delivering a basic 

education to its citizenry (Finn, Manno, & Vanourek, 2000). 

The opportunity for charter schools begins with a state 

legislature passing a law that outlines the types of schools allowed 

and other specific characteristics. However, the original statute is 

often expanded and revised in the years following implementation 

as the legislature learns from first generations of charter schools 

(Murphy & Dunn Shiffman, 2002). States typically start cautiously 

with caps on the number of charter schools allowed and then later 

amend the legislation to permit more charter schools (Peterson & 

Campbell, 2001). This practice is widely debated, as charter 

school supporters view caps as hindering the freedom and potential 

of success, while opponents argue that charter schools have not 

proven themselves and thus should be limited in number until a 

track record has been established. 

Each state's law determines who may grant charters, e.g. 

local school boards, universities, or the state. These charters are 



granted to groups of parents, educators, community organizations, 

or non-profit organizations, such as YMCAs. Some states allow 

for-profit companies to operate and manage charter schools (Center 

for Education Reform, 2004). In Texas, the charter school law 

requires founders to partner with established organizations 

(Yancey, 2000). The relationships vary, especially with respect to 

autonomy. Some operate almost completely on their own after 

start-up, while others remain a program under the partner 

organization's control. In any case, this relationship helps avoid 

start-up charter schools limping through their first few years of 

operation, as many did in the beginning years of charter schools. 

Charters are granted for initial terms of three to fifteen years, 

depending on legislation, and then renewed thereafter based on 

performance and the meeting of state standards (Weil, 2000). 

Because charter schools receive public money, they cannot 

discriminate or exclude students, but admission policies differ 

between states due to the variation in legislation. Many states look 

more favorably upon proposals for charter schools that will serve 

at-risk students, with the charter granting agencies empowered to 



give preferential approval to these types of schools. For example, 

in Missouri, at least one-third of charters granted by sponsors must 

go to schools designed to serve at-risk students, while in 

Louisiana, the number of at-risk students in a charter school must 

equal or exceed the percentage of at-risk students that live in the 

district (Center for Education Reform, 2004). Before the 2001 

amendment, Texas charter school law provided for an unlimited 

number of charter schools that served at-risk students; currently, 

the number of at-risk charter schools in Texas is included in the 

total number of schools allowed. In all states, however, students 

with documented histories of criminal offenses or discipline 

problems may be excluded (Weil, 2000). 

Charter schools can take different forms, including 

conversions of existing public and private schools as well as the 

initiation of new start-up schools. Miron and Nelson (2002) 

distinguished four types of charter schools: (1) converted private 

schools, (2) converted public schools, (3) "Mom and Pop" 

schools (schools started by individuals or small groups of 

concerned adults, that often struggle with financing and are prone 
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to being taken over by Educational Management Organizations 

[EMOs]), and (4) EMO-operated schools (schools that follow an 

established curriculum and management prescribed by their 

founding company, often described as "franchise" or "cookie-

cutter" schools). 

While the structure of charter schools varies, one trend is that 

they are smaller than traditional public schools. Finn, Manno, and 

Vanourek (2001) cite a median enrollment of 137 students, 

compared with the 475-student average in traditional public 

schools. With this small scale there can be more familiarity and 

recognition of the individual, which can encourage students to 

work harder. 

Regardless of the form they take, the charter school 

phenomenon has swept across the nation rather quickly. In just 13 

years, legislators in the majority of the states have passed statutes 

allowing for these new forms of schooling. Today, 40 states, plus 

the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico, have authorized charter 

schools (Center for Education Reform, 2004). However, a handful 

of states have resisted the movement, some by narrow majorities 
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and others by overwhelming solidarity of opinion (Mintrom & 

Vergari, 1997). The visual presentation of the passage of 

legislation throughout the United States can be seen in Figure 1.1 

below. 

r^^^l CHftRTER SCHOOL LEGISLfiTION | 
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Figure 1.1: Map of Charter School Legislation 
Source: U.S. Charter Schools website 
(http://www.uscharterschools.org) 

While the number of states passing charter school legislation 

has varied over the years, the highest number of laws was put on 

the books in 1995 with 10 states (Levin, 2001). As more states 

have joined the charter school movement by passing legislation, 

the total number of charter schools in operation has steadily 
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increased. This trend can be seen in Figure 1.2 below, as reported 

by The Center for Education Reform (Hassel, 2003). The graph 

shows that while the total number of charter schools has continued 

to increase since the first ones opened their doors in 1992, the 

annual incremental growth has begun to slow since 1999. 
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Figure 1.2: Charter School Growth as of 2002 School Year 
Source: Hassel (2003) 

Murphy and Dunn Shiffman (2002) conclude that the rate of 

adopting charter school legislation appears to be slowing. They 

posit that this is mainly due to the fact that the majority of the 
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states have charter school statutes on the books and, therefore, the 

room for growth is dwindling. However, I see that there is growth 

potential in the total number of charter schools as amendments to 

current state legislation increase the quantity allowed. Even if 

laws are not modified, though, the number of charter schools in 

each state will likely expand as most states have fewer schools in 

operation than are allowed by legislation currently in place. The 

current situation of charter schools on a state-by-state basis is 

shown in Table 1.1 on the following page. 
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Table 1.1: Number of Charter Schools in each state 

State 

California 
Arizona 
Florida 
Texas 
Michigan 
Wisconsin 
Ohio 
Pennsylvania 
Minnesota 
North Carolina 
Colorado 
New Jersey 
New York 
Massachusetts 
District of Columb: 
Oregon 
Louisiana 
New Mexico 
Georgia 
Kansas 
Illinois 

Number 
of 

Schools 

500 
491 
258 
241 
210 
147 
142 
103 
95 
94 
93 
52 
51 
50 

ia 43 
43 
42 
37 
36 
31 
30 

State 

Missouri 
Hawaii 
Alaska 
South Carolina 
Utah 
Indiana 
Connecticut 
Idaho 
Nevada 
Delaware 
Oklahoma 
Arkansas 
Virginia 
Rhode Island 
Tennessee 
Mississippi 
Wyoming 
Iowa 
New Hampshire 
Puerto Rico 
Maryland 

Number 
of 

Schools 

27 
26 
20 
19 
19 
17 
16 
16 
14 
13 
12 
11 
9 
8 
4 
1 
1 
0 
0 

n/a 
n/a 

Source: Center for Education Reform (2004) 

The appearance and growth of charter schools has inspired 

many researchers to study them from various angles. These studies 

have examined student achievement, accountability, and funding. 
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With respect to student achievement, numerous studies have 

pointed to an increase in test scores among charter school students, 

especially students described as at-risk or coming from low 

socioeconomic backgrounds (Gronberg & Jansen, 2001; Slovacek, 

Kunnan, & Ki, 2002). Anderson et al. (2003) separate the 

ambiguous term of accountability into three stages: the charter 

application stage, the monitoring stage, and the sanctions stage. 

