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ABSTRACT 

This ex post facto, causal-comparative quantitative study assessed the math and English language 

arts (ELA) 7th to 8th-grade academic growth among Black students enrolled in Philadelphia’s 

black-operated public charter schools, non-black operated charter schools, and traditional public 

schools while controlling for 6th-grade exam scores. Over 65 years after Brown versus Board of 

Education disallowed public school segregation, the academic achievement gap between Black 

and white students persists. Various parental and educational stakeholders have considered 

charter public schools as suitable educational alternatives for narrowing this academic gap. This 

condition along with an assertion by some community activists that Black leaders are best suited 

for educating Black children served as the impetus for this study. The sample included student 

scores (n = 463 for math and n= 506 for ELA) from the 2016 to 2019 Pennsylvania System of 

School Assessment (PSSA) exams. The researcher statistically assessed the data with a one-

way analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) and used the dynamic model of educational 

effectiveness to theoretically analyze the findings. There were no statistically significant 

differences in the academic growth among Black students in the three types of schools. Further 

analysis of the data revealed that students in non-black operated charter schools had higher mean 

scores on the math and ELA exams than their counterparts. The continued failure of public 

schools to provide an equitable, quality education for many Black students should encourage 

further investigations into the possible effects of charter schools and Black leaders on academic 

performance.  

Keywords: academic growth, black-operated schools, charter public schools, dynamic 

model, school-level factors, traditional public schools. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

Overview 

This causal-comparative quantitative study sought to determine if there were differences 

in Black students' academic growth in Philadelphia’s black-operated charter public schools 

(BCPS), non-Black operated public charter schools (NCPS), and traditional public schools 

(TPS). Chapter One shares information on the educational challenges and disparity in outcomes 

that many Black students have experienced. The chapter also provides an overview of the study’s 

primary components. It begins with a brief historical overview of Black Americans’ fight for 

equitable and quality education, the current social context of this issue, and the role of public 

schools in this scholastic experience. An overview of the theoretical framework and its suitability 

for examining the issue follows this overview. Next, the statement of the problem summarizes 

the extant relevant literature on this topic. The study’s purpose, significance, and two research 

questions follow the problem statement. Chapter One concludes with a list of key terms and 

definitions. 

Background 

Despite decades of federal, state, and local educational reform, funding, and program 

initiatives, significant achievement, and attainment gaps continue to persist between Black and 

white students (Taylor et al., 2018). Over 65 years after the Brown versus Board of Education 

decision that prohibited school segregation, the debate continues about the best way to provide 

an equitable and quality education for all children (Cohodes, 2018; Jeynes, 2018; Taylor et al., 

2018). Two assertions made by African American Charter Schools Coalition (AACSC) members 

brought some media attention to this issue. First, the AACSC accused the city of Philadelphia’s 

school board of unfairly treating and targeting black-operated schools for closure (Bailey, 2020). 
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Philadelphia school district (PSD) data from 2014 to 2019 revealed that minorities operated 

almost eighty-seven percent of the charter public schools (CPS) that were closed in Philadelphia 

(Hann, 2019). In response, a school board representative argued that academic, financial, and 

other organizational shortfalls were the primary reasons for the school closures (Hann, 2019). A 

search of extant literature yielded a limited number of studies that provided mixed findings on 

this issue. Results from two multi-state studies on CPS applications and school closures showed 

that regulatory barriers dampened approval rates for Black and Latino applicants and that charter 

schools with large minority student populations had greater closure rates (Center for Research, 

2017; Kingsbury et al., 2020). While a systematic review of 23 Afro-centric charter schools 

found that only 34% of these schools met adequate yearly progress goals (Teasley et al., 2016).  

Furthermore, the AACSC argued that schools operated by Black leaders and teachers 

provide the best learning environments for Black children (Bailey, 2020). One study of 82,409 

students from over 200 schools, found that Black students with culturally matched teachers 

experienced several positive effects (Egalite & Kisida, 2018). These results supported findings 

from other researchers which showed that children with same race teachers had a better work 

ethic, higher motivation, more confidence, greater self-esteem, and better academic outcomes 

(Egalite & Kisida, 2018; Gershenson, 2019; Gershenson, Hart, Hyman, et al., 2018; Gershenson, 

Holt, & Papageorge, 2016). Yet, school demographic data consistently show that white educators 

and leaders staff most public schools and that most Black students have insignificant exposure to 

same-race teachers and leaders (Bartanen & Grissom, 2021; Egalite & Kisida, 2018; Gershenson, 

2019; Gershenson, Hart, Hyman, et al., 2018; Grissom, Egalite, & Lindsay, 2021). 

Moreover, results from several other research studies indicated that school leaders’ ethnic 

backgrounds correlated with positive outcomes for students in schools where minority children 
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are the majority. Culturally matched leaders served as role models for minority students, have 

higher expectations for these children, and provided them with greater academic and other 

support (Bartanen & Grissom, 2019; Grissom, Egalite, & Lindsay, 2021; Grissom, Rodriguez, & 

Kern, 2017). Leaders such as this also showed a propensity for hiring ethnically diverse staff 

which increased teacher-student cultural matching rates (Bartanen & Grissom, 2019, 2021; 

D’Amico et al., 2017; Goff et al., 2018; Grissom, Egalite, & Lindsay, 2021). Aside from these 

few studies, the extant literature on the effects of minority leaders on the persistent achievement 

gap that exists between Black and white students is relatively scarce (Hussar et al., 2020). The 

following sections provide a historical overview and the current social context of this issue along 

with the theoretical framework and description of the study’s design.  

Historical Overview 

Providing children with a quality education that helps them fulfill their potential is one of 

the most enduring promises of public-school education (Gardner, 1983). Yet, historical, and 

current practices and policies deprived many Black children of opportunities to capitalize on this 

promise (Anderson, 1988; Taylor et al., 2018). The following section provides a brief historical 

overview of the educational challenges experienced by Black Americans.  

Slavery and Education 

Black Americans’ educational history contains many instances of grave injustices, but it 

also includes stories of a resilient pursuit of an equitable and quality education (Bullock, 1967; 

Goodridge, 2019). During the time of slavery, southern states banned education for slaves and 

unjust policies in northern states denied most Blacks a quality public education (Anderson, 1988; 

Bullock, 1967; Roucek, 1964). Despite these adverse conditions, some slaves and free Black 

people managed to get access to vocational training and even to an academic education (Bullock, 
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1967; Roucek, 1964). Most notable were schools established by certain religious groups to train 

Black ministers and teachers (Bullock, 1967; Roucek, 1964). During and immediately after the 

civil war, the newly freed slaves worked with white supporters to earnestly build over 4000 

schools to educate Black children and adults (Bullock, 1967; Roucek, 1964).  

Separate and Unequal 

However, these efforts were short-lived as unjust laws, policies, and racist activities 

obstructed most Blacks from getting a quality education (Bullock, 1967; Roucek, 1964). From 

the late 1800s to the mid-twentieth century, racist policies and violent activities led to the 

destruction of many schools serving Black students (Anderson, 1988; Roucek, 1964). Moreover, 

the remaining schools were woefully inadequate because of dilapidated facilities, poorly trained 

teachers, and scarce resources (Anderson, 1988; Roucek, 1964). Despite these dreadful 

conditions, the Black community persisted in its pursuit of educational equity and literacy rates 

steadily increased from 5% in 1860 to 92% in 1940 (Karpinski, 2006; Roucek, 1964; Tillman, 

2004). Separate but equal policies and unequal educational funding practices became the norm in 

both the south and most of the north (Anderson, 1988; Roucek, 1964).  

The Effects of Brown v. Board of Education 

After the 1954 Brown versus Board of Education decision stated that separate but 

unequal policies were unconstitutional, Black people still had to fight for fair education and 

employment opportunities (Karpinski, 2006; Tillman, 2004). Several desegregation policies led 

to the closure of mostly inferior Black schools and unemployment for the majority of Black 

teachers and principals (Karpinski, 2006; Pollard, 1997; Tillman, 2004). Those Black educators 

were role models, mentors, and leaders with central roles in the lives of Black children and their 

communities (Karpinski, 2006; Pollard, 1997; Tillman, 2004). Certain scholars argue that the 
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loss of these Black educators and leaders is one of the main reasons that the achievement gap 

persists into the twenty-first century (Karpinski, 2006; Tillman, 2004).  

Society-at-Large 

The consequences of these integration practices along with unequal access to quality 

education continue to impact Black children in 21st-century public schools (Karpinski, 2006; 

Tillman, 2004). Most Black students attend schools with culturally mismatched educators where 

they encounter lower teacher expectations and experience harsher discipline outcomes than other 

ethnic groups (Egalite & Grissom et al., 2021; Egalite & Kisida, 2018; Lacoe & Steinberg, 2018; 

Lindsay & Hart., 2017). Also, a larger percentage of Black children attend TPS with fewer 

resources and less qualified teachers than white children (Hussar et al., 2020). As a result, Black 

Americans have a lower achievement and attainment gap on many academic and non-academic 

outcomes than whites and most other ethnic groups (de Brey et al., 2019; Howard, 2019; Hussar 

et al., 2020; Taylor et al., 2018; Valencia, 2015; White et al., 2016). Moreover, these Black 

children are not the only ones who pay a price for an inferior educational experience.  

Effects of Low-Quality Education on Societal Outcomes 

Black communities and American society at large pay a steep price for poorly educated 

and inadequately trained children. Aside from lower standardized test scores, Black students also 

experience disparities in grade retention, gifted and talented enrollment, school holding power 

(or dropout rate), college attendance, and college graduation rates (de Brey et al., 2019; Hussar et 

al., 2020; Valencia, 2015). Poorly educated adults (especially high school dropouts) are more 

likely to have lower-paying jobs, reduced lifetime earnings, a higher poverty rate, rely on public 

assistance, and contribute fewer taxes to the public coffers, (Howard, 2019; Taylor et al., 2018; 

Valencia, 2015). The costs are not limited to economics, since many of these people also 
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experience more health problems, have higher incarceration rates, and live in neighborhoods 

with poorly performing TPS that perpetuate the cycle of underachievement (Howard, 2019; 

Taylor et al., 2018; Valencia, 2015). Mediocre academic outcomes and several other factors 

serve as powerful motivations for lower-income Black parents to seek viable alternatives to their 

local public schools (Goodridge, 2019; McCoy & Domanico, 2020; Winters, 2020). 

Responding to Historical Failures 

The historical failure of many TPS to provide Black students with an equitable and 

quality education compels many families to send their children to CPS (Goodridge, 2019; 

McCoy & Domanico, 2020). Black student enrollment rates in charter schools continue to grow 

rapidly, especially in large urban areas (Goodridge, 2019; McCoy & Domanico, 2020). Several 

studies show that certain CPS improved the academic achievement of some low SES and Black 

students (Center for Research, 2019; Spees & Lauen, 2019). Furthermore, charter schools that 

show value and respect for Black, Hispanic, and other cultures tend to attract minority parents 

(Hentschke et al., 2017; Teasley et al., 2016). Nevertheless, much remains unknown about the 

effects of black-operated school policies and practices on children’s academic outcomes 

(Gawlik, 2018b; Grissom, Rodriguez & Kern, 2017). Studying this complex issue requires a 

theoretical framework that can explain how school-level factors in such schools can influence 

positive student outcomes. 

Theoretical Background 

The dynamic model of educational effectiveness provides a framework to explain factors 

that may influence student outcomes. Numerous studies in the educational effectiveness research 

(EER) field provided the basis for this theoretical framework (Kyriakides et al., 2020). EER 

researchers examined, assessed, and explained the different variables that impact school 
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effectiveness (Kyriakides et al., 2020; Scheerens, 2016). Schools are complex organizations, 

hence researchers ought to employ wide-ranging, longitudinal, and contextualized study methods 

to examine the interactions of multiple variables at diverse levels (Fidan & Balcı, 2017; 

Kyriakides et al., 2020). Creemers and Kyriakides (2007) designed the model using concepts 

from psychological, sociological, economic, and organizational studies, and integrated theories 

(Kyriakides et al., 2020). They used a multilevel and multidimensional framework to explain 

how factors at four distinct levels (context, school, classroom, and student levels) influence 

students' cognitive and non-cognitive outcomes (Kelly, 2020; Kyriakides et al., 2020; Scheerens, 

2016). 

Factors at all four levels interact in many ways to impact the educational outcomes of 

students (Kyriakides et al., 2020). For example, context level policies stipulate teacher 

certification requirements which lead schools to hire particular teachers (Creemers & Kyriakides, 

2007; Kyriakides et al., 2020). While certain school-level factors affect instructional quality and 

practices at the classroom level which directly influence student level outcomes (Creemers & 

Kyriakides, 2007; Kyriakides et al., 2020). Meanwhile, at the classroom level, teachers interact 

with student-level factors such as motivation and learning style to influence outcomes (Creemers 

& Kyriakides, 2007; Kyriakides et al., 2020). The dynamic model includes five dimensions 

(frequency, focus, stage, quality, and differentiation) that are used to measure the effects of each 

level on educational quality and equity (Creemers & Kyriakides, 2007; Kyriakides, Creemers, & 

Charalambous, 2018; Kyriakides et al., 2020). Several other longitudinal studies confirmed the 

model’s multilevel nature, essential factors at each level, and the efficacy of the five dimensions 

(Azigwe et al., 2016; Creemers & Kyriakides, 2007; Panayiotou, et al., 2016). Studies also 

demonstrated the dynamic model’s school-level factors' usefulness in assessing student outcomes 
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in multiple subjects in both European and African schools (Azigwe et al., 2016; Panayiotou et 

al., 2016). Given the available time, resources, and topic, the researcher decided to solely focus 

on the effects of school-level factors in the proposed study. 

The dynamic model theorists also claimed that the model works best in decentralized 

settings where leaders have autonomy and use longitudinal data to assess school effectiveness 

Kyriakides et al., 2020). Using school-level factors, leaders can shape the school learning 

environment (SLE) and improve teaching quality to provide students with a quality and fair 

education (Kyriakides, Creemers, & Charalambous, 2018; Kyriakides et al., 2020; Panayiotou et 

al., 2016). Schools can achieve these outcomes through effective policies, practices, and 

stakeholder activities (Kyriakides, Creemers, & Charalambous, 2018; Kyriakides et al., 2020). 

The decentralized nature of charter schools makes them a very suitable context for using this 

theoretical framework (Gawlik, 2018b; Krowka et al., 2017; Kyriakides et al., 2020). 

The background and overview presented in these sections highlight the need for further 

study on factors that may help Black students close the achievement gap. Despite a history of 

gross educational inequities, Black families continue the fight for a fair, quality education for 

their children (Goodridge, 2019; Karpinski, 2006; Tillman, 2004). Black students continue to 

trail other ethnic groups in various measures of academic achievement and attainment (de Brey 

et al., 2019; Howard, 2019; Hussar et al., 2020; Taylor et al., 2018; Valencia 2015; White et al., 

2016). The failure of public schools to meet students’ educational needs motivates families to 

consider charter schools as viable options Gawlik, 2018b; Goodridge, 2019; McCoy & 

Domanico, 2020; Winters, 2020). Yet much remains unknown about if and how CPS, especially 

black-operated schools can help Black students overcome the achievement gap (Ackerman & 

Egalite, 2017; Foreman et al., 2019; Spees & Lauen, 2019). The dynamic model is a useful 
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theoretical framework that explains how certain essential factors influence educational quality 

and equity (Kyriakides, Creemers, & Charalambous, 2018; Kyriakides et al., 2020). The 

researcher used dynamic model school-level factors to compare the effects of BCPS on Black 

students' academic growth to the growth of their NCPS and TPS peers. 