They maintain that the original vision of goal setting at the charter 

school level is being eclipsed by state assessment mandates and 

other accountability requirements (Anderson et al., 2003). Hill and 

Lake (2002), through a national-scale study of charter school 

accountability, raise a concern of to whom charter schools should 

be held accountable: the government, as represented by the local 

school board or some other agency, or the parents, who are 

responsible for their children's health, safety and growth. They 

view charter schools as challenging the traditional theory of 

accountability, and explore ways in which these institutions can 

change the current education system and its hierarchy (Hill & 

Lake, 2002). Funding is one of the toughest issues facing charter 

16 



schools, especially during their beginning phases. Because they do 

not have a tax base from which to raise money, they must rely 

upon state funding, which is often not the full 100 % of per-pupil 

funding (Cookson & Berger, 2002). Indeed, with a 23 state survey 

examining laws, regulations, and practices of charter school 

finance during the 1998-99 school year. Nelson, Muir, Drown, and 

To (2000) found significant discrepancies between what traditional 

public schools receive to educate their students and what charter 

school receive. 

Research Question: Why Have Charter Schools 
Grown Unevenly? 

The number of charter schools has grown tremendously over 

the past 12 years, and researchers often cite these numbers as they 

investigate the ways in which charter schools impact the traditional 

education system. Scholars (Finn, Manno, & Vanourek, 2001; 

Riddle & Stedman, 2002) assume that it is a state's legislation that 

determines the number of charter schools in operation; however, no 

study has been conducted to explicitly examine this view or to 
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determine if it is warranted. It seems to me that in order to better 

understand the charter school phenomenon, it is important to 

explore the reasons certain states have more charter schools than 

others. 

As the total number of charter schools grows, comparisons 

can be made among the states. Differentiating standards and 

characteristics of each state appear to influence how many and 

what type of charter schools exist within their borders. The charter 

school movement is a complicated issue with many variables 

contributing to the outcomes. There are several possible positive 

results from the existence and growth of charter schools, including 

increased student achievement and diversity in school choice. 

However, in terms of a simplified measurement of success, I 

believe that the number of charter schools in operation provides a 

good guide; therefore, this parameter, as counted for each state, is 

the guiding dependent variable for the study. 
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The Study 

The hypothesis of this study is that the major factors 

involved in the determination of the number of charter schools in a 

state are: 

1. The strength of the state's charter law; 

2. The possibility of charter school management by for-

profit companies; 

3. The quality of the traditional public schools in the state; 

4. The number of years the law has been in effect in the 

state; 

5. The total Pre-K to Grade 12 student population of the 

state; and 

6. The proportion of minority students in the state. 

These six factors will be presented more extensively in Chapter II, 

along with the descriptive research that has led me to include them 

in the study. 

While each of the above factors contributes individually to 

the determination of the number of charter schools in a state, it is 

the intersection of all variables that is decisive. It appears that 
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each of the six factors carries a weight in the determination of the 

number of charter schools that operate in a state. In order to 

investigate the relationship between these variables and the number 

of charter schools in a state, I will use correlational analysis and 

multiple regression analysis on the data for each state. This will 

lead to a numerical outcome that will illustrate the connections 

between variables. 

With the production of these correlations, a basis will be 

established from which the importance of the variables on the 

number of charter schools in a state can be understood. Ideally, 

the outcome of this study will serve two main groups. First, 

legislators will benefit from knowledge of the effect that their laws 

have had on the number of charter schools in their states. Second, 

stakeholders and other interested parties will benefit because they 

will have a basis upon which to determine whether their states have 

an appropriate number of charter schools (within the context of its 

influencing elements). Since the factors influencing the numbers 

of charter schools are continuously subject to change, 

understanding how each one influences the number of charter 

20 



schools in a state should enhance everyone's understanding of the 

charter school environment. 

The details of this analysis are in Chapter III. 
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CHAPTER II 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON EACH 
OF THE SIX FACTORS 

This chapter will explore the background of each of the six 

factors included in the study. They are not presented in any 

presumed order of importance, but instead grouped together in 

terms of dependence on variability. The first two factors, the 

strength of legislation and the possibility of management by for-

profit companies, are highly dependent on the particulars of the 

state's charter school law, and possible amendments to it. The 

third factor, the quality of traditional public schools, does not 

depend upon the charter school law, but is tied to legislative action 

in the education domain. There is no possibility of modification to 

the number of years the law has been in effect, which is factor 

number four. The last two factors, the total Pre-K to 12 student 

population and the percentage of minority students, are, for the 

most part, out of the control of legislators. 

Due to the fact that a study has not previously been 

conducted to measure a possible correlation between the variables 
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and the number of charter schools, I am not able to refer to 

substantial research indicative of connections. I do, however, 

present information found about each factor, along with the 

sources of the data used in conducting the study. 

The Strength of the State's Charter Law 

The structure of legislation is the most widely written about 

component of charter schools. The context in which charter 

schools operate and their success as institutions are highly 

dependent on the legislation that a state approves, as well as the 

political orientation of policy makers. Scholars have looked at the 

details of legislation from many angles, breaking the elements into 

a variety of groups. Murphy and Dunn Shiffman (2002) cited five 

main areas of importance within state charter laws: legal status, 

freedom from laws and regulations, chartering agencies, length of 

charter, and caps on number of charter schools. These researchers 

then divided the states into the categories that best matched each 

state's charter law characteristics. 
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More simply, Riddle and Stedman (2002) separate charter 

laws by those that provide more or less autonomy from regulation 

by state and local education agencies. Their study shows a 

correlation between the autonomy provided to charter schools and 

the number of schools that are established. Similar to the division 

used by Riddle and Stedman, the Center for Education Reform 

(CER), a leading advocate of charter schools, uses the terms strong 

and weak laws, and within this framework, they outline 10 factors 

to further describe these statuses. While no state embodies all of 

the components, each state's charter law falls somewhere on a 

continuum between strong and weak (Cookson, 2002). 

The CER has published defining characteristics of charter 

laws; they posit that strong charter laws: 

• Place few restrictions on the number of charter schools 

allowed; 

• Authorize multiple chartering entities; 

• Allow a wide range of individuals and groups to apply for 

and receive charters; 

• Permit new and conversion charter schools; 
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• Do not require charter applicants to demonstrate strong 

community support prior to the granting of a charter; 

• Automatically waive most or all state and local education 

laws, regulations, and policies; 

• Grant charter schools high degrees of legal and operational 

autonomy; 

• Guarantee that 100 percent of per-pupil funding flows to 

charter schools; 

• Grant schools fiscal autonomy; and 

• Exempt charter schools from collective bargaining 

agreements and district work rules. 

The CER continues, defining weak charter laws as those that: 

• Place restrictions on the number of charter schools allowed; 

• Authorize a single chartering entity; 

• Restrict the types of individuals or groups that may apply for 

and receive charters; 

• Permit only conversion schools; 
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• Require charter applicants to demonstrate strong community 

support prior to the granting of a charter; 

• Do not automatically waive state and local education laws, 

regulations, and policies; 

• Restrict charter schools' legal and operational autonomy; 

• Do not guarantee that 100 percent of per-pupil funding flows 

to charter schools; 

• Do not grant charter schools fiscal autonomy; and 

• Do not exempt charter schools from collective bargaining 

agreements and district work rules. 

Utilizing these criteria, the CER has ranked 40 charter laws 

according to the strength that their legislation possesses. The 

CER's state-by-state ranking of charter school legislation, from 

strongest to weakest is presented in Table 2.1 on the following 

page. 
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Table 2.1: Ranking of strength of legislation by state 

Rank 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 

State 

Arizona 
Minnesota 
District of Columbia 
Delaware 
Michigan 
Massachusetts 
Indiana 
Florida 
Colorado 
New York 
Ohio 
North Carolina 
Pennsylvania 
Missouri 
California 
Oregon 
New Jersey 
Wisconsin 
Texas 
New Mexico 
Oklahoma 

Rank 

22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 
32. 
33. 
34. 
35. 
36. 
37-
38. 
39. 
40. 

State 

South Carolina 
New Hampshire 
Illinois 
Louisiana 
Georgia 
Idaho 
Utah 
Connecticut 
Nevada 
Wyoming 
Tennessee 
Hawaii 
Alaska 
Arkansas 
Rhode Island 
Virginia 
Kansas 
Iowa 
Mississippi 

Puerto Rico (not rated) 
Maryland (not rated) 

Source: Center for Education Reform (2004) 

While the law that each state passes is unique, there are 

inevitably many similarities since legislators observe the activities 

and successes or failures of other states and adapt their legislation 

accordingly. Hassel and Vergari (1997) studied the intra-state 
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movements of legislation and how information about charter school 

laws migrates. By using event-history analysis and interviews with 

legislators, they document tendencies of states to adopt stronger 

versus weaker laws. Their study concludes that the stronger laws 

were researched in more detail, with consultation of policy 

entrepreneurs such as Ted Kolderie of Minnesota. 

The rankings of the CER, as presented in Table 2.1, are used 

as data points for strength of legislation in this study. 

The Possibility of Charter School Management 
bv For-profit Companies 

In a report for the state of Massachusetts, Bracey (2002) 

suggested that in the context of the privatization of education, 

some reformers are simply seeking a part of the $700 billion that 

the United States spends on education. School choice policies 

expand opportunities for entrepreneurs, including private 

companies, to provide educational services. Indeed, Arsen, Plank, 

and Sykes (1999) believe that "charter schools present a set of 

conditions that are especially favorable for the entry and growth" 

of EMOs (p. 54). Part of their reasoning is the immense challenges 
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charter school founders face in starting a school. Not only must 

they develop and implement a curriculum and ensure that it 

complies with state regulations, but they also must open and 

maintain a building, as well as hire and pay a staff. Private 

companies, in the form of EMOs, are ready to provide these 

administrative services to charter schools and reap the potential 

benefits of profits. Further investigations into Michigan charter 

schools by Miron and Nelson (2002) found that 74 percent of 

charter schools in the state were run by EMOs. Another reason for 

the abundance of EMOs is the challenge that start-up costs present 

to new schools. Nelson, Muir, Drown, and To (2000) documented 

a rapid growth of for-profit companies managing charter schools 

and attributed it to the initial financing difficulties the schools 

face. 

Charter schools in Michigan seeking a profit are more likely 

to open elementary schools for two reasons: first, because they 

cost less to operate than secondary schools (due to the latter's 

increased expenses of specialized classes and extracurricular 

activities), and second, because the state pays the same per pupil 
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rate regardless of grade level (Arsen, Plank, & Sykes, 2000). 

Additionally, they often discourage the enrollment of potential 

students who are more expensive to educate, such as those with 

special needs. 

The provision that allows for-profit companies to manage or 

operate charter schools is seen by some as "the most contentious 

charter school issue" (Mahtesian, 1998, p. 26). The majority of 

states do not allow for-profit companies to directly manage and 

operate charter schools (Murphy & Dunn Shiffman, 2002). 

However, the Center for Education Reform reported in 2000 that 

20 states either allow the charter holder to subcontract the 

management of the charter to for-profit companies or do not 

explicitly prohibit them from doing so (Center for Education 

Reform, 2000). 

In terms of using this factor as a data point, the following 

three categories have been established by the Center for Education 

Reform (2004): (1) charter school may not be managed or operated 

by a for-profit organization; (2) charter school may be managed by, 

but not operated by, a for-profit organization; and (3) charter 
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school may be managed or operated by a for-profit organization. 

Operation of a charter school implies that the charter has been 

granted to the organization, whereas management does not mean 

complete oversight. The Center for Education Reform maintains 

information about each state's law; therefore, the placement of 

laws into the three categories is based upon their published data 

(Center for Education Reform, 2004). 

The Quality of the Traditional Public Schools 
in the State 

I think that the quality of the traditional public schools is 

integral in assessing the need for charter schools. In areas where 

student achievement is high and school ratings are strong, it seems 

likely that a decrease in demand for alternative schooling will 

exist. Conversely, when students and parents are not happy with 

their present school system, they will seek other venues and 

legislators will tend to respond to this demand by implementing a 

charter school law. 

Investigations into the condition of traditional public 

schooling and its relation to charter schools, however, are 
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inconsistent. In 1997, Mintrom and Vergari conducted a survey-

based study and found that states with low scores on the National 

Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), a measure commonly 

referred to in the United States as the nation's report card, relative 

to other states increased the likelihood that a charter law would be 

adopted. In contrast, Hassel (1999) did not find a statistically 

significant difference between high and low performing states on 

the NAEP and the likelihood of adopting a charter school law. 

Murphy and Dunn Shiffman (2002) suggest that these mixed 

messages "may indicate that test scores do not provide the most 

useful evidence of the condition of education in a state" (p. 44). 

I agree with Murphy and Dunn Shiffman and believe that a 

more accurate reflection of the quality of a state's public education 

system may be found in a combination of student achievement and 

operations ratings. Education Week published a comprehensive 

report in 2003 entitled Quality Counts 2003. In it, they reported 

scores for each state in the following categories: student 

achievement, standards and accountability, improving teacher 

quality, school climate, adequacy of resources, and equity of 
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resources. Because the data encompasses a range of variables 

related to the quality of schools, I use it in my analysis as the 

criteria to measure this component. 

The Number of Years the Law Has 
Been In Effect 

The longer a state has had charter legislation in effect, the 

more charter schools they are likely to have. Once a law is 

adopted, it makes sense that there would be a lapse in time before 

schools begin to open. It takes time to engender the desire in 

prospective founders to open a new school and considerable time is 

required for the planning stages of each school. 

The year that legislation was passed in each state is available 

from the Center for Education Reform. Therefore, I use the dates 

obtained from the Center's web site (Center for Education Reform, 

2004). 