Problem Statement 

The last three decades of research on charter schools revealed inconsistent findings on 

their impacts on student achievement. Multi-state, regional, and state-level studies comparing 

CPS and TPS done by the Center for Research on Education Outcomes (CREDO) consistently 

reported mixed results (Center for Research, 2015, 2017, 2019). White and Hispanic students 

tend to perform equal to or below their TPS peers while Black and low SES students in urban 

areas surpass their TPS counterparts (Center for Research, 2015, 2017, 2019). Several other 

state-wide studies also presented mixed results with some reporting positive outcomes, no 

differences, minimal variations, or negative CPS student performance (Foreman et al., 2019; 

Spees & Lauen, 2019).  

Some researchers attribute these varying results to unreliable methods, improper control 

of variables, and inadequate examination of school-level factors (Epple et al., 2016; Gawlik, 

2018b; Grube & Anderson, 2018; Spees & Lauen, 2019). But only a handful of these studies 

examined the effects of black-operated schools on student outcomes (Bartanen & Grissom, 2019, 

2021; Doyle, Hernandez-Cruz & Ellison, 2019; Doyle, Kim, & Hernandez-Cruz, 2019a, 2019b; 

Teasley et al., 2016). Thus, several researchers recommended more state-wide studies to examine 

the influence of CPS models and assess various leadership effects on students’ academic growth 

(Ackerman & Egalite, 2017; Gawlik, 2018b; Grube & Anderson, 2018; Spees & Lauen, 2019). 

The problem is the gap in the research literature on the academic growth (from seventh to eighth 
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grade) among Black students enrolled in black-operated public charter schools, Black students 

in non- black operated charter schools, and Black students enrolled in traditional public schools 

when controlling for sixth-grade achievement (Ackerman & Egalite, 2017; Gawlik, 2018b; 

Grube & Anderson, 2018; Spees & Lauen, 2019).  

Purpose Statement  

The purpose of this causal-comparative, quantitative study was to compare the academic 

growth (from seventh to eighth grade) among Black students enrolled in black-operated public 

charter schools (BCPS), Black students in non- black operated charter schools (NCPS), and 

Black students enrolled in traditional public schools (TPS) when controlling for sixth-grade 

achievement. Black students and operators are people of African American descent who are not 

of Hispanic heritage (Hussar et al., 2020; Pennsylvania Department, 2019). The independent 

variable is the type of school, distinguished by the ethnicity of charter school operators or public-

school leaders. Operators are individuals or groups approved by a state to operate a publicly 

funded K-12 charter school (National Alliance, 2008; Winters, 2020). The three levels of the 

independent variable are BCPS, NCPS, and TPS.  

The researcher used school-level factors from the dynamic model to analyze the effects 

of these schools on Black students' academic growth. The two dependent variables are Black 

students’ academic growth as measured by the difference between seventh and eighth-grade 

scores on the Pennsylvania System of School Assessment (PSSA) math and English Language 

Arts (ELA) exams (Center for Research, 2019; National Alliance, 2008). Students’ sixth-grade 

math and ELA scores served as covariates for the study. Black eighth-grade students enrolled in 

Philadelphia’s CPS and TPS, with a total sample of  468 Math and 510 ELA exam scores made 

up the target population. The Pennsylvania Department of Education (PDE) gave the researcher 
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access to data for this ex post facto study in support of a PDE call for research proposals 

(Pennsylvania Department, 2020c). This study attempted to fill a gap in the extant literature by 

investigating the effects of school-level factors in BCPS, NCPS, and TPS on Black students’ 

academic growth.  

Significance of the Study 

A systematic search of the literature revealed a scarcity of studies on the effects of black-

operated schools on Black students’ academic outcomes. Searches in Google Scholar, ERIC, 

EBSCO, and other relevant databases produced very few studies on this topic. Keyword searches 

such as “Black operated”, “Afro-centric” or “Black leaders” combined with “charter schools” 

returned studies that focused primarily on segregation or other charter school topics. Although 

CREDO’s two state-wide studies and a handful of other researchers examined Pennsylvania’s 

charter schools, none focused on black -operated schools’ impacts. Additionally, while studies in 

other states investigated the effects of charter schools on achievement, only two recent studies 

evaluated the effects of minority-operated schools on academic outcomes (Gershenson, 2019; 

Gulosino & Krowka et al., 2017; Liebert, 2020; Teasley et al., 2016; Winters, 2020). This gap in 

the literature prompted the PDE to issue a request for research proposals on several aspects of 

charter schools (Pennsylvania Department, 2020c).  

The findings from the study provide valuable information to PDE and other stakeholders. 

Student demographic trends show increasing minority enrollments in rural, urban, and suburban 

public schools (Hussar et al., 2020). This study presents information that can help PDE and local 

officials (i.e., school boards) shape policies, regulations, and funding to better support schools 

that meet the academic needs of Black students (Knight & Toenjes, 2020; Rapa et al., 2018). 
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Finally, the results equip parents with information that will assist them in making the correct 

school choice for their children. 

Furthermore, certain studies revealed the efficacy of the dynamic model framework in 

explaining effectiveness and informing school improvement in several nations outside the U.S. 

(Kyriakides, Charalambous, Creemers, Antoniou, et al., 2019a; Kyriakides, Charalambous, 

Creemers, & Dimosthenous, 2019b). The findings from this study can also help U.S. schools 

improve both educational quality and equity outcomes. Finally, according to Epple et al. (2016), 

“Given the variation in charter schools, research that focuses on specific educational practices 

and their environments may have the most potential to be informative.” (p. 203). Thus, this study 

will add to the literature by fostering an understanding of how school-level factors may influence 

Black students’ academic outcomes in both charter and black-operated schools. 

Research Questions 

The proposed study will address the following research questions:  

RQ1: Is there a difference in mathematics academic growth (from seventh to eighth 

grade) among Black students enrolled in black-operated public charter schools, Black students 

in non- black operated charter schools, and Black students enrolled in traditional public schools 

when controlling for sixth-grade math scores? 

RQ2: Is there a difference in ELA academic growth (from seventh to eighth grade) 

among Black students enrolled in black-operated public charter schools, Black students in non- 

black operated charter schools, and Black students enrolled in traditional public schools when 

controlling for sixth-grade ELA scores? 
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Definitions 

1. Academic growth - “The year-to-year change in academic performance relative to one’s 

peers. Growth can be positive or negative.” (Center for Research, 2019, p. vi). 

2. Academic progress - a sign of students’ academic growth or improvement on certain 

assessments over a period (Center for Research, 2019; National Alliance, 2008). 

3. Achievement gap - “Occurs when an outcome—for example, average test score or level 

of educational attainment—is higher for one group than for another group and when the 

difference between the two groups’ outcomes is statistically significant.” (Hussar et al., 

2020, p. 309). 

4. Annual  Charter Evaluation (ACE)- reports developed by the Philadelphia School 

District (PSD) to evaluate charter schools’ academic, financial, and organizational 

performance after the initial charter approval and between renewal applications 

(Philadelphia School, 2022). 

5.  Black-operated public charter schools (BCPS) - approved charter schools that are 

managed by leaders from African American and non-Hispanic ethnic backgrounds 

(Hussar et al., 2020; Pennsylvania Department, 2019). 

6. Dynamic model - a multilevel and multidimensional theoretical framework that explains 

educational effectiveness using factors at the context, school, classroom, and student 

levels (Kelly, 2020; Kyriakides et al., 2020; Scheerens, 2016). 

7. Equity – “… the fair, just, and nondiscriminatory treatment of all students, the removal 

of barriers, the provision of resources and supports, and the creation of opportunities 

with the goal of promoting equitable outcomes.” (Grissom, Egalite, & Lindsay, 2021, p. 

3). 
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8. Mathematics achievement - changes in students’ mean scale scores on the PSSA Math 

exam (Data Recognition, 2017b). 

9. Minority - people of Black, Hispanic, Asian, Pacific Islander, American Indian/Alaska 

Native backgrounds, or those with two or more ethnic backgrounds (Hussar et al., 2020). 

10. Non-black-operated public charter schools (NCPS) - schools with an authorized charter 

managed by people from ethnic backgrounds other than African American (Hussar et al., 

2020; Pennsylvania Department, 2019). 

11. Public charter schools (CPS) - publicly funded Pennsylvania K-12 schools that operate 

independently of school districts under a charter approved by a local board of school 

directors or authorizers. (Egalite, 2020; National Alliance, 2008; Pennsylvania 

Department, 2019). 

12. Reading achievement - changes in students’ mean scale scores on the PSSA English 

Language Arts (ELA) exam. (Pennsylvania Department, 2020a).  

13. School learning environment (SLE) – according to the dynamic model, these are 

conditions that influence learning because of their effects on students, teachers, and 

other stakeholders (Kyriakides et al., 2020). 

14. School-level factors - in the dynamic model of educational effectiveness, factors at the 

school level that interrelate with context, classroom, and student-level factors influence 

student outcomes (Kyriakides et al., 2020). 

15. School operator - individuals or organizations sanctioned by a state authorizer to operate 

a publicly funded K-12 charter school (National Alliance, 2008; Winters, 2020). 
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16. Student achievement - student performance on an instrument (i.e., standardized test) at a 

particular point in time (Center for Research, 2019; Pennsylvania Department, 2020a; 

National Alliance, 2008;).  

17. Traditional public schools (TPS) - publicly funded K-12 schools that operate under the 

direct authority of local school districts and a state’s department of education (Egalite, 

2020; Pennsylvania Department, 2019). 
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 

Overview 

Chapter Two communicates the need for the study using a synopsis of the theoretical 

framework and a summary of the related literature on topics pertinent to the problem. The 

framework discussion begins with the origins of educational effectiveness research (EER) and 

theories that informed the design of the dynamic model of educational effectiveness. The related 

research section examines the literature on charter schools, black-operated schools, and Black 

student outcomes. The literature discussion also connects applicable research to the dynamic 

model framework and identifies the need for more study on select topics. 

Theoretical Framework 

Background 

Many researchers acknowledged that the educational inequities experienced by Black 

children and low socioeconomic (SES) students in public schools inspired further research into 

school effectiveness (Kyriakides et al., 2020; Reynolds et al., 2014; Scheerens, 2016). The 1966 

Coleman Report and other studies provided detailed descriptions of the inferior schools and 

poorly qualified educators that served many low SES and Black children (Hill, 2017). The 

principal claim made by these researchers was that public schools had little to no effect on 

disadvantaged students’ academic outcomes (Hill, 2017; Kahlenberg & Potter, 2014). In 

particular, “James Coleman and colleagues …found that parental education, income, and race are 

strongly associated with student achievement, while school resources such as per pupil 

expenditures and class size are much less significant.” (Hanushek et al., 2019, p. 10). Federal and 

state officials reacted to these reports by enacting desegregation policies that separated Black 

children from their communities, sent them to inhospitable white dominated schools, and 
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shuttered many Black-led schools (Karpinski, 2006; Pollard, 1997; Tillman, 2004). These reports 

also prompted EER efforts as researchers strived to determine if schools could indeed help 

improve student outcomes (Kelly, 2020; Kyriakides et al., 2020). 

Initial EER Perspectives 

The various approaches researchers used to study school effectiveness characterized the 

distinct stages of EER (Kyriakides et al., 2020; Scheerens, 2016). During the late 1970s to mid-

1980s, researchers studied factors that influence student learning and subsequently identified 

correlates of effectively functioning schools (Kelly, 2020; Kyriakides et al., 2020). Ronald 

Edmonds’ five factors of effective schools for the urban poor is an example of a model 

developed during this time (Kyriakides et al., 2020). Extending upon Edmonds’ factors, several 

researchers identified seven correlates of school effectiveness that benefitted student learning 

(Kelly, 2020; Lezotte & Snyder, 2011). Examples of school effectiveness correlates include: 

“High expectations for success, strong instructional leadership, clear and focused mission, 

opportunity to learn/time on task, frequent monitoring of student progress, safe and orderly 

environment, and positive home-school relations” (Lezotte & Snyder, 2011, p. 1-2). These 

findings and perspectives laid the foundation for the next EER stage (Kelly, 2020; Scheerens, 

2016).  

During the mid-1980s to early 1990s, EER researchers concentrated on finding the most 

influential school-level and teaching factors (Kyriakides et al., 2020; Reynolds et al., 2014). 

Researchers from four major fields conducted studies that contributed to the construction of 

several theories and models of learning and effectiveness (Kyriakides et al., 2020). Sociological 

factors (e.g., SES and ethnicity), economic concepts (e.g., inputs, processes, and outputs), 

organizational constructs (e.g., productivity, adaptability, and responsiveness), and psychological 
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processes (e.g., learning and instruction) all influence school effectiveness and student outcomes 

(Kelly, 2020; Kyriakides et al., 2020). However, most of these early models lacked theoretical 

grounding, offered simplistic and incomplete explanations, were fixated on isolated factors, and 

lacked sufficient empirical support (Kyriakides et al., 2020; Scheerens, 2016). These 

shortcomings prompted researchers to further expand the capacity of EER (Kyriakides et al., 

2020; Scheerens, 2016). 

Integrated Theories  

In this EER stage, researchers recognized that theories using concepts from a single 

discipline could not explain complex learning organizations (Fidan & Balcı, 2017; Kyriakides et 

al., 2020; Scheerens, 2016). Thus, in the late 1990s to early 2000s, researchers formulated 

integrated theories by using multilevel approaches and combining findings from the four major 

disciplines (Kelly, 2020; Kyriakides et al., 2020). Key inputs from integrated theorists include 

the importance of learning context (i.e., both time and place), multilevel educational factors, 

organizational elements, and school-level and classroom-level interactions (De Jong et al., 2004; 

Kelly, 2020; Kyriakides et al., 2020; Opdenakker, 2020). Bert Creemers’ Comprehensive model 

(CM) of educational effectiveness is the immediate precursor to the dynamic model (Kyriakides 

et al., 2020). The CM and other integrated theories leveraged several concepts from multiple 

disciplines along with empirical findings to improve the theoretical basis and design of EER 

models (Creemers et al., 2000; De Jong et al., 2004; Kyriakides et al., 2020). 

Creemers used psychologist John Carroll’s levels of learning and learning time concepts 

to build the model (De Jong et al., 2004; Kyriakides et al., 2020). The CM consists of four levels 

(context, school, classroom, and student) instead of the two (school and classroom) levels in 

Carroll’s model (De Jong et al., 2004; Kyriakides et al., 2020). Instructional quality, time, and 
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opportunity to learn factors were essential for learning versus the time and quality factors posited 

by Carroll (De Jong et al., 2004; Kyriakides et al., 2020). Both the classroom and school levels 

include quality, time, and opportunity to learn; higher levels exert direct or indirect influence on 

lower levels; and the classroom level has the most direct influence on student-level factors (De 

Jong et al., 2004; Kyriakides et al., 2020). Also, consistency, cohesion, constancy, and control 

principles help educators and leaders create effective learning conditions (Kyriakides et al., 

2020). But the static features of the integrated models compelled researchers to transition to the 

next EER phase, which further adjusted for the adaptive characteristics of these complex learning 

organizations (Fidan & Balci, 2017; Kyriakides et al., 2020). 