33 



The Total Pre-K to Grade 12 Student Population 
of the State 

Higher populations typically generate more institutions, 

including schools. Charter schools should be no exception. With a 

larger pool of potential students, charter schools will likely have a 

more important raison d'etre, thus translating to more schools and 

higher enrollments within those schools. The latter reason is 

especially evident in California, where the state average of charter 

school enrollments is over 400, compared to average enrollments 

of fewer than 200 in Colorado, Massachusetts, and Michigan 

(Murphy & Dunn Shiffman, 2002). Education Week, in their 

Quality Counts 2003 report, listed state-by-state Pre-K to 12 

student populations and it is these numbers that are used in the 

data analysis. 

The Proportion of Minority Students in the State 

When charter schools began gaining popularity, the theory 

was that they would enroll the brightest students ("skim the cream 
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of the crop") and leave the more disadvantaged students for the 

traditional public schools to serve. However, research has shown 

the opposite (Lacireno-Paquet, Holyoke, Moser, & Henig, 2001). 

Charter schools tend to have more minority students, more 

economically disadvantaged students and more at-risk students 

(Moore, 2002). 

According to a nationwide study conducted in 2000, 40 

percent of charter school students are minorities compared with 30 

percent minorities in traditional public school systems (National 

Research Council, 2003). Apparently, charter schools may fill a 

need that traditional public schools are often not able to fill for 

minority students. Whether these students have trouble in school 

due to their disadvantaged backgrounds, their lack of English 

language skills, or general cultural differences, many are not able 

to excel in traditional public schools and are therefore more likely 

to have caregivers or parents who seek out alternative forms of 

education. 

There is significant literature regarding the ethnic histories 

and education of minority students that contributes to 
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understanding the phenomenon of higher numbers of minority 

students enrolling in charter schools. For example, Biddle (2001) 

uses the examples of students that are minorities, come from 

impoverished homes, or do not speak English fluently, and points 

out that they do not fare as well in the American education system 

as students without these disadvantages. 

Kohn (2002) concurs, noting that young people coming from 

disadvantaged backgrounds often struggle in traditional 

educational settings. He attributes this to many factors. For one, 

they are required to take high-stakes tests that are considered by 

critics as having been written toward middle class, white values 

and knowledge. This author points out that the unfairness of 

standardized tests has been emphasized for decades because of the 

inequality that they create and claims that the test questions are 

written so that students from privileged backgrounds will perform 

better. Therefore, this leaves most minority students at a 

disadvantage. Lower test scores are widely reported for these 

groups, and this has long ranging effects (Kohn, 2002). Kohn 

remarks: 
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We would expect minority and low-income students to 
be particularly affected by the incessant pressure on 
teachers to raise scores. When high stakes are applied 
to the students themselves, there is little doubt about 
who will be disproportionately denied diplomas as a 
consequence of failing an exit exam, or who will simply 
give up and drop out in anticipation of such an idea. 
Today, more than forty percent of African American 
and Latino ninth graders in Texas never make it to 
graduation in that high-stakes-testing state, (p. 254) 

Minority students in the United States officially include 

Hispanic, African American, Asian, and Native American, 

However, Biddle (2001) states that the overall number of young 

Hispanics in public schools is proportionally higher than that of 

the average population. Indeed, Hispanic immigrants have been 

the largest segment of the population growth in the U.S. In 1980, 

there were approximately 2 million Mexican-born immigrants in 

America, but by 1990, this number had grown to 4.3 million 

(Biddle, 2001). The U.S. Census Bureau predicts that the Hispanic 

sector will grow faster than any other, with approximately 325,000 

immigrants arriving annually over the next 50 years. This trend in 

immigration has, and will continue to have, a profound effect on 

schools. The Hispanic population, both immigrant and U.S.-born, 
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is younger (median age of 25 compared to 32 among the general 

population) and has a higher birth rate (2.7 compared to 2) (Biddle, 

2001). 

Compounding the challenges of educating this large 

percentage of Hispanic children is the fact that their parents often 

have lower levels of formal education. As a comparison, 77 

percent of U.S. born adults have at least a high school diploma and 

20 percent have completed a bachelor's degree or higher, while 

only 25 percent of Hispanic immigrants hold the equivalent of a 

high school diploma and 3.5 percent have a bachelor's degree. 

This juxtaposition is evident in the link between parents' formal 

education and their children's academic achievement as well as the 

widely documented and persistent under-achievement of Hispanic 

students (Goldberg & Gallimore, 2001), 

Schaeter (2001) points out that the American society has not 

been able to address the problems facing the truly disadvantaged, 

many of whom are African-American and Hispanic, Historically, 

many American taxpayers, predominantly White, were unwilling to 

subsidize the public education of African-Americans and Hispanics 
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at the same levels of White students. While this has changed over 

the years, today's schools continue to show the results of the 

uneven spending of the past. This unbalance has affected the 

status and progress of many generations of minorities; thus, 

education is an important variable to control in promoting the 

advancement of minorities (Schaeter, 2001). 

The inherent inequality in the educational system is also 

manifested by the difference between poor neighborhood schools 

and rich neighborhood schools. For example, students coming 

from poor neighborhoods, often part of a minority group, don't 

have the same initial opportunities to excel. Because they don't 

have the advantage of having attended a good pre-school, having 

access to a computer at home, and hearing stimulating 

conversations, they are less likely to be able to bring outside 

knowledge into the classroom and into their schoolwork (Kohn, 

2002). This early disadvantage is augmented by the lack of 

resources that poorer schools have to offer. As a result, many 

disadvantaged students fall further and further behind their peers 

(Kohn, 2002). 
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The obstacles facing disadvantaged students can lead them to 

have lower grades, lower self-esteem and lower self-efficacy 

(Rouse, 2001). I believe that these factors increase the likelihood 

that low-income minority students will end up as at-risk students, 

left to search for an alternative education in which they can thrive. 

As a consequence, it seems to me that many minority and low-

income students find the difference they need in a charter school. 

The smaller schools often cater more to the needs of 

disadvantaged, at-risk youth. Sometimes, they offer shorter school 

days, and an overall quicker route to a high school diploma. Other 

charter schools take a more proactive approach, offering more 

counseling and other medical services, and helping students learn 

vocational skills so that they will be better prepared to obtain a job 

after graduation. 

Education Week, in their Quality Counts 2003 report, listed 

state-by state percentages of minority students, and it is these 

numbers that I will use in my study. 
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Factors Not Included 

Political Climate - Republican versus 
Democratic Legacies 

While members of both conservative and liberal ideologies 

are often found to be supportive of charter schools, their reasons 

differ (Miron & Nelson, 2002), Conservatives view the 

implementation of charter legislation as a step toward further 

privatization activities. Conversely, liberals see charter schools as 

a way to keep further privatization of education at bay. However, 

Mintrom and Vergari (1997) found that charter school legislation 

was more likely to be considered in states where Republicans 

controlled both houses. Hassel (1999) concurred with this finding, 

showing two-thirds of the states with Republican controlled houses 

passing charter legislation. This compared with only 15% of 

Democratic controlled houses passing charter legislation during the 

same period. This may be an indication of the importance of 

political legacy in the passage of charter legislation and the 

strength of the law, which has already been accounted for by the 

first factor of the study. Since the consideration of law passage is 
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not the focus of this study, it will not be included as a separate 

data point. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Since I approached the issue of charter schools based on the 

hypothesis of the ability of six chosen variables to predict the 

number of charter schools in a state, I am conducting this study 

using multiple regression analysis. Montgomery, Peck, and Vining 

(2001) state that: "regression analysis is a statistical technique for 

investigating and modeling the relationship between variables" (p. 

1). According to these scholars, one of the four main uses of 

regression models is prediction and estimation. Another advantage 

of using this statistical model is that it helps judge the strength of 

relationships between variables (Sen & Srivastava, 1990). There is 

a high level of interdependence between the factors that I have 

described in the preceding chapter, and regression analysis will 

allow me to disentangle the relative effects on the dependent 

variable of the six independent variables (Allan, 1997). According 

to Sen and Srivastava (1990), the term regression was first used by 

a late nineteenth century scientist. Sir Francis Gallon, who studied 
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the relationship of heights of parents and their children. Since that 

time, it has been applied in a wide range of fields, including the 

social sciences, engineering, medical research and business 

(Montgomery, Peck, & Vining, 2001). 

As noted earlier, 42 charter laws have been enacted as of 

February 2004, of which 40 have been evaluated and rated by the 

Center for Education Reform (2004). Maryland and Puerto Rico 

passed their legislation in 2003 and thus there has not been 

sufficient time for the details of the laws to be analyzed. 

Therefore, I will focus on the 40 charter law statutes passed 

between 1991 and 2002. Data on each of the six dependent 

variables, as well as the independent variable, included in the 

study are presented in Table 3.1, on the following page. 
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Table 3.1: State by State Data 

State 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Louisiana 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

Strength 
of Leg. 

7 
40 
6 
26 
32 
12 
37 
38 
33 
15 
8 
14 
17 
34 
2 
3 
16 
35 
36 
39 
1 

27 
11 
18 
24 
21 
31 
29 
30 
20 
25 
28 
5 
19 
9 
22 
13 
4 
23 
10 

#of 

cs 
20 

491 
11 

500 
93 
16 
13 
43 
258 
36 
26 
16 
30 
17 
0 
31 
42 
50 
210 
95 
1 

27 
14 
0 
52 
37 
51 
94 
142 
12 
43 
103 
8 
19 
4 

241 
19 
9 

147 
1 

#yrs. 
Leg. 

in 
effect 

8 
9 
8 
11 
10 
7 
8 
8 
7 
10 
9 
5 
7 
2 
1 
9 
8 
10 
10 
12 
6 
5 
6 
8 
7 
10 
5 
7 
6 
4 
4 
6 
8 
7 
1 
8 
5 
5 
10 
8 

#of 
Pre-K -12 
Students 
134,000 
904,000 
448,000 

6,248,000 
742,000 
570,000 
115,000 
68,000 

2,500,000 
1,471,000 
185,000 
246,000 

2,068,000 
995,000 
491,000 
468,000 
731,000 
980,000 
1,734,000 
846,000 
492,000 
893,000 
356,000 
211,000 
1,381,000 
316,000 

2,920,000 
1,304,000 
1,808,000 
620,000 
552,000 

1,810,000 
158,000 
648,000 
938,000 

4,128,000 
478,000 
1,163,000 
879,000 
88,000 

% 
Minority 
Students 

38.5 
47.2 
28.3 
62.6 
31.8 
29.9 
39.3 
95.5 
46.5 
45.3 
79.6 
13.9 
40.2 
16.4 
9.7 
20.9 
51.1 
24.2 
25.3 
17.1 
52.7 
20.9 
43.2 
4.5 
39.8 
64.7 
45.1 
39 

19.6 
35.1 
19.1 
21.8 
25.7 
45.1 
27.5 
58 
14.1 
36.4 
19.3 
12.1 

For-profit 
Mgmt 

2 
3 
2 
3 
3 
2 
3 
2 
2 
2 
1 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
2 
2 
3 
3 
2 

Quality 1 
Achieve 

ment 
0 

155 
133 
124 
91 
268 
72 
45 
65 
155 
112 
116 
109 
129 
100 
133 
112 
254 
155 
249 
94 
191 
140 
38 
0 

127 
188 
195 
130 
171 
204 
0 

190 
136 
161 
186 
197 
205 
95 
201 

Quality 2 
Operations 

Ratings 
18 
22 
37 
35 
25 
40 
36 
14 
30 
30 
34 
26 
29 
39 
23 
36 
35 
39 
35 
34 
21 
32 
31 
19 
26 
35 
41 
38 
34 
37 
33 
23 
30 
37 
27 
32 
26 
33 
30 
29 

Source: Center for Education Reform (2004), Education Week (2003) 
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The acquisition of data for four of the variables (strength of 

law, number of years legislation has been in effect, number of Pre-

K to 12 students, and proportion of minority students) was 

straightforward and is presented in Table 3.1 in the form that it 

was obtained. The Center for Education Reform (2004) updated 

their ratings of charter law strength in February 2004; therefore it 

is this most recently published information that is used in the 

study. As discussed in Chapter II, they rank the laws based upon 

10 criteria that they view as signifying strength or weakness in 

areas such as authorizing agencies, limits on numbers of schools, 

funding, accountability and autonomy. The number of charter 

schools in each state that is included in this study is also based 

upon the CER's updated information, and reflects the number of 

schools in operation for the 2003-2004 school year. The total 

number of Pre-K to 12 students, as well as the proportion of 

minority students, in each state was found in Education Week's 

Quality Counts 2003 report. They reported total student 

populations based on the U.S. Department of Education National 

Center for Statistics report entitled "Early Estimates of Public 
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Elementary and Secondary Education Statistics: School Year 2001-

02." Their figures include all prekindergarten through grade 12 

students enrolled at a school or local education agency on the 

school day closest to October 1, 2001. The proportion of minority 

students is cited from the U.S. Department of Education National 

Center for Education Statistics report entitled "Overview of Public 

Elementary and Secondary Schools and Districts: School Year 

2000-01." The figures include all students not classified as "white, 

non-Hispanic" in the report. 

Two of the data points (possibility of for-profit management 

and quality of traditional schools) required some adaptation to fit 

into the study. The Center for Education Reform (2004) outlines 

each state's charter law, including whether or not charter schools 

may be managed or operated by a for-profit organization. Using 

this information, the 40 charter laws can be easily categorized into 

three distinct groups. Group one includes six states that do not 

allow for-profit companies to either manage or operate charter 

schools; group two includes 28 states that allow for-profit 

companies to manage charter schools, but not operate them; and 
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group three included six states that allow for-profit companies to 

manage and operate charter schools. I designated group numbers 

based on increasing levels of permissibility in the charter law, 

assuming a higher number to indicate greater strength. 