The Dynamic Model  

Using the CM’s four levels and other concepts, Bert Creemers and Leonidas Kyriakides 

designed the initial version of the dynamic model in 2003 (Kyriakides et al., 2020; Scheerens, 

2016). They built the model based on assumptions that would account for cognitive and non-

cognitive outcomes, included contemporary teaching and learning theories, connected 

effectiveness research to educational improvement, and describe the dynamic and complex 

nature of schools (Fidan & Balcı, 2017; Kyriakides et al., 2020). Although it also contains four 

levels with essential factors, several key characteristics distinguish the dynamic model from the 

CM. Differences include an emphasis on the interactions between the four levels, a more detailed 

description of the effects of factors on student outcomes, accounting for the fluctuating nature of 

school effectiveness, not assuming a curvilinear relationship between factors and student 

outcomes, and using different teaching stages to classify classroom-level factors (Kyriakides et 

al., 2020). Since the original version, the theorists partnered with Anastasia Panayiotou and Evi 

Charalambous to revise and update the model based on additional empirical evidence and 
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concepts (Kyriakides, Creemers, & Charalambous, 2018; Kyriakides, Georgiou, Creemers, et al., 

2018; Kyriakides et al., 2020). 

The dynamic model is a descriptive theory with a hierarchical and interrelated depiction 

of the system, school, classroom, and student levels that show the dynamic, multilevel, and 

multidimensional nature of educational effectiveness (Kelly, 2020; Kyriakides et al., 2020; 

Scheerens, 2016). Factors at the four levels directly or indirectly influence students’ cognitive 

and non-cognitive outcomes (Kyriakides et al., 2020; Leithwood et al., 2017). Moreover, five 

dimensions (frequency, focus, stage, quality, and differentiation) help determine each level’s 

impact on educational effectiveness (Kyriakides et al., 2020). For example, evaluating the 

frequency and quality of homework assignments or student assessments can provide information 

about a school’s effectiveness at the classroom level (Kyriakides et al., 2020). 

The Context Level 

Each level in the dynamic model includes factors discovered through multiple studies that 

confirmed the effects of psychological, sociological, and economic factors on school 

effectiveness and student learning (Kyriakides et al., 2020). System or context-level factors 

include policies (i.e., state standards) and other elements such as stakeholder expectations that 

influence the school, classroom, and student levels (Kyriakides et al., 2020). The No-Child Left 

Behind (NCLB) legislation is an example of a national level (system) policy that significantly 

impacted learning and effectiveness at the lower three levels in thousands of public schools 

across the U.S. (Grissom, Egalite, & Lindsay, 2021). Another example is the standardized tests 

mandated by most states for both charter and traditional public schools. Moreover, dynamic 

model theorists asserted that it is most useful in decentralized schools (i.e., charter schools) 
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where leaders have more autonomy to evaluate school operations and make corrective decisions. 

(Kyriakides et al., 2020). 

The School Level 

School-level factors include the policies, practices, and evaluation methods that influence 

the school learning environment (SLE), and instructional quality (Kelly, 2020; Kyriakides et al., 

2020). Leaders shape the SLE by enacting policies and taking actions to influence student 

behavior, foster teacher collaboration, cultivate stakeholder partnerships, allocate resources, and 

reinforce school values (Kyriakides et al., 2020; Leithwood et al., 2017). These factors align with 

results from other large-scale and longitudinal studies that the most effective school leaders 

consistently engage in instruction focused interactions with teachers, build productive school 

climates, facilitate useful teacher collaboration and professional learning communities, and 

strategically manage personnel and resources (Grissom, Egalite, & Lindsay, 2021; Leithwood et 

al., 2017). 

School-level policies and actions that improve teaching quality are essential because 

classroom-level factors (i.e., time management) are the main influencers of student outcomes 

(Kyriakides et al., 2020; Leithwood et al., 2017). This study focused primarily on factors at this 

level because of resource limitations and the existence of a larger gap in the literature for charter 

school-level factors (Gawlik, 2018a). Moreover, “The definition of the dynamic model at the 

classroom level refers to factors related to the key concepts of quality, time on task, and 

opportunity to learn.” (Kyriakides et al., 2020, p. 68). Thus, improving teaching quality requires 

school-level policies and evaluation methods that focus on these three elements (Kyriakides et 

al., 2020). Additionally, Grissom, Egalite, and Lindsay (2021) found that effective school-level 
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practices include data-driven instructional programs, coaching teachers, effective collaboration 

strategies, and sufficient support for improving teachers’ practice. 

The Classroom Level 

 The dynamic model includes eight essential classroom-level factors that directly impact  

student outcomes (Kyriakides et al., 2020). Based on the notion that one theory cannot fully 

explain effectiveness at this level, the theorists used key principles and supporting evidence from 

different teaching theories (i.e., constructivism, mastery learning, etc.) to select these factors 

(Kyriakides et al., 2020). “The eight factors included in the model are as follows: orientation, 

structuring, questioning, teaching-modeling, applications, time management, teacher role in 

making the classroom a good learning environment, and classroom assessment.” (Kyriakides et 

al., 2020, p. 64). The close interaction between the school and classroom levels requires schools 

to formulate and enact policies that protect teaching time and promote good student and teacher 

attendance along with effective instructional planning and scheduling to increase teaching 

quality (Kyriakides et al., 2020). Notable in this early formulation of the dynamic model is a lack 

of focus on factors that promote educational equity for all students (Kyriakides, Creemers, & 

Charalambous, 2018). Educators who want to achieve educational equity should assess the 

effects of school policies and practices and adjust factors at the school and classroom levels to 

influence student-level factors (Grissom, Egalite, & Lindsay, 2021; Kyriakides, Creemers, & 

Charalambous, 2018; Kyriakides et al., 2020). 

The Student Level 

As the lowest level of the dynamic model student-level factors are pivotal to student 

outcomes and are directly and indirectly influenced by factors from the upper levels (Kyriakides 

et al., 2020). Previous empirical findings from psychology and sociology are the major sources 
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for the dynamic model’s student-level factors (Kyriakides et al., 2020). The theorists organized 

these factors into three categories, the first group contains psychological learning factors such as 

perseverance, aptitude, and opportunity to learn (Kyriakides et al., 2020). The second category 

includes sociological (or background) factors such as SES, ethnicity, and gender (Kyriakides et 

al., 2020). While the final category includes factors such as student motivation, expectations, and 

thinking style which schools and teachers can influence (Kyriakides et al., 2020). Effective 

schools and teachers focus on shaping changeable student-level factors (e.g., motivation, 

thinking, and expectations) rather than fixed factors like ethnicity or SES (Kyriakides et al., 

2020; Leithwood et al., 2017). This claim was supported by the extensive, longitudinal research 

done by Leithwood et al. (2017) to test the Four Paths Framework of effective school leadership. 

These researchers group Family Path factors into alterable and unalterable categories, with 

schools having the most influence over the alterable ones including parental interest in school 

activities, elevated expectations, support, and communication with their children and schools 

(Leithwood et al., 2017). The dynamic model theorists also found support for the factors in each 

of the four levels using results from several longitudinal empirical studies and meta-analyses.  

Empirical Support  

Support for the dynamic model framework and concepts comes from several studies at 

the international, national, and regional levels. Recent studies confirmed various aspects of the 

dynamic model including its multilevel nature, the factors at each level, the five dimensions of 

evaluation, that classroom and school-level factors influence achievement in multiple disciplines, 

and the overarching influence of system-level factors (Azigwe et al., 2016; Kyriakides et al., 

2015; Kyriakides, Creemers, & Charalambous, 2018; Kyriakides, Georgiou, Creemers, et al., 

2018). For example, Panayiotou et al. (2016) compared the influence of school-level factors on 
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outcomes in mathematics and reading in 50 European schools. They reported significant effect 

sizes for both subjects, support for the applicability of school-level factors in different subjects, 

and that school policies have differential effects on achievement (Panayiotou et al., 2016). Citing 

the need to focus on the equity dimension of education, the theorist made several updates to the 

model (Kyriakides et al., 2020).  

The Current Model 

In 2020, the theorists updated the theoretical framework to account for both quality and  

equity in educational effectiveness (Kyriakides et al., 2020). Those changes include defining the 

highest level as the context to account for differing operational environments (i.e., decentralized 

systems), the addition of peer influence to the student level, and using higher-level (classroom, 

school, and context) factors to help children overcome barriers from background factors such as 

SES (Kyriakides et al., 2020). There were four major revisions to the model at the school-level 

that had implications for this study. Those changes included greater clarity on the nature of 

school-level factors, their functioning, and resultant effects on school effectiveness (Kyriakides 

et al., 2020). First, the updated model depicts school-level factors, “… as an unstable construct, 

… which implies that changes in the functioning of school factors can explain changes in the 

effectiveness status of schools.” (Kyriakides et al., 2020, p. 229). An application of this construct 

is seen in the treatment of results from newly opened charter schools. Researchers noted that 

students in new CPS tend to do poorly, school effectiveness improves with time, and the overall 

charter sector has improved academic outcomes in the last three decades (Baude et al., 2020; 

Center for Research, 2019; Spees & Lauen, 2019). 

As with the earlier version, school-level policies and actions that improve teaching and 

the SLE have the most impact on student outcomes (Kyriakides et al., 2020). School policies and 
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actions indirectly affect student outcomes by setting the conditions for a conducive teaching and 

learning environment and supporting effective teacher-student interactions (Kyriakides et al., 

2020; Leithwood et al., 2017). The theorists also emphasize the differences and interactions 

between school policies and stakeholder actions (Kyriakides et al., 2020). While school policies 

indirectly affect outcomes at the student-level, stakeholder actions due to those policies can 

directly impact both the SLE and teaching quality (Kyriakides et al., 2020; Leithwood et al., 

2017).  

The current dynamic model treats stakeholder actions and school-level evaluations as 

separate factors because policies can only affect the SLE if one applies them as intended 

(Kyriakides et al., 2020). The theorists also asserted that a reciprocal relationship exists between 

policies and stakeholder actions (Kyriakides et al., 2020). School policies can change stakeholder 

actions and stakeholders can also influence school policies (Kyriakides et al., 2020). Effective 

leaders communicate policy requirements, equip stakeholders to implement them, and provide 

support for correct implementation (Bartanen & Grissom, 2019; Kyriakides et al., 2020). A final 

assumption is that the effects of school policy on student outcomes are situational (Kyriakides et 

al., 2020; Leithwood et al., 2017). Meaning that as experts on their schools, leaders can tailor 

policies to suit their schools’ unique needs and characteristics (Kyriakides et al., 2020; 

Leithwood et al., 2017). This assumption is especially important for leaders who want to 

promote equitable outcomes in schools with a disproportionate number of disadvantaged 

students (Grissom, Egalite, & Lindsay, 2021; Kyriakides et al., 2020; Leithwood et al., 2017). 

This aspect of the model also supports the theorists’ argument that decentralized schools with 

more autonomy at the local level can best utilize this model to improve effectiveness (Kyriakides 

et al., 2020). It also aligns with the original vision for charter schools which posited that such 
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schools would serve as incubators of innovation that would improve the effectiveness of public 

schools in general (Berends et al., 2018; Kahlenberg & Potter, 2014). 

These updates are significant to this study because findings from other studies show a 

correlation between school-level factors (i.e., discipline policy, teacher diversity, etc.) and Black 

student outcomes (Egalite & Kisida, 2018; Gershenson, 2019; Gershenson, et al., 2018). The 

related research section further elaborates on this connection. Moreover, concerning the SLE, the 

updated dynamic model also illustrates how school policies and practices that support positive 

contributions from and interactions between teachers, parents, and other stakeholders contribute 

to effective student learning (Kyriakides et al., 2020; Leithwood et al., 2017).  

Theory Selection Criteria 

Several factors contributed to the selection of the dynamic model rather than theories 

commonly used in comparative studies of charter public schools (CPS) and traditional public 

schools (TPS). By a wide margin, market theory and institutional theory dominated the research 

literature on charter schools (Berends, 2018; Spees & Lauen, 2019). Reasons for this include the 

competitive posture between CPS and TPS along with the differences in their structures and SLE 

(Berends, 2018; Spees & Lauen, 2019). However, this researcher wanted to focus on the original 

vision for charter schools, namely innovative schools that improve the educational outcomes of 

disadvantaged students (Berends et al., 2018; Kahlenberg & Potter, 2014). Thus, a theoretical 

framework focused on effectiveness rather than on competition or institutional differences 

seemed more appropriate. Since the purpose of the study was to determine if black-operated 

schools have a positive impact on Black student outcomes, it was also thought that using a theory 

that describes and explained school effectiveness would be more suitable for comparing the 

effects of CPS to TPS.  



40 

Advancing the Model 

Three salient features of the dynamic model make it suitable for examining the effects of 

different schools on Black students’ academic growth. Unlike Critical Race Theory and similar 

theories, the dynamic model does not simply attribute inadequate outcomes for Black students to 

racism (Howard, 2019; Kyriakides et al., 2020; Taylor et al., 2018). Instead, it gives a theoretical 

and evidence-based framework to examine the factors that influence school effectiveness and 

produce satisfactory outcomes for all students (Kyriakides et al., 2020; Scheerens, 2016). Also, 

the decentralized nature of charter schools gives leaders greater autonomy to change curricula 

and other school-level policies that influence student outcomes (Gawlik, 2018b; Krowka et al., 

2017). Thus, findings from this study increase the understanding of the model’s usefulness for 

investigating such schools.  

Also, dynamic model theorists admitted that previous research on equity focused on the 

effects of SES on student learning (Kyriakides et al., 2020). Thus, they cited the need for more 

studies that investigate the effects of ethnic background and other variables (Kyriakides, 

Creemers, & Charalambous, 2018; Kyriakides et al., 2020). The researcher used the definition of 

equity developed by Grissom, Egalite, & Lindsay (2021) that equity is “… the fair, just, and 

nondiscriminatory treatment of all students, the removal of barriers, the provision of resources 

and supports, and the creation of opportunities with the goal of promoting equitable outcomes.” 

(p. 3). This study helps reduce this gap in the literature related to equity while advancing the 

model’s usefulness by examining the role of school-level factors in Black students’ academic 

growth. The next section provides more details on topics relevant to the study along with 

descriptions of how the dynamic model will facilitate the investigation of the problem. 
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Related Literature   

The search for an effective remedy to close the achievement gap between Black and 

white students continued in the first three decades of the twenty-first century (Jeynes, 2018; 

Taylor et al., 2018). Charter school advocates frequently promote CPS as an effective solution to 

this academic problem (Cohodes, 2018; Miron, 2017). This section includes a summary of the 

known literature on charter schools, strategies used to study their effectiveness, black-operated 

schools, Black student outcomes, and CPS effects on Black student achievement. The related 

literature section also discusses applications of the dynamic model and topics that require 

additional study.   

Public School Challenges 

Decades of public-school ineffectiveness in educating disadvantaged and Black children 

students served as a strong impetus for the growing charter school movement (Cohodes, 2018; 

Goodridge, 2019; Kahlenberg & Potter, 2014). In their 1983 A Nation at Risk school report, the 

commissioners warned that the United States was in jeopardy of falling behind international 

competitors because of inferior educational standards and school performance (Gardner, 1983). 

They recommended increasing school hours, certain curricula changes, raising academic 

standards and expectations, and improving teacher qualifications (Gardner, 1983). These 

recommendations closely align with the school-level factors found in the dynamic model’s SLE 

and instructional quality. Almost four decades after this report, many public schools struggle to 

provide a fair and quality education to disadvantaged student groups (Jeynes, 2018; Taylor et al., 

2018).  

A New Type of School 
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Several years after the A Nation at Risk report, American Federation of Teachers 

president Albert Shanker promoted a vision developed by Ray Budde for a new type of school to 

help meet the needs of students who struggle in TPS (Kahlenberg & Potter, 2014). Charter 

schools would serve as innovative educational laboratories that develop solutions to the issues 

plaguing TPS, give greater autonomy to leaders, grant teachers a powerful voice in school 

operations, be highly accountable for academic results, and serve as models of racial and 

economic diversity (Gleason, 2017; Kahlenberg & Potter, 2014). The new schools would meet 

most student needs as parents choose the best options for their children’s education, authorizers 

approve and expand quality schools, and leaders respond to the demands and expectations of 

constituents (Gross et al., 2019; Miron, 2017). Charter schools would also help improve TPS 

districts that adopt innovative CPS practices and yield to market pressure to improve academic 

outcomes (Gross et al., 2019; Miron, 2017). 