As for the quality variable, I utilized the report card 

presented by Education Week's Quality Counts 2003 report. For 

each state, they report 12 columns of data, which I separated into 

two components to measure quality: that of Student Achievement 

(Quality 1) and what I call Operations Ratings (Quality 2). The 

first seven data points in the report concern Student Achievement, 

including 4'*" grade and 8'^ grade 2000 NAEP scores for math, 

science, reading, and writing (8'^ grade only). For each state, I 

summed the total of these scores. Two of the states that have 

charter laws (New Jersey and Pennsylvania) were listed with 

missing data in all fields of Student Achievement, while a few 

states were missing one to six data points. Education Week (2003) 

explains this by stating that missing data indicate the state did not 

participate in the national assessment, or that the sample was too 

small to make a reliable estimate. In the analysis, the states with 
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missing data were given zero points for this factor in order that 

they could be incorporated into the study as a whole and 

represented in the overall correlations between factors. 

Operations Ratings encompassed five variables including 

Standards and Accountability, Improving Teacher Quality, School 

Climate, Adequacy of Resources, and Equity of Resources. The 

values assigned to Operations Ratings categories were in the form 

of letter grades ranging from A to F, including plusses and minuses 

for each letter. To translate these ratings into numeric values, I 

assigned each letter a numeric equivalent (A+: 14, A: 13, A-: 12, 

B+: 11, etc., down to F: 1), Subsequently, I summed the values for 

each state. Again, some of the states were missing data, but no 

state was missing all data points under Operation Ratings, 

All of the data listed in Table 3,1 was transferred to SPSS 

(Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) for analysis. Using 

SPSS, I performed three operations: simple linear regression, 

hierarchical set regression, and correlations by EMO group. The 

outcomes of these procedures are presented in the following 

chapter. 
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CHAPTER IV 

FINDINGS 

The means and standard deviations in this study are 

identified in Table 4.1. Data distributions were examined for 

normality and error terms evaluated for homoscedasticity; the data 

do not significantly violate the requirements imposed by 

parametric statistical analyses. First order correlations of each 

independent variable with the dependent variable, number of 

charter schools, are provided in Table 4.2. There are strong, 

positive correlations between number of charter schools and the 

variables of total Pre-K to 12 students (0.690), strength (0.481), 

and number of years legislation has been in effect (0.388). The 

significance level of the correlations between these variables was 

at statistically significant levels of 0.000, 0.001, and 0,007, 

respectively. In addition, there was a strong, positive correlation 

(0.599) between Quality 1 and Quality 2, with a significance level 

exceeding an alpha of 0.0001. This correlation level between 

quality measurements reinforces the assumption by many educators 
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that high operations ratings can have a positive influence on 

student achievement (Biddle, 2001). 

Simple Linear Regression 

With five of the variables entered in the simple linear 

regression (the omitted variable, for-profit management, will be 

addressed following the regression analyses), an R squared of .664 

was found, as well as an F value of 10.853 and a significance level 

of 0.000. Hence, the variables input into the analysis (strength of 

legislation, number of years law in effect, total Pre-K to 12 

students, proportion of minority students, quality 1 [student 

achievement], and quality 2 [operations ratings]), predict 66.4% of 

the variance in the dependent variable, number of charter schools, 

with a significance level exceeding an alpha of 0.0001. 

Table 4.3 depicts the standardized Beta coefficients of each 

independent variable with respect to the number of charter schools. 

Four variables were found to be significant: Strength (0.018), 

Quality 2 (0.033), number of years legislation in effect (0.045), 

and total Pre-K to 12 students (0.000). The highest Beta 
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coefficient was that of total Pre-K to 12 students at 0.637. The 

variables of Quality 1 and proportion of minority students were 

found to not have significance, indicative in the low correlation 

levels with number of charter schools. 

Hierarchical Set Regression 

I continued the statistical analysis portion of my inquiry with 

a hierarchical set regression. This framework allowed me to 

motivate the structure of my analysis with theoretical knowledge I 

gained through researching the six independent variables and to 

enter them into the model in the order of what I believe to have the 

strongest prediction power over number of charter schools. The 

results of this procedure are more valuable in that they have a 

stronger relationship to the background information and knowledge 

base regarding the development of charter schools as presented 

earlier. 

Since the total Pre-K to 12 student population was expected 

to be a strong predictor of number of charter schools by its very 

nature, I entered it first; this completed group one in this analysis. 
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The variable strength of legislation is central to the creation and 

growth of number of charter schools; if the law authorizing charter 

schools is inherently weak, the number of schools will be low. In 

addition, it is consistently given high import by researchers in the 

field of education and public policy. Therefore, I chose it as the 

second variable to enter. Along with strength of the law, the 

variable number of years legislation has been in effect is a part of 

the legislation impact, and thus a crucial aspect, so I designated it 

as third in importance. These latter two variables were categorized 

into group two. Finally, it was reasoned that the level of quality of 

the traditional schools would be lowest in order of importance of 

the available variables, especially since previous research on this 

relationship proved inconsistent, as outlined in chapter 2. Both 

Quality 1 and Quality 2 were input as group three. Since the 

proportion of minority students was found in the simple linear 

regression to be insignificant and not correlated, it was not 

included. 

The results of the hierarchical set regression are provided in 

Table 4.4. Group one, consisting of the total Pre-K to 12 students 
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showed an R square of 0.476, which shows that the total number of 

students predicts 47.6% of the variance in the number of charter 

schools. An additional 13.5% of the variance is explained by the 

number of years legislation has been in effect and the strength of 

the law. Lastly, the variables measuring quality were entered into 

the analysis, and found to account for a further 5.2% of the 

variance. The first two groups maintained statistically significant 

levels, as expressed by the Sig. F change in Table 4.4; however, 

the significance level of quality was a little higher than the 

accepted level of p^0.05, but at 0.086, it was very close and should 

still be considered. 

Within the hierarchical set regression, Quality 1 was the only 

variable that didn't correlate and proved to be insignificant at a 

level of 0.303. This did not come as a surprise due in part to the 

missing data points from the Education Week (2003) report card. 

The effect of any possible correlation of Quality 1 with number of 

charter schools is thus diminished. Additionally, the lack of 

correlation found in my study concurs with Hassel's findings 
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(1999) of there not being a difference between states with high or 

low NAEP scores and their propensity for adopting a charter law. 

For-Profit Management Category 
Correlational Analysis 

While I believe, based on the research, that the opportunity 

of for-profit management of charter schools has an effect on the 

number of schools in operation, I was not able to include the 

variable in the regression analyses outlined above. This was due to 

the fact that the variable was coded into three groups and the 

sample size for groups one and three were too small to have 

predictive validity. However, I did conduct a correlation analysis 

by group category in order to observe possible trends or patterns. 

The findings proved to be interesting, as several variables were 

considered statistically significant, but they were not consistent 

across group categories. The complete output of this statistical 

procedure can be found as Table A.l in the Appendix. 

There were four significant variables among the three groups 

with respect to a correlation with the number of charter schools; 

however, the variables in each case did not match up. In group 
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one, the variable Quality 2 (Operations Ratings) was found to have 

a very strong, positive correlation of 0.955, with a significance 

level of 0.003. Moreover, the variable number of years legislation 

in effect had a very strong, positive correlation of 0,875, with a 

significance level of 0,022, In group two, the variable total Pre-K 

to 12 students had a strong, positive correlation of 0,752 and a 

significance level of 0,000, Also in group two, the variable 

strength had a strong, positive correlation of 0,522 with a 

significance of 0,004, In group three, no variables were deemed 

significant; the strongest correlation was with proportion of 

minority students at 0,702 (significance of 0.120). 