Charter Schools 

Although charter schools were developed from the vision of the professional educator 

class, current demand from parents and community leaders stimulates the sector’s continued 

growth (Goodridge, 2019; Kahlenberg & Potter, 2014). Minnesota passed the first state law 

authorizing charter schools in 1991, now 44 U.S. states and Washington D.C. have school laws 

(Kahlenberg & Potter, 2014; National Alliance for Public Charter Schools, 2020). Despite their 

popularity with minority and low socioeconomic status (SES) families, charter schools are still 

the source of much debate and controversy. A common reproach is that charter schools are 

detrimental to public education and the public interest because they have strayed from the 

original charter school vision (Kahlenberg & Potter, 2014; Ladd, 2019). In particular, the charter 
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sector faces criticism for a lack of innovation, autonomy, diversity, and mixed academic 

outcomes (Gleason, 2017; Goodridge, 2019; Preston et al., 2012). 

Innovation 

Charter schools typically receive exemptions from many state regulations to allow them 

space to use innovative and experimental educational practices (Gleason, 2017; Kahlenberg & 

Potter, 2014). However, critics charged that many charter schools tend to use the same practices 

as most TPS and do not serve as laboratories for educational improvement (Gleason, 2017; 

Kahlenberg & Potter, 2014). Instead, CPS competed with local school districts for students, 

funding, and other resources (Bulkley & Henig, 2019; Ladd, 2019; Ridley & Terrier 2018). In 

particular, the “No Excuses” charter model is often cited for its lack of innovation due to 

conformity to rigid teacher-centered practices and exclusionary disciplinary measures (Gleason, 

2017; Gross et al., 2019). One analysis of National Center for Education (NCES) teacher and 

principal survey data concludes that most charter schools retain many of the administrative 

features of TPS (Preston et al., 2012). In contrast, an analysis of national survey data by Berends 

et al. (2018) found significant evidence of innovative practices in CPS compared to their TPS 

counterparts. A significant percentage of CPS teachers described using a curriculum created by 

teachers, innovative teaching strategies, and non-traditional assessment (i.e., student portfolios) 

methods (Berends et al., 2018). Also, more CPS principals reported using extended time, 

instructional grouping, interdisciplinary teacher teams, and specific requirements (i.e., 

community service, volunteering, etc.) for students and parents (Berends et al., 2018).  

Diversity  

In a significant departure from the third tenet of the original vision, CPS exacerbated 

segregation by placing schools in low-income neighborhoods and recruiting disadvantaged, 
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minority, and immigrant students (Goodridge, 2019; Kotok et al., 2017; Mann et al., 2016; Wells 

et al., 2019). However, charter proponents argued that limited resources and the unique 

challenges faced by these communities require special settings to better meet students’ 

educational, cultural, and other needs (Gleason, 2017; Goodridge, 2019). Also, parents seeking a 

culturally responsive learning environment for their children increased the demand for such 

institutions (Goodridge, 2019). Moreover, the improvement in Black and low SES students’ 

academic outcomes fuels the growth of CPS, especially in urban areas (Center for Research, 

2015, McCoy & Domanico, 2020; National Alliance, 2020; Winters, 2020). 

Academic Outcomes 

The criticism most relevant to this study is that charter schools do not significantly 

improve academic outcomes for most students (Goodridge, 2019; Ladd, 2019). Yet certain 

charter schools consistently earn high placements on the U.S. News and World Report best 

public high school rankings (Finn et al., 2017). Most recently, the 2021 report lists twenty-four 

charter schools among the top 100 schools even though CPS only comprise 16% of the evaluated 

schools (Finn et al., 2017; U.S. News, 2021). Yet as discussed in greater detail in the sections 

below, research findings on the effects of charter schools on student achievement consistently 

produce mixed results. As also seen in TPS, CPS student outcomes vary based on location, SES, 

and ethnic background (Center for Research, 2019; Spees & Lauen, 2019). Yet, despite the 

criticism and controversy directed at these schools, the charter sector continues to grow in 

popularity with parents and community leaders (Goodridge, 2019; Winters, 2020).  

Charter Sector Growth 

Student enrollment in charter schools has grown dramatically since they were first 

founded; the number of schools has doubled and student enrollment has tripled in size since the 
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2005-2006 school year (Cohodes, 2018; National Alliance, 2020). As of the 2018 to 2019 school 

year, about seven percent of public-school students attended 7,500 CPS (Hussar et al., 2020; 

National Alliance, 2020). Large urban areas experienced the highest growth with 30% to 50% of 

public-school students attending charter schools (National Alliance, 2020). The desire of Black 

families for quality education helped lay the foundations for the charter movement and fueled the 

continued growth in the number of charter schools (Goodridge, 2019; Winters, 2020). NCES 

data from 2017 to 2018 show the student population in CPS was 33% Hispanic and 26% Black 

and that more charter schools had populations with 50% or more minority students than did TPS 

(Hussar et al., 2020; National Alliance, 2020); while 35% of students attended high-level poverty 

CPS, compared to only 24% of children enrolled in TPS (Hussar et al., 2020). Public charter 

schools in Pennsylvania show similar growth patterns.  

Pennsylvania Charter Schools 

The number of charter schools in Pennsylvania has more than doubled in size since 2006 

(National Alliance, 2020). Since the state's first charter school law in 1997, CPS has steadily 

increased and stood at 186 schools in the 2018 to 2019 school year (National Alliance, 2020). 

These schools served 143,201 public school students (versus 55,630 in 2006) with 25% of 

students enrolled in online schools (Center for Research, 2019; National Alliance, 2020). 

Schools in large urban areas have significant enrollments with 33.9% in Philadelphia, 13.5% in 

Pittsburgh, and 15.6% in Allentown (National Alliance, 2020). In contrast to national statistics 

that show white students as a greater percentage of the CPS population, 43% of Pennsylvania’s 

charter students were Black, 17.4% Hispanic, and 32.1% white (National Alliance, 2020). 

Despite this growth and two statewide CREDO studies, the full impact of Pennsylvania’s charter 

schools on student outcomes remains relatively unknown.  
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PA Charter Law 

Notably, this growth occurred in an environment that many would consider hostile or at 

least unfriendly to charter schools (National Alliance, 2016). That hostility stems from CPS's 

apparent competition with district schools and a charter law that falls short of best practices 

(National Alliance, 2016; Ziebarth, 2020). The National Alliance for Public Charter Schools 

(NAPCS) model law includes requirements for performance-based contracts, comprehensive 

school monitoring and data collection, an effective charter authorizer and accountability system, 

automatic exemptions from most state laws and regulations (except for rules on health, safety, 

civil rights, etc.), and promotes charter model variation (National Alliance, 2016; Ziebarth, 

2020). The model law, various research findings, market forces, and charter sector tools guide 

and support the growth of strong, quality charter schools (Baude et al., 2020; National Alliance, 

2016). However, the Pennsylvania charter law does not provide clear directives on assessments, 

monitoring, and other elements of the model law (National Alliance, 2016; Ziebarth, 2020). 

The charter school law remains virtually unchanged since its passing, with only changes 

to allow virtual charter schools and the merger of two or more schools or regional schools 

(Pennsylvania Department, 2019; Ziebarth, 2020). Since the law’s enactment, regular evaluations 

place it in the bottom quarter of laws nationwide based on rankings from three different 

organizations (Ziebarth, 2020; Ziebarth & Palmer, 2018). Reasons for these low rankings include 

inadequate charter application and renewal processes, no clear definition of high-quality schools, 

lack of fiscal responsibility, insufficient funding, inconsistent authorization processes, and 

ineffective school closure standards (National Alliance, 2016; Ziebarth, 2020; Ziebarth & 

Palmer, 2018). These flaws could allow more low-performing schools to remain in operation 
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much longer than they should (Ziebarth, 2020). Additional research on the impact of the law on 

charter quality and closures could prompt legislators to improve upon these elements.  

Current Research 

The existing literature on Pennsylvania’s charter schools contains very few studies on 

student achievement. Instead, research topics include CPS enrollment patterns, effects on rural 

areas, impacts on school district resources, transportation options and school choice, or school 

segregation issues (Egalite, 2020; Frankenberg et al., 2017; Kotok et al., 2017; Mann & Baker, 

2019). In two studies on academic achievement, researchers used data from the Pennsylvania 

System of School Assessment (PSSA) Math and English Language Arts (ELA) exams to 

compare CPS student academic progress to that of TPS counterparts (Center for Research, 2011, 

2019). A major feature of CREDO’s methodology is comparing CPS student progress to virtual 

control record (VCR) twins designed from “…academic experiences of up to seven students who 

share identical characteristics to the charter school student, except for the fact that the VCR 

students attend a TPS that each charter school’s students would have attended...” (Center for 

Research, 2019, p. 3). Essential VCR design criteria include TPS students’ race, gender, baseline 

Math and ELA test scores, and SES (Center for Research, 2019; Spees & Lauen, 2019).  

The most recent school-level analysis done by CREDO provided some valuable insights 

into the overall performance of the state’s charter schools. Researchers found that 81% of CPS 

schools were below the state’s 50th percentile standard in both reading and math for the 2015-

2016 and 2016-2017 growth periods (Center for Research, 2019; Data Recognition, 2017c, 2018, 

2019). Moreover, 49% of CPS had above average reading growth while 46% showed above 

average math growth (Center for Research, 2019). Researchers also noted that the poor academic 

outcomes of students in Pennsylvania’s online charter schools significantly lowered overall 
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charter school performance (Center for Research, 2019). When online student outcomes were 

removed from the datasets, brick and mortar CPS students revealed significant progress from the 

2011 CREDO study which show CPS students underperforming their TPS peers (Center for 

Research, 2011, 2019). These matched results from studies in other states which demonstrate that 

students in online CPS tend to underperform both physical CPS and TPS peers (Ahn & 

McEachin, 2017; Fitzpatrick et al., 2020).  

The 2019 CREDO study also divulged relevant insights about Pennsylvania’s charter 

students’ characteristics and academic performance. Between 44% to 51% of matched CPS 

students were Black and 69% to 74% of the students lived in poverty (Center for Research, 

2019). On average compared to TPS peers, CPS students experienced similar progress in reading 

but underperformed in math (Center for Research, 2019). Results from CREDO’s research match 

findings from studies in other states that show Black students earning mean scores below that of 

whites in both CPS and TPS while Black and low SES CPS students outpaced TPS peers in 

certain regions and charter models (Center for Research, 2019; Gulosino & Liebert, 2020; Spees 

& Lauen, 2019). These varied results accentuate the need for further study on the effects of 

charter school models, location, and school-level factors on student outcomes (Gawlik, 2018b; 

Grube & Anderson 2018; Spees & Lauen, 2019).  

Studying Charter Schools 

Despite some promising results, increasing charter sector growth, and the proliferation of 

school studies, questions remain about the best ways to evaluate CPS effectiveness. When 

studying school effectiveness, researchers must select an appropriate comparison group and 

account for differences due to charter variation (Ackerman & Egalite, 2017; Betts & Hill, 2010). 

Studies on charter effectiveness have yielded mixed results, which may indicate discrepancies in 
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the design and methodology researchers used (Ackerman & Egalite, 2017; Grube & Anderson, 

2018). However, education researchers have also identified best practices and continue to 

improve on methods used to study CPS effectiveness (Ackerman & Egalite, 2017; Betts & Hill, 

2010). 

The Debate 

Findings on CPS effectiveness vary based on charter type, location, methodology, and 

research design (Ackerman & Egalite, 2017; Grube & Anderson, 2018). Some researchers failed 

to control for the effects of school-level factors caused by differences from oversubscribed (i.e., 

schools using lotteries to select students), other charter models, and regions (Ackerman & 

Egalite, 2017; Gulosino & Liebert, 2020; Spees & Lauen, 2019). Some scholars contended that 

variations in methodologies contribute to the inconsistencies conveyed in overall charter sector 

effectiveness research (Ackerman & Egalite, 2017; Grube & Anderson, 2018; Spees, & Lauen, 

2019). Other debates focus on questionable participant selection methods and a failure to control 

certain student fixed and random effects (Ackerman & Egalite, 2017; Grube & Anderson, 2018). 

For example, researchers cited the need to control certain effects such as those caused by 

students who switch between CPS and TPS or by students who only attend charter schools 

(Ackerman & Egalite, 2017; Spees & Lauen, 2019). Moreover, charter school researchers 

encountered several challenges when conducting research based on research design (Ackerman 

& Egalite, 2017; Spees & Lauen, 2019). Since the inception of the charter sector, researchers 

have adapted study methods to account for discrepancies found in prior research. 

Comparison Groups 

Determining the best comparison groups for comparing the achievement of CPS students 

remains one of the more tenacious challenges for researchers (Ackerman & Egalite, 2017; Betts 
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& Hill, 2010; Spees & Lauen, 2019). The National Charter School Research Project (NCSRP) 

Achievement Consensus Panel documented three common ways that researchers can select valid 

comparison groups (Betts & Hill, 2010; Spees & Lauen, 2019). According to Betts and Hill 

(2010), researchers make valid comparisons by contrasting a) academic achievements for CPS 

students admitted via lottery versus applicants who were not accepted; b) student scores in CPS 

to scores in their previous TPS; or c) scores for matched TPS and CPS students using specific 

criteria. Most state-wide studies, including those done by CREDO, matched TPS and CPS 

students based on selected criteria (Center for Research, 2019; Spees & Lauen, 2019). The type 

of comparison group used is also dependent on whether researchers use experimental, quasi-

experimental, or non-experimental designs (Ackerman & Egalite, 2017; Chabrier et al., 2016; 

Foreman et al., 2019; Spees & Lauen, 2019).  

Experimental Studies 

In experimental studies, researchers used lottery winners and losers to examine school 

effectiveness because the lottery process randomly assigns students to control and treatment 

groups (Chabrier et al., 2016; Foreman et al., 2019; Spees & Lauen, 2019). As popularized in the 

documentary “Waiting for Superman,” most states require charter schools that cannot accept all 

applicants to use a lottery system to select students (Foreman et al., 2019; Spees & Lauen, 2019). 

“Lottery studies closely resemble randomized controlled trials and thus have strong internal 

validity.” (Spees & Lauen, 2019, p. 421). However, researchers studying these schools may 

encounter challenges with insufficient or unreliable data on lottery winners and losers (Foreman 

et al., 2019). Moreover, most lottery studies focus on high performing, oversubscribed, “No 

Excuses” schools in urban areas which makes it difficult to generalize results to other types of 

CPS (Ackerman & Egalite, 2017; Betts & Tang, 2019; Chabrier et al., 2016; Foreman et al., 
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2019; Spees & Lauen, 2019). Insufficient data from lottery schools in Pennsylvania prohibited 

the use of an experimental design for this study.  

Non-Experimental Designs  

Researchers who used non-experimental designs analyzed previously collected data and 

also met a separate set of challenges. CREDO’s regional and state-wide studies are among the 

most prolific and widely known non-experimental charter school effectiveness studies (Spees & 

Lauen, 2019). But CREDO researchers also encountered criticism for using data for up to seven 

TPS students to compose a VCR “twin,” low generalizability, inconsistent use of program 

variables (i.e., lower rate of identifying special needs students in CPS), and questions about 

internal validity (Ackerman & Egalite, 2017; Spees & Lauen, 2019). Within-study comparisons 

by Ackerman and Egalite (2017) and Spees and Lauen (2019) separately confirmed that CREDO 

studies had good internal validity with minimal effects of measurement error caused by 

inconsistent program variables and VCR use. 

Consequently, this researcher opted to adapt certain selection methods used by CREDO 

researchers combined with techniques for controlling student effects from other state-level 

studies (Center for Research, 2019; Foreman et al., 2019; Spees & Lauen, 2019). The 

comparison method will match TPS and CPS students using specific characteristics (i.e., SES, 

scores, etc.) identified by the NCSRP and used by state-level researchers (Betts & Hill, 2010; 

Foreman et al., 2019; Spees & Lauen, 2019). Based on data quality guidance from the NCSRP 

and other researchers, the researcher also used several years of exam scores, value-added data 

(student gain), detailed descriptions of student attributes, the types of tests students take, and 

school characteristics (Betts & Hill, 2010; Spees & Lauen, 2019).  
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CPS Characteristics 

Identifying the characteristics of the most effective charter schools is a common goal of 

researchers. Using an analytical framework akin to the dynamic model’s SLE, Gleason (2017) 

evaluated charter schools based on the amount of instructional time, pedagogical approach, 

curricula focus, quality of teachers and leaders, and student traits (Kyriakides et al., 2020). 

Gleason (2017) determined that “The most successful charter schools tend to be urban schools, 

consistently enforce a comprehensive behavior system, have longer school days and/or years, 

and/or put their highest priority on helping students meet elevated expectations for academic 

achievement.” (p. 577). Gleason’s results were consistent with findings from studies of charter 

schools in Newark, New York City, and other urban areas around the country (Center for 

Research, 2015, 2019; Gulosino & Liebert, 2020; Winters, 2020). Additionally, intensive 

tutoring, coaching of teachers, consistent instructional feedback, and data-driven practices 

moderately influence CPS student achievement (Gleason, 2017). Thus, characteristics caused by 

variations in the types of CPS remained fertile ground for school-level factors that may influence 

school effectiveness (Gleason, 2017; Kyriakides et al., 2020). 

Charter schools vary based on several factors which may influence their ability to impact 

student outcomes (Gleason, 2017). Researchers often categorize schools using curricula focus, 

location, management structure, and their philosophical approach to instruction and student 

behavior (David, 2018; Gleason, 2017; Woodworth et al., 2017). Popular curricula offerings 

include music and art, STEM (science, technology, engineering, and math), and ethnocentric 

schools (Ackerman & Egalite, 2017; Goodridge, 2019; Gross et al., 2019). However, much of the 

extant research investigated management structure, charter philosophy, cyber versus brick-and-

mortar schools, safety policies, and CPS effects on school segregation (Ahn & McEachin, 2017; 
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Frankenberg et al., 2017; Kotok et al., 2017; Rapa et al., 2018; Woodworth et al., 2017). A few 

studies examined the effects of schools with curriculum approaches such as STEM, music, and 

art while only one study was found on ethnocentric schools (David et al., 2020; Hedgecoth, 

2019; Teasley et al., 2016).  

In comparison, many more studies report investigations on charter school effectiveness 

using physical location (i.e., urban, suburban, or rural) or online status (Ahn & McEachin, 2017; 

David, 2018; Fitzpatrick et al., 2020; Gulosino & Liebert, 2020). Gulosino and Liebert’s (2020) 

examination of California’s charter schools and CREDO’s (2019) study of Pennsylvania’s CPS 

produced comparable results for schools based on physical location. Students in urban charter 

schools tend to outperform their TPS counterparts while suburban and rural CPS students 

underperform or showed no significant differences from TPS peers (Center for Research, 2019; 

Gulosino & Liebert, 2020). Most minority-operated CPS are usually found in large urban areas 

near poorly performing TPS and large Black and Hispanic populations (Center for Research, 

2019; Goodridge, 2019; Gulosino & Liebert, 2020). CREDO observed that less than 10% of 

Pennsylvania’s Black students attended cyber charters and confirmed findings from other state-

wide studies showing online CPS students underperforming compared to peers in brick-and-

mortar CPS and TPS (Ahn & McEachin, 2017; Center for Research, 2019; Fitzpatrick et al., 

2020; Mann & Baker, 2019). Due to low Black student enrollment and the sector’s academic 

performance issues, the researcher decided to exclude black-operated cyber schools from the 

proposed study. Similar to location studies, CPS philosophical approaches and management 

structures are also popular with researchers. 

CPS School-Level Factors 
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 The dynamic model theorists stressed the essential role of school-level factors in 

influencing the quality and equity of educational outcomes (Kyriakides et al., 2020). School 

leader policies and practices that foster quality teaching and shape constructive SLEs help 

schools provide students with an equitable and quality education (Kyriakides, Creemers, & 

Charalambous, 2018; Kyriakides et al., 2020). The few studies found on CPS school-level 

factors examined segregation, “No Excuses” schools, and compared Education Management 

Organizations (EMO) effects to Charter Management Organizations (CMO) results (Brooks, 

2020; Frankenberg et al., 2017; Kotok et al., 2017; Krowka et al., 2017).  

“No Excuses” Schools. Studies on this charter model are immensely popular in the 

research literature and mainstream media. One meta-analysis and a systematic analysis found 

over three hundred published articles from 1991 to 2016 that examined the impact of “No 

Excuses” schools (Cheng et al., 2017; Krowka et al., 2017). Schools using a “No Excuses” 

approach have several policies and practices that focus on certain SLE aspects and instructional 

quality. These included policies that influence student behavior, school-stakeholder partnerships, 

and teacher collaboration and interactions (Cheng et al., 2017; Kyriakides et al., 2020). “No 

Excuses” schools emphasized instructional quality through intense and extensive teacher training 

and coaching in the summer and during the school year, extended school days or a longer 

academic year, and tutoring for struggling students (Cheng et al., 2017; Gleason, 2017; Golann 

& Torres, 2020). Other characteristics included leadership autonomy, a focus on performance 

metrics, high academic expectations, rigorous testing methods, strict discipline policies, uniform 

dress codes, and robust parental participation (Cheng et al., 2017; Krowka et al., 2017).  

These practices and policies have led to academic success for students enrolled in such 

schools (Betts & Tang, 2019; Cheng et al., 2017; Krowka et al., 2017). One random-effects 
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meta-analysis of experimental studies (n = 13) observed that “No Excuses” schools had a more 

positive effect on math and literacy achievement (effect sizes were 0.25 for math and 0.17 for 

literacy) than other types of CPS (Cheng et al., 2017). Another systematic review (n = 18) 

confirms the effect of “No Excuses” schools on growth in math proficiency and to a lesser extent 

on literacy (Krowka et al., 2017). Betts and Tang (2019) noted gains of 12.72 points in math and 

5.92 points in ELA for students in Knowledge is Power Program “No Excuses” middle schools.  

Some “No Excuses” schools received acclaim for improving academic outcomes for 

minority students, but many also endure harsh criticisms for their disciplinary and academic 

philosophies (Golann & Torres, 2020). Critics asserted that “No Excuses” schools’ negligence of 

non-cognitive outcomes, an overly narrow focus on math and ELA, paternalistic practices, high 

teacher turnover rates, and exclusionary discipline practices hinder the social and behavioral 

skills of the disadvantaged students that they often serve (Cheng et al., 2017; Golann & Torres, 

2020; Krowka et al., 2017). Moreover, Cheng et al. (2017) cited a reluctance by some charter 

operators to explicitly identify their schools as a “No Excuses” model because of the barrage of 

criticism they encounter. Moreover, a National Association of Charter Authorizers analysis of 

almost 3,000 charter applications from 2013 to 2018 found a 15% decline in proposals for “No 

Excuses” schools and a 40% decline in authorizer approvals for such schools (National 

Association, 2019). Yet, the scarcity of such studies has allowed the prevalence of “No Excuses” 

schools among minority-operated schools to remain relatively unknown.  

Charter Management. Charter school management is another potential source of 

school-level factors that may influence student outcomes. CREDO identified CMOs, Vender 

Operated Schools (VOS), hybrid charter schools, and independent charters (or stand-alone 

operators) as the most common types of operators (Woodworth et al., 2017). Charter 
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organizations are either for-profit or non-profits that hold charters for three or more schools and 

are accountable for the schools’ performance (Woodworth et al., 2017). Whereas a VOS 

provides certain levels of contracted support (i.e., administrative, staffing, school operations, 

etc.) for multiple charter schools whose charters belong to a CMO or independent operator 

(Bulkley & Henig, 2019; Woodworth et al., 2017). Hybrid groups operated three or more schools 

from a single CMO, and super charter networks operate multiple CPS across the nation or in 

certain regions (Woodworth et al., 2017). This study used management categories defined by the 

NAPCS and the National Association of Charter Authorizers because they are commonly used in 

the research literature. These management structures are for-profit EMOs, non-profit CMOs, and 

independent or standalone operators (National Alliance, 2020; National Association, 2019).  

A limited number of studies compared the effects of different CPS management 

structures on student outcomes. A 2016-2017 NAPCS overview of management approaches 

observed that stand-alone operators manage 65% of CPS (David, 2018; Woodworth et al., 2017). 

In a follow-up study to an initial 2013 study, CREDO researchers examined the performance of 

CPS based on management structure and profit status in twenty-four states, New York City, and 

Washington D.C. (Woodworth et al., 2017). Their findings indicated that students in CMOs 

experience significantly greater learning growth and those organizations that directly control 

operations (instead of using a VOS) got better performance results compared to standalone 

operators (Woodworth et al., 2017). Of note, Black students and low SES students tend to 

perform significantly better in CMOs versus their peers in independent CPS (Woodworth et al., 

2017). Moreover, due to institutional knowledge and extra administrative support, new schools 

started by charter networks tended to fare better than newly opened stand-alone schools (Spees & 

Lauen, 2019; Woodworth et al., 2017). 
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Assessment of charter management approaches in Pennsylvania differed slightly from the 

overall findings in other states. NAPCS data from the 2016-2017 school year revealed that the 

state had 183 CPS with CMOs operating 23%, EMOs managing 12%, and 64% of schools 

independently operated (National Alliance, 2020). Also, 2020-2021 Pennsylvania Department of 

Education (PDE) school data indicates that only fifty brick-and-mortar schools belonged to 

CMOs with eight schools belonging to super charter networks (Pennsylvania Department, 2022). 

CREDO researchers found no significant differences in the academic growth of Pennsylvania 

students enrolled in CMOs compared to matched peers in non-CMO or independent schools 

(Woodworth et al., 2017). Yet, despite the proliferation of research on management structures, 

the effects of minority school leaders in charter organizations versus leaders in independent 

schools remained unknown (Grissom, Egalite, & Lindsay, 2021; Taylor et al., 2018).  

Black-Operated Schools  

Schools led by minority principals appear to be increasing at a faster rate in the CPS 

sector than in TPS (Grissom, Egalite, & Lindsay, 2021). Nationwide school data revealed that 

the overall percentage of minority school leaders has not kept pace with the growing minority 

student enrollment in public schools (Bartanen & Grissom, 2021; Grissom, Egalite, & Lindsay, 

2021). An analysis of NCES Common Core of Data (CCD) from 1988 to 2018 uncovered a 

significant representation gap, with students of color less likely to share the same ethnic 

background with public-school leaders compared to white students (Grissom, Egalite, & 

Lindsay, 2021). Slight changes in school leader’s ethnic backgrounds occurred over those thirty 

years with the percentage of white principals decreasing from 87% to 78%, Hispanic principals 

increasing from 3% to 8%, and Black principals shifting between 9.4% and 11% (Grissom, 

Egalite, & Lindsay, 2021).  
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CPS percentages are slightly better, data from the 2017-2018 National Teacher and 

Principal Survey showed that charter school principals were 66.5% white, 12.3% Hispanic, 

16.3% Black, and 4.8% other (National Teacher, 2020). Of particular interest to this study, 

Philadelphia’s black-operated CPS served 13,000 families by operating twenty-two of the city’s 

80 charter schools (Bailey, 2020). Moreover, the survey and other data indicated that most public 

schools with majority Black and Hispanic student populations usually have more white 

principals and teachers (Bartanen & Grissom, 2021; Egalite & Kisida, 2018; Grissom, Egalite, & 

Lindsay, 2021; National Teacher, 2020). However, the number of CPS operated by various 

ethnic groups continues to expand, examples include native Hawaiians, Native Americans, 

Hispanics, various immigrant groups (i.e., Somalis in Minnesota), and of course African 

Americans (Castagno et al., 2016; Goodridge, 2019; Hentschke et al., 2017; Teasley et al., 2016). 

Examining how leaders in black-operated schools influence the instructional quality and 

shape the SLE is pivotal to determining their impact on student outcomes (Kyriakides et al., 

2020). Yet as stated previously, the literature contains few studies that investigated the impacts 

of black-operated CPS schools on student outcomes, hence the need to examine the overall 

impacts of these public-school leaders (Bartanen & Grissom, 2019; Gershenson, 2019). Over the 

last few decades, several studies demonstrated that the impact of principals on student outcomes 

is second only to that of teachers and that most of that influence occurs through indirect means 

(Grissom, Egalite, & Lindsay, 2021; Kyriakides et al., 2020; Leithwood et al., 2017). Included 

among those influential methods are policies and practices on teacher recruiting, development, 

and retention, promoting good teacher and student attendance, disciplinary practices, creating a 

positive school climate, and a nurturing learning environment (Doyle, Hernandez-Cruz & 
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Ellison, 2019; Grissom, Egalite, & Lindsay, 2021; Kyriakides et al., 2020; Leithwood et al., 

2017).  

CPS Leaders  

Most studies found on CPS leaders of color were from the NAPCS and other education 

foundations with a favorable posture toward charter schools. NAPCS published three reports 

describing the practices of eight exemplary CPS leaders of color as they engaged with families, 

recruit, and retain staff, and build supportive school climates (Doyle, Hernandez-Cruz & Ellison, 

2019; Doyle, Kim, & Hernandez-Cruz, 2019a, 2019b). Of note, none of these leaders operated a 

“No Excuses” or super charter network school (Doyle, Hernandez-Cruz & Ellison, 2019; Doyle, 

Kim, & Hernandez-Cruz, 2019a, 2019c). Researchers identified common themes leaders used to 

shape the SLE: a) identifying shortfalls and providing opportunities for students and families to 

overcome them; b) focusing on the value each community member brings to the school rather 

than on their shortcomings; and c) providing equitable educational opportunities for students 

(Doyle, Hernandez-Cruz & Ellison, 2019; Doyle, Kim, & Hernandez-Cruz, 2019a, 2019b). 

These themes were consistent with recommendations for schools to focus on alterable student-

level factors, aligned with dynamic model aspects that support equitable outcomes, and with 

proven methods for equipping parents to support children’s educational pursuits (Goodall, 2017; 

Kyriakides et al., 2020; Leithwood et al., 2017). But all eight CPS leaders operated schools that 

were outperforming nearby TPS, so these research findings are not generalizable to the entire 

charter sector (Doyle, Hernandez-Cruz & Ellison, 2019; Doyle, Kim, & Hernandez-Cruz, 2019a, 

2019b). Still, their experiences provided some valuable insights into how black-operated school 

practices and policies influence the SLE and instructional quality.  

Effect on Teachers  
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Leader policies and practices play a key role in determining the quality of instruction in  

schools (Kyriakides et al., 2020; Leithwood et al., 2017). These include teacher hiring and 

retention policies along with evaluation practices and professional development programs 

(Doyle, Hernandez-Cruz & Ellison, 2019; Grissom, Egalite, & Lindsay, 2021). School leaders 

must take intentional and often unorthodox approaches in their quest to hire minority teachers to 

increase the likelihood of teacher-student cultural matches (Doyle, Hernandez-Cruz & Ellison, 

2019; Grissom, Egalite, & Lindsay, 2021). The CPS leaders of color interviewed by the NAPCS 

recruited teachers from alternative certification programs like Teach for America and local 

community networks (Doyle, Hernandez-Cruz & Ellison, 2019). Of note, several leaders cited 

mindset and passion for children as decisive factors in deciding if teachers were suitable for 

schools with mostly minority children (Doyle, Hernandez-Cruz & Ellison, 2019).  