Correlations between other variables differed, too, across 

groupings. Most likely due to the small sample size of groups one 

and three, there were no significant correlations. In group two, 

though, there were two: (1) between Quality 1 and Quality 2 

(r=0.599, sig.=0.002); and (2) between strength and total Pre-K to 

12 students (r=0.395, sig.=0.038). 

For a visual representation. Figures A.l to A.7 in the 

Appendix present the relationships between variables in scatterplot 
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format. The illustrations were produced using the graphing 

function of SPSS. 
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Table 4.3: Beta Coefficients for Simple Linear Regression 

Strength 
Quality 1 
Quality 2 
# yrs. Leg. In effect 
Pre-K to 12 students 
% minority 

Standardized 
Beta 

Coefficients 
0.273 
0.134 
-0.292 
0.229 
0.637 
0.011 

t 
2.500 
1.030 
-2.224 
2.087 
5.734 
0.095 

Sig. 
0.018 
0.311 
0.033 
0,045 
0,000 
0.925 

Table 4.4: Variable Model Summary for Hierarchical Set Regression 

IVIodel R Square 
Adjusted 
R Square 

Std. Error of 
the Estimate 

1 
2 
3 

0.690 
0.782 
0.815 

0.476 
0.611 
0.664 

0.462 
0.579 
0.614 

85.675 
75.799 
72.576 

IVIodel 
1 
2 
3 

Change Statistics 
R Square 
Change 
0.476 
0.135 
0.052 

F Change 
34.521 
6.274 
2.634 

dfl 
1 
2 
3 

df2 
38 
36 
34 

Sig. F Change 
0.000 
0.005 
0.086 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

Based on the presumptions of researchers that strength of 

legislation is the most important aspect determining the number of 

charter schools in operation, it might have been hypothesized that 

Arizona, Minnesota, Washington, D.C., Delaware, and Michigan 

would have the highest numbers of schools, since they rank in the 

top five of legislative strength. Indeed, Arizona comes in second 

with respect to number of charter school, closely behind 

California. (However, California is ranked 15'^ in strength.) The 

other four states in the top five according to strength have the 

following numbers of charter schools: Minnesota (95), 

Washington, D.C. (43), Delaware (13), and Michigan (210). 

Therefore, it can be deduced that there are other factors that 

substantially influence the number of charter schools in a state. 

My own theory, before I began the data analysis, was that 

strength of legislation, number of years legislation has been in 

effect, and proportion of minority students would be the most 
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important factors. Following in this vein, I saw that the four states 

with the most charter schools (California, Arizona, Florida, and 

Texas) embody these characteristics: they have strong legislation 

that has been in existence for a significant amount of time and they 

have a large percentage of minority students. Perhaps because of 

the higher proportions of minority children in these four states, I 

hypothesized, legislators created strong charter laws early in the 

reform movement. Subsequently, it seemed to me that 

entrepreneurs and concerned organizations or individuals had tried 

to fill the needs of these students by creating charter schools. 

Upon obtaining the statistical results of the study, my views 

were slightly altered. SPSS correlations showed that three of the 

six factors were significant with respect to number of charter 

schools, which has led me to reconsider my original theory. Using 

Simple Linear Regression, the variables, in order of correlation 

strength with number of charter schools are: 

1. Total number of Pre-K to 12 students [0.690]; 

2. Strength of legislation [0.481J; and 

3. Number of years legislation has been in effect [0,388], 
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The significance and correlation of these three variables is not 

dramatically surprising; however, I was hoping that some of the 

other variables, too, would have stronger relationships to the 

dependent variable. This lack of significance and correlation of 

the other four variables could be due in part to confounds in the 

data. To begin with, the quality of traditional public schools is a 

difficult variable to account for and represent accurately. Second, 

as much of an influence that researchers maintain that the 

opportunity of for-profit management has, it proved to be 

incompatible with the method of regression analyses used. As 

previously mentioned, there were not enough data points to give 

the variable significance in analyzing all three groups. Finally, 

perhaps because the difference between percentage of minority 

students found in charter schools (40% nationwide) versus 

traditional public schools (30%) is not wide enough for it to have 

been a significant factor. 

Following my attempt to account for the results of the 

regression analyses, I believe it is necessary to reconcile the lines 

of reasoning of previous researchers, my own hypotheses, and the 
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SPSS output. This can best be accomplished with a deeper perusal 

of Table 3.1, where the majority of the state's number of charter 

schools do seem to align with all the influencing factors outlined 

throughout the study, some seeming to hold more importance than 

others. However, some do not follow the proposed theoretical 

basis and need more explanation. A description of my method of 

reasoning through the numbers, as well as a description of some of 

the outliers, follows. 

Individually, the states with the highest numbers of charter 

schools (California, Arizona, Florida, and Texas) make sense, 

especially when total student population is accounted for. While 

California and Texas fall somewhat lower in strength of 

legislation, 15 and 19 , respectively, these two states have the 

highest student populations of the union, at 6.2 million and 4.1 

million, respectively. Arizona and Florida, on the other hand, have 

lower, but still above average, populations and, to compensate, 

they have stronger legislation. Within this framework of strength 

in one variable compensating for weakness in another variable, 

Washington, D . C , with 43 charter schools, falls into place with a 
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strong charter law (ranked 3'̂ '̂ ), but with a low student population 

(68,000). Delaware shows a similar outline of numbers, ranking 

4'^ in strength of legislation, and serving 115,000 students; thus, 

the state has more students than Washington, D .C , but only has 13 

charter schools. Both states have had legislation in effect for 8 

years. The difference in numbers may lie in the lower percentage 

of minority students in Delaware (39% compared with 95%); it 

could also have something to do with a difference in Quality 

Ratings, but due to missing data for Washington, D .C , a 

comparison would not be equitable. 

Minnesota, the first state to implement charter school 

legislation, which remains strong, ranked at 2"̂ *. However, it has 

only 95 charter schools in operation. Upon reflection, it could be 

attributed to the low student population (846,000), low minority 

student population (17,1%), and high quality ratings (249 for 

Student Achievement, compared with a mean of 135, and 34 for 

Operations, compared with a mean of 34), New York and 

Massachusetts could be expected to have more charter schools 

based on their strength of legislation and their student population; 
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however, both have some of the stronger quality ratings. One state 

that I am not able to justify is New Hampshire, which has no 

charter schools in operation, despite the fact that they have had the 

law in place for eight years and that the legislation is of average 

strength (ranked 23"^). They have a somewhat low population and 

low percentage of minority students, but not low enough to explain 

the absence of charter schools. 