Retaining high-quality teachers was a major priority for effective school leaders (Doyle, 

Hernandez-Cruz & Ellison, 2019; Leithwood et al., 2017). Thus, they usually provided intensive 

onboarding sessions, robust professional development programs, extensive support for struggling 

teachers, and advancement opportunities all of which are essential for retaining quality teachers 

(Bartanen & Grissom, 2019, 2021; Doyle, Hernandez-Cruz & Ellison, 2019; Grissom, Egalite, & 

Lindsay, 2021). In line with the original vision for charter schools, teachers also have a 

significant voice in how schools operated (Doyle, Hernandez-Cruz & Ellison, 2019; Kahlenberg 

& Potter, 2014). Several studies previously indicated that culturally matched teachers improved 

both cognitive and non-cognitive outcomes for Black students (Egalite & Kisida, 2018; 

Gershenson, 2019; Gershenson, et al., 2018; Lindsay & Hart, 2017). Thus, it is important to 

understand how a principal’s race could influence teacher hiring and retention policies and 

practices. 
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Analysis of certain data sets and administrative records provided keen insights into the 

role of a principal’s race in hiring and retaining same-race teachers. Bartanen and Grissom’s 

(2019) analysis of state-level records and NCES CCD for 4,200 schools in Missouri (1999 to 

2016) and Tennessee (2007 to 2017) found that a principal’s race correlated with the hiring and 

retention of same-race teachers. Principals in Missouri were 5.3% more likely to hire same-race 

teachers while 6.8% of their peers in Tennessee had similar tendencies (Bartanen & Grissom, 

2019). This resulted in a 1.9% increase in same-race teachers in Tennessee schools and a 2.3% 

increase in schools in Missouri (Bartanen & Grissom, 2019). These results confirmed earlier 

findings on same-race teacher hiring rates for Black principals during analyses of applicant pool 

data for a large, northeastern suburban school district and vacancy application database and 

staffing data in Wisconsin (D’Amico et al., 2017; Goff et al., 2018). Another finding of note was 

that teachers in schools with same-race principals have greater job satisfaction, gave leaders 

higher performance ratings, and had lower turnover rates (Bartanen & Grissom, 2019; D’Amico 

et al., 2017; Goff et al., 2018). These researchers did not distinguish between leaders in TPS and 

CPS, however, CPS leaders did have some advantages in hiring and retaining teachers (Cheng et 

al., 2017; Doyle, Hernandez-Cruz & Ellison, 2019). 

CPS leaders have greater autonomy and latitude in the teacher hiring and retention 

process which allows for more opportunities to hire a more diverse teaching staff (Cheng et al., 

2017; Doyle, Hernandez-Cruz & Ellison, 2019; Grissom, Egalite, & Lindsay, 2021; Lincove et 

al., 2018). First, most state laws allow charter schools to hire a certain percentage of uncertified 

teachers with some states not mandating traditional certification for CPS teachers (Gershenson, 

2019; Lincove et al., 2018). Second, a lack of union protections and tenure makes it easier for 

CPS leaders to dismiss teachers who do not meet standards (Gawlik, 2018a; Lincove et al., 
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2018). However, staff diversity may not always be a priority for charter operators, an egregious 

example is seen in the mass layoffs of Black educators when New Orleans transitioned its public 

schools to a charter-operated system (Lincove et al., 2018). Although some effects of same-race 

principals on teachers are known, much less is known about these leaders’ impact on student 

outcomes (Grissom, Egalite, & Lindsay, 2021). 

Effects on Students  

 Minority students with a same-race principal experienced certain academic and non-

academic outcomes (Bartanen & Grissom, 2019, 2021; Grissom, Egalite, & Lindsay, 2021). 

Among those gains were greater referrals to gifted and talented programs; caring teacher-student 

relationships in a supportive community that mentored students to instill confidence and inspire 

achievement; and giving students a meaningful voice in school operations (Bartanen & Grissom, 

2019, 2021; Doyle, Kim, & Hernandez-Cruz, 2019a; Grissom, Egalite, & Lindsay, 2021; 

Grissom, Rodriguez, & Kern, 2017). These exemplary CPS leaders were also intentional about 

providing mentors for at-risk students, using alternative discipline practices (i.e., restorative 

justice), and expanding access to enrichment programs (Doyle, Kim, & Hernandez-Cruz, 2019a, 

2019b). Bartanen and Grissom’s (2021) analysis of impacts on student achievement in Tennessee 

schools found “… positive effects on math scores (0.018 SD) of same-race students after a 

principal’s first year in the school, with suggestive evidence that this effect is driven by Black 

principal-student matches.” (p. 8). The researchers also reported no significant differences in 

average student suspension rates based on a principal’s race (Bartanen & Grissom, 2021). This 

finding conflicted with the claims of many critics that cultural mismatch is the primary reason 

Black students suffer more exclusionary discipline measures (Howard, 2019; Lacoe & Steinberg, 

2018; Lindsay & Hart, 2017). Moreover, helping students overcome obstacles and close the 
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achievement gap requires leaders to build effective relationships with parents (Doyle, Kim, & 

Hernandez-Cruz, 2019b; Goodall, 2017). 

Effects on Partnerships with Parents 

 The dynamic model and other theoretical frameworks encouraged leaders to shape the 

SLE by focusing on influencing alterable student-level factors (Kyriakides et al., 2020; 

Leithwood et al., 2017). Leaders can accomplish this by actively engaging parents in ways that 

focus on the value they bring to the school community rather than on family disadvantages 

(Doyle, Kim, & Hernandez-Cruz, 2019b; Kyriakides et al., 2020). Best practices include 

cultivating a welcoming and supportive environment that values parental input, inviting them to 

school celebrations and other events, and establishing effective and consistent communication 

(Doyle, Kim, & Hernandez-Cruz, 2019b; Goodall, 2017; Jeynes, 2018). Exemplary CPS 

minority leaders used multiple methods to meaningfully connect with parents (i.e., school apps, 

translators, etc.) and provided information access to parents who could not attend school 

meetings (Doyle, Kim, & Hernandez-Cruz, 2019b; Goodall, 2017; Jeynes, 2018).  

School leaders can foster good relationships with parents and influence their ability to 

help children in several ways. Results from Jeynes’ (2018) six meta-analyses on parental 

influence indicated that both involvement and engagement are essential for positive student 

outcomes. Effective parental practices include involvement and engagement in school-based 

activities and implementation of home-based practices and rules that support and reinforce 

learning (Day & Dotterer, 2018; Doyle, Kim, & Hernandez-Cruz, 2019b; Jeynes, 2018). Schools 

offered classes on parenting skills, education topics, health, finances, and other useful subjects to 

help build capacity and cultivate positive relationships in minority communities (Doyle, Kim, & 

Hernandez-Cruz, 2019b; Goodall, 2017; Jeynes, 2018). Leaders should welcome comments and 
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feedback from parents on their experiences, perceptions of school climate, quality of support 

from staff, recommendations for improvements, and suggestions for activities (Doyle, Kim, & 

Hernandez-Cruz, 2019b; Goodall, 2017). Effective leaders also offered face-to-face opportunities 

(i.e., monthly breakfasts) where parents asked questions, shared concerns, and learned about 

school operations (Doyle, Kim, & Hernandez-Cruz, 2019b; Goodall, 2017). Interestingly, 

Jeynes’ (2016) analysis of the parental influence on Black student outcomes found that Black 

parents used more subtle engagement methods than other ethnic groups.   

Black Student Outcomes 

The achievement gap between White and Black children persists despite decades of 

reforms, policy actions, increased funding, specialized programs, and other efforts (Jeynes, 2018; 

Taylor et al., 2018). The failure of public schools to help Black students close this gap continues 

to perplex researchers and public officials alike (Jeynes, 2018; Taylor et al., 2018). The complex 

nature of this gap requires school leaders to use a multifaceted approach that leverages parental 

support and other resources to help students thrive (Jeynes, 2018; Kyriakides et al., 2020; 

Leithwood et al., 2017; Taylor et al., 2018). The four levels of the dynamic model with its 

emphasis on policies and stakeholder actions for improving school effectiveness and student 

outcomes support such an approach (Kyriakides et al., 2020). Moreover, numerous studies on the 

academic achievement gap revealed several key variables that may contribute to this complex 

educational phenomenon (Jeynes, 2018; Taylor et al., 2018). 

The Achievement Gap  

Some progress in closing the gap occurred due to the Coleman Report response, but that 

academic growth eventually stalled (Hill, 2017; Taylor et al., 2018). Analysis of National 

Assessment of Educational Progress data showed the gap closing from 1973 to 1979, declining 
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gains between 1980 to 1988, and continuing stagnation into the twenty-first century (Taylor et 

al., 2018). From 1992 to 2017, NCES data trends revealed a decrease in the reading achievement 

gap from 32 to 26 for fourth graders but a persistent 25-point gap for eighth-grade students (de 

Brey et al., 2019). A similar pattern is seen with the fourth-grade math gap decreasing from 32 to 

25 from 1990 to 2017 and the eighth-grade math gap remaining stagnant at around thirty-two 

points (de Brey et al., 2019). Reasons for the stagnation included lower teacher expectations, 

higher exclusionary discipline rates, higher student absentee rates, and other practices in white 

dominated public schools (de Brey et al., 2019; Howard, 2019; Lindsay & Hart, 2017; Taylor et 

al., 2018; Teasley et al., 2016). Despite the influence of these factors, one should overlook the 

influence of other variables on this persistent and complex achievement gap. 

As commonly seen in EER, researchers from multiple disciplines study the causes, 

effects, and practical solutions to the achievement gap (Jeynes, 2015; Kyriakides et al., 2020). 

Jeynes (2015) noted concerted efforts in psychology, sociology, and educational psychology to 

identify and address the factors that influenced this gap. Moreover, Jeynes’ (2015) meta-analysis 

of thirty quantitative research studies (from 1975 to 2009, with a mean sample size of 35,896) 

produced some surprising results about factors that reduce the gap. Jeynes’ findings reiterated 

some of the Coleman Report results by showing that most school factors (i.e., class structure, 

lofty expectations, etc.) and government policy did not significantly decrease the gap (Hill, 2017; 

Jeynes, 2015; Kahlenberg & Potter, 2014). In contrast, statistically significant reductions in the 

achievement gap were associated with family factors (e.g., educational attainment), school 

curriculum, religious faith, and religiously oriented schools (Hill, 2017; Jeynes, 2015). These 

findings add further support for the recommendation that schools focus on influencing 
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changeable factors at the student level while using a multifaceted approach to resolve this 

problem (Jeynes, 2018; Kyriakides et al., 2020; Leithwood et al., 2017). 

SES Effects 

Previous studies have shown the compounding effects of race and SES on students’  

academic outcomes (Berkowitz et al., 2017; Logan & Burdick-Will, 2016; White et al., 2016). 

Given this correlation, it is unsurprising that a significant percentage of Black students from low 

SES backgrounds tend to not meet basic academic standards (Hussar et al., 2020; Taylor et al., 

2018). SES factors include family income and educational attainment, with parent educational 

attainment showing a significant correlation with high student achievement (Day & Dotterer, 

2018). NCES data for 2017 to 2018 demonstrated that 45% of Black and Hispanic students 

attended high-poverty level schools compared to only 8% of white students (Hussar et al., 2020; 

Marcotte & Dalane, 2019). Also, high SES white students consistently outperformed Black, 

Hispanic, and low SES students on the National Assessment of Educational Progress subject 

tests (Hussar et al., 2020; Taylor et al., 2018). For example, the average 2019 reading score for 

high SES white eighth-graders was 20 to 30 points higher than scores for other ethnic groups and 

students from low SES backgrounds (Hussar et al., 2020).  

During that school year, the achievement gap was most egregious in urban school 

districts with high minority student populations (Center for Research, 2015; Hussar et al., 2020). 

In such districts, 42% of students attended high-poverty level schools and struggled to meet basic 

math and reading standards (Hussar et al., 2020; White, et al., 2016). In some cases, these 

districts seem unable to turn around these failing TPS (Goodridge, 2019; McCoy & Domanico, 

2020). Yet, despite strident opposition from community leaders, policymakers, and educators, 

some parents responded to TPS failure by enrolling children in CPS (Cohodes, 2018; Egalite, 
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2020; Ladd, 2019; McCoy & Domanico, 2020). But due to inconsistent findings, the ability of 

CPS to help most Black students close the achievement gap remains tentative at best (Ackerman 

& Egalite, 2017; Foreman et al., 2019; Ladd, 2019; Spees & Lauen, 2019). 

CPS Effects on Black Students  

Research studies examining charter school effectiveness consistently revealed mixed 

results for Black students (Ackerman & Egalite, 2017; Foreman et al., 2019; Ladd, 2019; Spees 

& Lauen, 2019). Several multi-state and state-level studies indicated that low SES and Black 

CPS students in high-poverty and urban areas outperformed peers in nearby TPS (CREDO, 

2019; Foreman et al., 2019; Spees & Lauen, 2019). But the opposite occurs in low-poverty areas 

where Black and Hispanic CPS students underperform TPS peers or showed moderate to little 

effects (Betts & Tang, 2019; Center for Research, 2019; Gulosino & Liebert, 2020; Rapa et al., 

2018; Spees & Lauen, 2019). Despite several studies showing the positive CPS effects on certain 

Black student outcomes, the impact of black-operated charter schools on these children remains 

almost unknown (Gershenson, 2019; Winters, 2020). Moreover, the persistent achievement gap 

and mixed findings from many CPS studies justified a further examination of the CPS and black-

operated school-level factors that could help Black students close this gap (Gawlik, 2018b; 

Grube & Anderson 2018; Spees & Lauen, 2019). 

Closing the Gap 

 Closing the achievement gap requires meaningful changes in policies, practices, and 

mindsets (; Doyle, Kim, & Hernandez-Cruz, 2019a, 2019b; Jeynes, 2018; Taylor et al., 2018). 

Achieving this goal requires educators to adopt a value rather than deficit mindset and to look at 

the issue as an opportunity gap rather than focusing on children’s shortcomings (; Doyle, Kim, & 

Hernandez-Cruz, 2019a, 2019b; Taylor et al., 2018). There were several characteristics of charter 
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schools associated with significant improvements in Black students’ academic outcomes. These 

included high behavior standards, extended instructional time (school days or years), a school-

wide focus on improving academic achievement, the use of formative assessments, and data-

driven instructional practices (Cheng et al., 2017; Gleason, 2017; Golann & Torres, 2020). 

Examining the occurrence and influence of these school-level policies and practices in CPS and 

TPS is the primary focus of this study. 

Summary 

Chapter Two summarized the theoretical framework and relevant research on topics of 

interest to this study. This included a historical review of EER and the design of the dynamic 

model of educational effectiveness. Among the most overarching ideas generated by dynamic 

model theorists, is the need for a multilevel and multidimensional approach to describe and 

explain how schools achieve educational quality and equity for all students (Kyriakides et al., 

2020; Kyriakides et al., 2018). The dynamic model is a useful framework for examining the 

effects of school-level factors on student outcomes, especially in the decentralized charter sector 

(Kelly, 2020; Kyriakides, et al., 2020). The charter sector includes schools with a large variation 

in school-level factors due to differences in management structures, curricula approaches, and 

ethnocentric emphases (David, 2018; Teasley et al., 2016; Woodworth et al., 2017).  