Based on the existing research on charter schools, I believe 

that all of the variables listed included in the study have some 

impact on the number of charter schools. The data analysis with 

SPSS did not show each one to be significant or even strongly 

correlated. (As previously mentioned, this could have been due in 

part to confounding data.) However, I believe that there is 

interdependence between the variables that cannot be accounted for 

by computer software. Each state attempts to make its own 

legislation somewhat unique from that of other states, and by so 

doing, they hopefully take into consideration the facets of their 

state's population and what type of legislation will best serve the 

citizens. If they do not, charter school proponents and opponents 
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will now have a framework with which to justify or challenge the 

existing numbers of schools. 

Limitations of Study 

The sample used in the study was not random, but 

represented data points for all charter laws that had been ranked by 

the Center for Education Reform, Therefore, the total body of 

information was limited by this predetermined state of affairs. 

Because the status of charter schools and the laws that govern them 

are not stable and apt to be changed by new and amended 

legislation, the results of the study may not hold true at points in 

the future. As the number of charter schools grows, variables may 

be affected in ways that current researchers cannot predict. The 

missing data for Quality 1 affected the overall correlations between 

variables; if the data had been complete, a different result may 

have been found. However, the significance and strong, positive 

correlation between the two Quality variables strengthens the 

argument that the data portrayed an accurate picture of that factor. 
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Strengths of Study 

This study accomplished what no other study has explicitly 

set out to measure: determining the correlations between the 

variables that determine number of charter schools, based on data 

analysis instead of on hypotheses and general observation. As a 

result of general charter school information and policy research, an 

encompassing variety of variables were chosen to be included; my 

initial investigation into the topic provided a strong basis with 

which to choose these variables. They are believed to be 

representative of the ways in which growth occurs. A final 

strength of the data used in the study is that it was obtained from 

external, objective sources. 

Suggestions for Further Research 

Peterson and Campbell (2001) rightly point out that while 

some charter schools serve a higher-income clientele, others focus 

on disadvantaged and minority populations. Researchers (Schorr, 

2002; Weil, 2000; Finn, Manno, & Vanourek, 2000) often cite case 

studies of charter schools and these include examples of schools in 
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upper-middle class suburbs that offer extended arts or science 

programs, as well as inner-city schools that work with at-risk 

students who may be on their last chance of obtaining a high 

school diploma. The people who open charter schools have 

different motives; some seem to truly want to make a difference in 

education, while others seem to be motivated by business 

ownership and profit. (Fortunately, whatever the impetus for 

opening a charter school, the founders provide students with an 

alternative form of public education to that of the traditional 

school setting.) 

In Lubbock, Texas, we have four charter schools and three of 

them fall into the second category: they serve predominately at-

risk students and were founded by people who are market-oriented. 

Interestingly, each of these in managed by a for-profit company. 

My theory of this possible association can be better understood by 

Figure 5.1, 
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Non
profit/community 

organization 

At-risk students 

Non-at-risk students 
(special ethnic group 
curriculum or high-

achieving arts or science 
students) 

For-profit 
management 

Figure 5,1: Hypothesized relationships of for-profit status and 
student status 

I wonder if and how this local phenomenon that I have 

observed in Lubbock holds true across the state and even in other 

states, I imagine that the relationship would vary in strength 

between states with different allowances of for-profit management 

opportunities. Reviewing a larger sample size could also enhance 

this sort of undertaking, perhaps by looking at data from individual 

schools, instead of by individual states. 

Another observation that I have made in Lubbock, Texas, is 

that there is almost no publicity or dialogue about the local charter 
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schools, I wonder if this is due to competition or cooperation 

between them and the traditional public schools. When I visited 

the charter school and asked how students found out about their 

institution, I was told that it was primarily by word of mouth or by 

referral from the traditional public schools. The first example 

indicates to me that perhaps the charter schools don't have 

sufficient funds to advertise and/or that perhaps the leaders of 

local media have strong ties to school district administrators and 

thus do not offer, or even prohibit, coverage of charter schools by 

their journalists. If students find out about charter schools through 

their traditional public school, it could be suggested that the latter 

are perhaps trying to "unload" their poorer performing students on 

the charter schools. The many facets of competition versus 

cooperation could provide many topics for future research studies. 

There has, in recent years, been a new trend within the 

charter school world: virtual charter schools. These schools often 

function exclusively online with direct teacher contact by 

telephone and e-mail. Students complete their work at home and 

meet with other students and school staff for special occasions or 
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conferences. As this form of institution grows in number, it could 

be helpful to monitor and compare their rise and success with that 

of bricks and mortar charter schools. 

As can be seen on the map in Figure 1,1, there are 10 states 

that have not passed charter legislation. An investigation into the 

background of this fact might be interesting, including determining 

why four of the states are grouped together in the northern mid

west (Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota, and Nebraska), 

Most traditional public schools are in the process of 

assimilating the No Child Left Behind legislation of 2000, which 

outlines stringent requirements for schools deemed failing based 

on their students' test scores, with their current operations and 

procedures. An inquiry into how this legislation affects charter 

schools would provide an interesting insight and assistance for 

charter school operators and stakeholders. 

Regardless of the particular theme researchers take with 

charter schools, it will most likely continue to be a topic for 

profound consideration. 
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APPENDIX 

I believe the most widely debated component in the future of 

charter schools will be the provision regarding school management 

and operation by for-profit companies, I was disappointed that this 

data component could not have been better captured in my data 

analysis; thus, I have included the SPSS output of this aspect with 

the intention of it possibly serving as a resource or guide to myself 

or other researchers in other studies. 

Table A.l: For-profit Management Category Correlational Analysis Output 

For-profit management grouping 

# of charter schools 

Strength 

Quality 1 

NU ^"^'"^2 

# yrs Leg. In effect 

Pre-K lo 12 students 

% minority 

# of charter schools 

Strength 

Quality 1 

Nie '""""'' 
# yra. Leg. In effect 

Pre-K lo 12 students 

% minority 

# of charter schools 

Strength 

Quality 1 

N!6 °'"'"^^ 
It yrs. Leg. In effect 

Pre-K to 12 students 

% minority 

Pearson correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
Pearson conelatlon 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
Pearson correlation 
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Scatterplots of Correlations between dependent variable 
and independent variables 

As a visual learner myself, I wanted readers of this study to 

be able to implicitly understand the relationships between the 

variables, regardless of whether or not they understand the 

statistical measurements presented in Chapter 4, With the 

exception of the association with quality of schools, which has a 

negative relationship, one should be able to perceive a positive 

relationship (some more apparent than others) in each of the 

following graphs. 
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FigureA.l: Relationship between Number of Charter Schools and 
Strength of Legislation 
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Figure A,2: Relationship between Number of Charter Schools and 
For-Profit Management of Charter Schools 
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Figure A,3: Relationship between Number of Charter Schools and 
Quality 1 (Student Achievement) 
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Quality as nneasured by Opei^tions Ratings 

Figure A,4: Relationship between Number of Charter Schools and 
Quality 2 (Operations Ratings) 

Figure A,5: Relationship between Number of Charter Schools and 
Number of Years Legislation in effect 
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Figure A,6: Relationship between Number of Charter Schools and 
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