However, most studies on CPS school-level factors focused on a limited number of topics 

and produced mixed results on student achievement (Ackerman & Egalite, 2017; Gawlik, 

2018b). Examples included studies on segregation, charter management, and “No Excuses” 

schools. Also, school effectiveness researchers choose from among three main strategies to study 

CPS effects (Ackerman & Egalite, 2017; Grube & Anderson, 2018; Spees & Lauen, 2019). 

However, overall results from these studies provided an inconsistent understanding of CPS 
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effects due to procedural and other concerns (Ackerman & Egalite, 2017; Grube & Anderson, 

2018; Spees & Lauen, 2019). To avoid these pitfalls, the researcher adopted certain procedures 

from CREDO and other state-wide CPS studies to examine the impact of black-operated schools 

on Black student outcomes.  

A relative handful of studies provided useful, yet limited insights on same-race principals'  

effects on student outcomes (Bartanen & Grissom, 2021; Doyle, Hernandez-Cruz & Ellison, 

2019; Doyle, Kim, & Hernandez-Cruz, 2019a, 2019b; Grissom, Rodriguez & Kern, 2017). 

Students in schools with same-race principals experienced several positive academic and non-

academic outcomes (Bartanen & Grissom, 2019, 2021; Doyle, Hernandez-Cruz & Ellison, 2019; 

Doyle, Kim, & Hernandez-Cruz, 2019a, 2019b; Grissom, Egalite, & Lindsay, 2021). Moreover, 

results from studies in several states indicated that Black students experience the most academic 

improvement in CPS located in urban areas with poorly performing TPS (Center for Research, 

2019; Gleason, 2017; Gulosino & Liebert, 2020). However, only one study examined the effects 

of black-operated charter schools on Black students’ academic outcomes (Teasley et al., 2016). 

Chapter Three describes the study’s methods for comparing the effects of black-operated schools 

on student outcomes to those in other CPS and TPS schools. 
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODS 

Overview 

Chapter Three conveys the details of this ex post facto study’s research design, sampling 

methods, procedures, and data analysis. The chapter begins with a brief discussion of the 

rationale used for selecting the research design and descriptions of the variables. The research 

questions, hypotheses, participants, and setting follow this discussion. Descriptions of the 

development, validity, reliability, reporting categories, administration, rating, and usefulness of 

the instruments used to collect data follow the discussion. The chapter concludes with a list of 

procedures and a discussion of the data analysis.  

Design 

The researcher used a quantitative, causal-comparative design to determine if there was a 

significant difference between Black students’ academic growth in black-operated charter public 

schools (BCPS) compared to outcomes in non-black-operated charter public schools (NCPS) and 

traditional public schools (TPS) in Philadelphia. A causal-comparative design was appropriate 

for at least four reasons. First, the independent variable (type of school) is nominal, and the 

dependent variables (academic growth) are intervals, which met causal-comparative design 

requirements (Gall et al., 2007). Second, this design helped determine if the groups representing 

distinct categories of an independent variable (school type) differ across the quantitative 

dependent variables (Gall et al., 2007). Third, this research design is commonly used to 

investigate problems in educational settings where manipulation of an independent variable is 

not practical (Gall et al., 2007; Patten & Newhart, 2017). Finally, several researchers used 

causal-comparative designs to compare charter public school (CPS) performance to that of TPS 
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in various state-wide studies (Ackerman & Egalite, 2017; Foreman et al., 2019; Spees & Lauen, 

2019).  

The Independent Variable 

This study investigated the effects of three categories of an independent variable on two 

quantitative dependent variables while controlling for two covariates. The independent variable 

type of school had three independent groups. The first group consisted of Black students in 

BCPS, which are schools with an authorized charter with Black leaders (Hussar et al., 2020; 

Pennsylvania Department, 2019). Black students and leaders are people of African American 

descent who are not of Hispanic heritage (Hussar et al., 2020; Pennsylvania Department, 2019). 

Black students enrolled in NCPS, or schools led by administrators from non-black ethnic groups 

make up the first comparison group (Hussar et al., 2020; Pennsylvania Department, 2019). While 

the second comparison group consists of Black students enrolled in TPS, which are publicly 

funded K-12 schools that operate under the direct authority of local school districts (Egalite, 

2020; Pennsylvania Department, 2019. The study examined the influence of the independent 

variable on Black students’ academic growth in two subject areas.  

Dependent Variables 

The researcher measured students’ academic growth rather than achievement at a single 

point in time based on the work done in previous charter studies (Betts & Hill, 2010; Center for 

Research, 2019; Spees & Lauen, 2019). The first dependent variable was math academic growth 

as measured by the difference between seventh and eighth-grade scores on the Pennsylvania 

System of School Assessment (PSSA) math exam with a covariate of sixth-grade scores. The 

second dependent variable was English Language Arts (ELA) academic growth as measured by 

the difference between seventh and eighth-grade scores on the PSSA ELA exam with a covariate 
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of sixth-grade scores. This value-added approach is commonly used in both dynamic model and 

charter school research because it provides a better estimation of a school or intervention’s 

effects on student outcomes (Kyriakides et al., 2020; National Alliance, 2008; Wright, 2018). 

Student academic growth is “The year-to-year change in academic performance relative to one’s 

peers. Growth can be positive or negative” (Center for Research, 2019, p. vi). Readers can find 

additional information on the PSSA math and ELA exams in the instrument section and 

Appendix C and Appendix D. The researcher examined the following questions in the study. 

Research Questions 

RQ1: Is there a difference in mathematics academic growth (from seventh to eighth 

grade) among Black students enrolled in black-operated public charter schools, Black students 

in non- black operated charter schools, and Black students enrolled in traditional public schools 

when controlling for sixth-grade math scores? 

RQ2: Is there a difference in ELA academic growth (from seventh to eighth grade) 

among Black students enrolled in black -operated public charter schools, Black students in non- 

black operated charter schools, and Black students enrolled in traditional public schools when 

controlling for sixth-grade ELA scores? 

Hypotheses 

The null hypotheses for the study were: 

H01: There is no statistically significant difference in mathematics academic growth 

(from seventh to eighth grade) among Black students enrolled in black -operated public charter 

schools, Black students in non- black operated charter schools, and Black students enrolled in 

traditional public schools when controlling for sixth-grade math scores. 
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H02: There is no statistically significant difference in ELA academic growth (from 

seventh to eighth grade) among Black students enrolled in black -operated public charter 

schools, Black students in non- black operated charter schools, and Black students enrolled in 

traditional public schools when controlling for sixth grade ELA scores. 

Participants and Setting 

Population  

Cases for the study were drawn from archival data from the 2016 to 2019 math and ELA 

scores of eight-grade Black students in Philadelphia’s schools. The Pennsylvania Department of 

Education (PDE) provided school and student-level data for analysis. The target population 

consisted of eighth-grade Black students enrolled in Philadelphia’s charter and traditional public 

schools during the 2018 to 2019 school year. During the 2018 to 2019 school year, there were 

4079 math and 4090 ELA scores for Black students in all of Philadelphia’s public schools 

(Philadelphia School, 2022). Using convenience sampling, the researcher selected schools 

serving the target population based on suitability (e.g., Black principals) and data availability 

(Gall et al., 2007). The inclusion criteria for selecting schools were as follows a) charter schools 

operated by Black principals; b) charter schools not operated by Black principals; c) traditional 

public schools (within the zip codes of each black-operated charter school); and d) the 

availability of school and student-level data from the 2017, 2018, and 2019 exams. 

Participants 

 Using data from these schools, the researcher selected students for the BCPS group and 

each comparison group using convenience sampling (Gall et al., 2007). First, Black students with 

exam scores from all three years were selected, which reduced the population to 3470 for math 

and 3449 for ELA. Those scores were then filtered to include only students from low 
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socioeconomic status (SES) backgrounds, who were not English language learners (ELL) and 

had no special education codes. TPS students were selected from schools within the zip code of 

each BCPS to minimize differences between these naturally occurring groups (Foreman, et al., 

2019; Gall et al., 2007; Patten & Newhart, 2017; Spees & Lauen, 2019). Finally, since students 

were usually assigned to their nearest local public school, controlling the ethnicity of TPS 

leaders was not practical. 

Additionally, to further minimize differences only students with basic sixth-grade scores 

(886-999) were selected (Ackerman & Egalite, 2017; Data Recognition, 2017c, 2018, 2019; 

Spees & Lauen, 2019). These four selection criteria (Low SES, no ELL, no special education, 

and basic scores) reduced the available cases to 639 for math and 1149 for ELA students. Using 

case selection in the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), random cases were 

selected for each school type. The sample of math cases was eventually reduced to n = 468 Black 

eighth-grade students which consisted of 188 males and 280 females and ELA cases were 

reduced to n = 510 Black eighth-grade students which consisted of 224 males and 286 females. 

These procedures allowed the researcher to select samples of more than 170 cases, which 

exceeded the minimum requirement of 166 when assuming a medium effect size with a statistical 

power of 0.7 and alpha level of 0.05 for analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) testing (Gall et al., 

2007, p.145).  

Setting 

Students in the third through eighth grades take PSSA math and ELA exams in the spring 

semester of each school year (Pennsylvania Department, 2022). The PDE PSSA contractor, Data 

Recognition Corporation (DRC) trains proctors to administer exams to students at their school’s 

physical location or online (e.g., for cyber charter students) during the spring testing window 
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established by the PDE (Data Recognition, 2017c, 2018, 2019). Students get 156 minutes to 

complete Math exams and 166 minutes for ELA exams (Data Recognition, 2017a, 2017b). 

DRC's responsibilities include grading the exams along with compiling, tracking, and analyzing 

the data to provide district, school, and student-level reports to the PDE (Data Recognition, 

2017c, 2018, 2019). Access to the 2016 to 2019 PSSA staff and student datasets occurred 

through the PDE’s research application process, thus no other information about the setting is 

necessary to replicate this study. Finally, the researcher used the IBM SPSS application to 

analyze the data. The next section contains more information on the PSSA exams. 

Instrumentation 

Two major reasons supported the use of PSSA ELA and Math exam data for this study. 

First, with interval-scaled instruments, researchers can “… examine the absolute changes in 

students’ achievement as opposed to the changes in their position relative to their peers.” (Spees 

& Lauen, 2019, p. 426). Second, both educational effectiveness and charter school researchers 

recommended measuring changes in longitudinal data to assess student achievement rather than 

using one single data point (Betts & Hill, 2010; Center for Research, 2019; Kyriakides et al., 

2020). Thus, the researcher chose to analyze PSSA scores using 2017, 2018, and 2019 exams 

which measured how well students demonstrated the ELA and Math knowledge and skills 

required by Pennsylvania Core Standards (Data Recognition, 2017c, 2018, 2019). See Appendix 

C for sample PSSA Math questions and Appendix D for sample ELA exam questions. 

Development 

In 2015, the PDE redesigned PSSA exams to ensure alignment with the newly updated 

Pennsylvania Core Standards (Data Recognition, 2017c, 2018, 2019). These criterion-referenced 

exams “… measure how well students acquire the knowledge and skills described in the 
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Pennsylvania Assessment Anchor Content Standards (Assessment Anchors) as defined by the 

Eligible Content for mathematics, ELA, and Science.” (Data Recognition, 2019, p. 32). As part 

of the process, the PDE updated all subject Assessment Anchors and Eligible Content to ensure 

compliance with Pennsylvania Core Standards (Data Recognition, 2017c, 2018, 2019; 

Pennsylvania Department, 2014a, 2014b). Assessment Anchors were subject categories (i.e., 

skills and concepts) while Eligible Content was the subject-specific descriptions and assessment 

limits of skills and concepts used on PSSA exams (Data Recognition, 2017c, 2018, 2019; 

Pennsylvania Department, 2014a, 2014b). Other researchers used PSSA exams to compare the 

performance of CPS to TPS, examine the impact of certain interventions on math and reading 

outcomes, investigate the effects of discipline policy reform on math and ELA achievement, and 

study the effects of high stakes testing on student literacy (Center for Research, 2017, 2019; 

Hochstetler, 2018; Lacoe & Steinberg, 2018). 

PSSA Exam Validity  

The PDE maintains a contract with the DRC to annually develop and assess exam 

validity (Data Recognition, 2014). DRC researchers confirmed the exams’ content, response 

process, internal structure, Rasch model, and other types of validity through field testing and 

other methods (Gall et al., 2007; Data Recognition, 2017c, 2018, 2019). They ensured that exam 

items aligned with Assessment Anchors and Eligible Content to accurately assess students’ depth 

of knowledge, comprehension, cognitive level, and ability to solve grade-level appropriate 

problems (Data Recognition, 2017c, 2018, 2019; Pennsylvania Department, 2014a, 2014b). On 

the exams, students demonstrated their depth of knowledge using recall, application of skills or 

concepts, strategic thinking, and extended thinking at suitable cognitive levels (Data 

Recognition, 2017c, 2018, 2019; Pennsylvania Department, 2014a, 2014b).  
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Reporting Categories 

Each exam has assessment and reporting categories based on Eligible Content statements 

and core standards (Data Recognition, 2017c, 2018, 2019). The PSSA math exam had four 

classifications and five categories that were evaluated at each grade level. Numbers and 

Operations; Algebraic Concepts; Geometry; and Data Analysis and Probability were the math 

Assessment Anchor classifications (Data Recognition, 2017c, 2018, 2019). The reporting 

categories represented the specific aspects or domains of the core math standards assessed in 

each classification (Data Recognition, 2017c, 2018, 2019). The categories and point ranges were 

Number System for 7-9 points; Expressions and Equations for 16-18 points; Functions for 10-13 

points; Geometry for 9-11 points; and Statistics and Probability for 7-9 points for each math 

exam (Data Recognition, 2017b). Each exam had 40 multiple-choice questions and two open-

ended questions with a minimum scaled score of 600 and a maximum score of 1470 (Data 

Recognition, 2017c, 2018, 2019). Recommended cut score ranges were below basic (600-896, 

600-903, and 600-905), basic (897-999, 904-999, and 906-999), proficient (1000-1104, 1000-

1108, and 1000-1107), and advanced (1105 and above, 1109 and above, and 1108 and above) 

respectively for 6th, 7th, and 8th-grade students (Data Recognition, 2019). See Appendix C for a 

math PSSA sampler.  

In contrast, there were seven reporting categories for ELA exams in grades three to eight. 

These categories included Literature Text; Informational Text; Key Ideas and Details; Craft and 

Structure/Integration of Knowledge and Ideas; Vocabulary Acquisition and Use; Conventions of 

Standard English; and Text-Dependent Analysis (Pennsylvania Department, 2014). The ELA 

exams had 23 passage-based multiple-choice, nine stand-alone multiple-choice, two evidence-

based selected responses, and one text-dependent analysis constructed response question 
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organized around the themes of Reading for 30-46 points, Writing for 9 points, and Text 

Dependent Analysis for 16 points (Data Recognition, 2017a). ELA exams had a minimum scaled 

score of 600 and a maximum of 1699 with cut score ranges of below basic (600-874, 600-844, 

and 600-885), basic (875-999, 845-999, and 886-999), proficient (1000-1114, 1000-1129, and 

1000-1129), and advanced (1115 and above, 1130 and above, and 1130 and above) respectively 

for 6th, 7th, and 8th-grade students (Data Recognition, 2017a, 2017c, 2018, 2019). See Appendix 

D for a sample of the ELA PSSA. 

Exam Administration 

Requirements for PSSA test administration included annual training and various levels of 

responsibility (Pennsylvania Department, 2020b). Each school district had an assessment 

coordinator or DAC who trained school-level assessment coordinators or SAC (Pennsylvania 

Department, 2020b). Both DACs and SACs received training on test security measures, packet 

handling and accountability, and accommodations for special needs students (Pennsylvania 

Department, 2020b; Data Recognition, 2017c, 2018, 2019). “The SAC is then responsible to 

oversee all aspects of test administration in a building, including training test administrators, 

proctors, and other building level staff.” (Pennsylvania Department, 2020b, p.1). Test 

administrators oversaw subject area test administration while proctors administered the exams 

(Pennsylvania Department, 2020b). The math exam had two sections that required 78 minutes 

each for students to complete (Data Recognition, 2017b). While ELA exams included three 

sections that required from 67 to 88 minutes to complete (Data Recognition, 2017a). DACs 

collect completed exams from each SAC, did accountability checks, and shipped the exams to 

the DRC for scoring, rating, and reporting purposes (Pennsylvania Department, 2020b).  

Rating Exams 
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DRC maintained responsibility for all procedures related to exam processing, scoring, 

and reporting (Pennsylvania Department, 2020b; Data Recognition, 2017c, 2018, 2019). This 

involved recruiting and training raters, writing scoring guidelines, handbooks, and testing 

instructions as well as producing reports (Data Recognition, 2017c, 2018, 2019). DRC typically 

recruits raters from a pool of teachers and other subject matter experts (Data Recognition, 2017c, 

2018, 2019). The raters scored written responses individually, with results from ten percent of 

those responses scored twice for use in calculating inter-rater agreement rates (Data Recognition, 

2017c, 2018, 2019). While other raters scored multiple-choice questions using image scanners at 

several locations around the country (Data Recognition, 2017c, 2018, 2019). Finally, DRC 

provided individual student reports, school summary reports, district summary reports, and 

interpretive guides for each exam to the PDE (Data Recognition, 2017c, 2018, 2019). The PDE 

analyzed the data at the county, district, and school levels to provide annual performance data to 

officials and the public (Pennsylvania Department, 2020a). As stated earlier, PDE gave the 

researcher permission to use PSSA data for this study. See Appendix A for PDE Institutional 

Review Board (IRB) and data use agreement permission. 

Exam Reliability  

DRC researchers also assess each exam’s reliability on an annual basis (Data 

Recognition, 2017c, 2018, 2019). DRC reported particularly good internal consistency for the 

2017, 2018, and 2019 exams with Cronbach’s alpha values of 0.94, 0.92, 0.91 for the Math 

exams and 0.92, 0.89, 0.91 for ELA exams (Warner, 2013; Data Recognition, 2017c, 2018, 

2019). Finally, no permission was needed to use the instruments since the study used archival 

data.  
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Procedures 

This casual-comparative ex post facto study included a limited number of procedures 

since the PDE provided all the necessary data from 2016 to 2019. The researcher received PDE 

IRB approval and data use access and IRB approval from Liberty University. See Appendix A 

for PDE approval documents and Appendix B for Liberty University’s IRB approval. The data 

sets were divided into three main categories for each school year. That included separate files for 

student PSSA data and demographic data with matching PDE school numbers for 2016 to 2019. 

Staff data were similarly configured for each year, except those files included ethnic 

backgrounds. Upon receipt of the data, steps were taken to clean, screen, organize, and prepare it 

for SPSS analysis (Green & Salkind, 2017). 

Data Preparation 

 The researcher followed methods commonly cited in the literature to select schools (with 

eligible students) for the three naturally occurring independent variable groups (Foreman et al., 

2019; Gulosino & Liebert, 2020; Spees & Lauen, 2019).  

Selecting Schools 

The researcher began the process by using PDE data and annual reports from local 

charter authorizers to identify schools operated by Black and non-black principals from 2016 to 

2019 (Pennsylvania Department, 2022; Philadelphia School, 2022). Using Excel, the researcher 

initially filtered out middle school principals from the PDE data. However, that filtered staff data 

excluded certain Philadelphia schools that also served sixth to eighth graders (i.e., schools 

serving K-6 or K-8 or 7-12). Using student test data, the researcher identified these schools and 

matched them to the principals using PDE school numbers. A second issue was the presence of 

multiple principals at certain schools (Pennsylvania Department, 2022; Philadelphia School, 
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2022). This was because certain schools had principals for each grade level or different 

principals for the years studied (Philadelphia School, 2022). In the latter cases, the researcher 

used the annual charter evaluation (ACE) reports from the Philadelphia school district to 

determine the principals for the years of interest (Philadelphia School, 2022). In the former 

cases, the researcher removed charter schools that had conflicting ethnicities (i.e., a white, 

Hispanic, Asian, or Black principal for different grade levels).  

Next, the researcher matched each BCPS to traditional schools that were within their zip 

codes that could serve as potential feeder schools for students. Using the National Center for 

Education Statistics (NCES) Common Core of Data (CCD) and zip codes, the researcher selected 

TPS within the vicinity of each BCPS (Foreman et al., 2019; Gulosino & Liebert, 2020; Spees & 

Lauen, 2019). Ideally, the exact feeder schools for each BCPS should have been used in this 

study (Foreman et al., 2019; Gulosino & Liebert, 2020; Spees & Lauen, 2019). However, two 

major factors made identifying specific feeder schools for each student infeasible. First, the PDE 

data sets did not include feeder school data for the thousands of students in the data sets. Second, 

the state of Pennsylvania allows regional charter schools to serve students from multiple school 

districts (Pennsylvania Department, 2019). For example, one charter school in the Lehigh Valley 

area serves students from the city school district authorizer along with five suburban districts 

(Pennsylvania Department, 2019). Finally, to maintain data confidentiality, each school received 

a research identification code (e.g., BCPS-1 for the first black-operated charter school, NCPS-1 

for the first non-black operated charter school, and TPS-1 for the first TPS) based on their 

assigned category (Creswell & Creswell, 2017).  

Student Selection 
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Following the selection of schools, the researcher cleaned and prepared the student data 

(Green & Salkind, 2017; Warner, 2013). As recommended in the literature, the researcher 

requested data with student identification numbers rather than names to help maintain anonymity 

(Gall et al., 2007; Spees & Lauen, 2019). Student data and demographic data files were merged 

and those with code 3 (Black or African American (not Hispanic) were filtered out (Pennsylvania 

Information, 2021). From that group, the researcher narrowed down the list to only Black 

students with 2017, 2018, and 2019 math or ELA exam scores. That group was then allocated to 

each school type (BCPS, NCPS, or TPS) using PDE school numbers. For each school type, the 

researcher minimized differences between students by selecting only those with basic sixth-grade 

scores (886-999) and filtering out ELL, special education students, and those who were not 

economically disadvantaged (Ackerman & Egalite, 2017; Center for Research, 2019; Data 

Recognition, 2017c, 2018, 2019; Pennsylvania Information, 2021; Spees & Lauen, 2019).  

Thus, both the math and ELA samples included students with sixth-grade scores who 

were not special education or ELL and who were from low SES backgrounds. This reduced the 

number of students with eligible math scores to 635 with 247 BCPS, 156 NCPS, and 232 TPS 

cases. Using case selection in SPSS, the researcher selected random samples of 156 cases for 

BCPS and TPS to match the sample size of NCPS for a total of 468 math cases. There were 

1,149 students with eligible ELA scores that included 388 BCPS, 236 NCPS, and 525 TPS cases. 

Using case selection in SPSS, random samples of 170 cases for BCPS, NCPS, and TPS to ensure 

equal sample sizes which resulted in a total of 510 ELA cases. See Appendix E for more details 

on these charter schools. The researcher then proceeded to prepare the data for conducting the 

ANCOVA. 
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Data Analysis 

The researcher used two one-way ANCOVAs to analyze student data for differences in 

math and ELA academic growth. ANCOVA is fitting since it evaluates significant differences 

between two or more independent groups on each dependent variable (Gall et al., 2007; Warner, 

2013). Unlike the analysis of variance (ANOVA), which only tests for differences in group 

means, ANCOVA tests for differences in means adjusted for confounding variables (Gall et al., 

2007; Warner, 2013). Thus, the one-way ANCOVA statistically controlled the covariates (i.e., 

students’ 2017 sixth-grade math and ELA scores) that could influence outcomes, which is a 

useful benefit for causal-comparative designs (Gall et al., 2007; Warner, 2013). Finally, the 

ANCOVA increased statistical power since controlling for the covariate helped reduce the 

probability of Type II errors (Warner, 2013).  

ANCOVA based models are commonly used in school effectiveness research for several 

reasons. Such models allow researchers to “… estimate the relationship between the previous 

and current test scores (and sometimes other variables). Students’ actual scores are compared 

with their predicted scores and this difference is attributed to the relative causal efficacy of the 

school.” (Wright, 2018, p. 2537). Moreover, using nonlinear growth models, propensity 

matching, and other techniques can help researchers compensate for the inadequacies of a basic 

ANCOVA (Wright, 2020). In a study like the proposed study, Spees and Lauen (2019) used a 

nonlinear growth model and ANCOVA (with two covariates) to conduct a study comparing CPS 

and TPS student performance on interval-scaled state-wide tests in North Carolina. Also, Yavuz 

et al., (2017) used ANCOVA to analyze the effects of specific types of schools on student 

outcomes. The levels of measurement of the variables were the final deciding factor for using the 

ANCOVA. 
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Measuring Variables 

To meet causal-comparative design requirements, one should use variables with suitable 

levels of measurement (Gall et al., 2007; Warner, 2013). The independent variable had three 

nominal categories (school types) or independent groups with no known relationship between the 

observations in each group or between groups (Gall et al., 2007; Warner, 2013). In contrast, the 

dependent variables (academic growth) and covariates (sixth-grade scores) were interval scale 

measures. Once the data met the conditions for further analysis, the researcher used data 

screening steps to prepare for the ANCOVA (Green & Salkind, 2017).  

Data Screening  

 The researcher confirmed the data’s suitability for conducting one-way ANCOVAs on 

data collected from the three independent variable groups by following recommended data 

screening steps (Green & Salkind, 2017; Warner, 2013). Each group’s covariates and dependent 

variables (Math and ELA growth) and covariates (sixth-grade scores) were screened for missing 

data, errors, inconsistencies, and outliers which might skew results (Green & Salkind, 2017). The 

researcher clustered the covariates and dependent variables across the levels of the independent 

variable to screen for inconsistencies or errors (Green & Salkind, 2017). There were no missing 

data in any of the independent variable groups. Using box and whiskers plots as suggested by 

Green and Salkind (2017), the researcher screened out extreme outliers in each group for both 

the covariates and dependent variables. Figure 1, Figure 2, Figure 8, and Figure 9 show these 

results. 

Assumptions Tests 

 Before conducting the ANCOVA, the researcher evaluated the data for the assumptions 

of normality, linearity, homogeneity of equal variance, and homogeneity of slopes (Green & 



85 

Salkind, 2017). Using SPSS, the researcher ran normality tests for each group’s dependent 

variable and covariate (Green & Salkind, 2017). A Kolmogorov-Smirnov test confirmed the 

assumption of normality since each sample size was greater than 50 (Warner, 2013). Also, a 

visual inspection of histograms for each school type confirmed normal distribution (Warner, 

2013). One can assume independence of scores since each school independently conducted 

testing for students (Warner, 2013). Levene’s test of equality of error variances (p < 0.05) 

assessed the quantitative data for equality of variances (Warner, 2013). A comparison of the 

resulting p-value for Levene’s test to an alpha of 0.05 confirmed that the data met the assumption 

of the equality of variances (Warner, 2013).  

One can evaluate the final assumptions using scatter plots or by looking for data 

interactions (Green & Salkind, 2017; Warner, 2013). The researcher used scatter plots to 

evaluate the assumption of linearity and bivariate normal distributions (Green & Salkind, 2017; 

Warner, 2013). Each graph articulated a linear progression; thus, the data met the assumption of 

linearity (Warner, 2013). Also, the scatter plots looked like a “cigar shape,” which satisfied the 

conditions for an assumption of bivariate normal distribution (Warner, 2013). The researcher 

looked for interactions between the math and ELA dependent variable scores and corresponding 

covariates to evaluate for homogeneity of slopes (Green & Salkind, 2017; Warner, 2013). The 

significance of these interactions (0.06) is greater than alpha (0.05), thus the data satisfied the 

assumption of homogeneity of slopes (Warner, 2013). Since the data met all required 

assumptions, the researcher continued the parametric analysis (Warner, 2013).  

Null Hypotheses Testing 

Using SPSS, the researcher conducted two one-way ANCOVAs to examine the two null 

hypotheses that predicted no significant differences between math and ELA academic growth in 
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Black students enrolled in BCPS compared to Black students in NCPS and TPS (Green & 

Salkind, 2017). The researcher compared the F- statistic to F-critical and the p-values to the 

alpha value (0.05) to determine whether to reject or fail to reject the null hypotheses at a 95% 

confidence level (Warner, 2013). A Bonferroni correction (calculated by dividing alpha =.05 by 

the total number of comparisons) is useful for helping to guard against type I errors when 

conducting the ANCOVA (Warner, 2013).  

An evaluation of the resulting alpha level (p) determined how the researcher treated each 

null hypothesis (Warner, 2013). Since the p-value was less than 0.05, the researcher rejected the 

null hypotheses because the data suggested that alternative hypotheses may better explain the 

results (Warner, 2013). However, since causal-comparative designs only indicate weak causality, 

further studies are needed to confirm these results (Gall, et al., 2007). Finally, for a one-way 

ANCOVA, one can evaluate the effect size (alpha = 0.05) using partial eta-squared results 

represented by η2 (Green & Salkind, 2017). The conventional interpretation of effect size is as 

follows, a) Small effect, η2 = 0.01; b) Medium effect η2 = 0.06; and c) Large effect η2 = 0.14 

(Warner, 2013).  
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS 

Overview 

The purpose of this quantitative causal-comparative study was to determine whether 

differences existed between math and ELA academic growth for Black students in black-

operated charter schools (BCPS) compared to those in non-black operated charter schools 

(NCPS) and traditional public schools (TPS). The chapter contains information on (a) descriptive 

statistics, (b) assumptions tests, and (c) Analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) results for each null 

hypothesis. The results of the analyses are presented using data disaggregated by school type 

(BCPS, NCPS, and TPS) performed in response to the following two research questions. 

Research Questions 

RQ1: Is there a difference in mathematics academic growth (from seventh to eighth 

grade) among Black students enrolled in black-operated public charter schools, Black students 

in non-black operated charter schools, and Black students enrolled in traditional public schools 

when controlling for sixth-grade math scores? 

RQ2: Is there a difference in ELA academic growth (from seventh to eighth grade) 

among Black students enrolled in black-operated public charter schools, Black students in non- 

black operated charter schools, and Black students enrolled in traditional public schools when 

controlling for sixth-grade ELA scores? 

Null Hypotheses 

H01: There is no statistically significant difference in mathematics academic growth 

(from seventh to eighth grade) among Black students enrolled in black-operated public charter 

schools, Black students in non- black operated charter schools, and Black students enrolled in 

traditional public schools when controlling for sixth-grade math scores. 
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H02: There is no statistically significant difference in ELA academic growth (from 

seventh to eighth grade) among Black students enrolled in black-operated public charter 

schools, Black students in non-black operated charter schools, and Black students enrolled in 

traditional public schools when controlling for sixth grade ELA scores. 

Descriptive Statistics 

The descriptive statistics presented below give a brief overview of the findings of this 

study. These statistics include frequency distributions, measures of central tendency, and 

measures of variability which describe the relevant data (Green & Salkind, 2017; Warner, 2013). 

They allow the researcher to easily visualize and evaluate the data’s suitability for further 

analysis (Green & Salkind, 2017; Warner, 2013). Descriptive statistics were obtained on the 

covariates (Grade 6 math and Grade 6 ELA scores) and dependent variables (Math growth and 

ELA growth) for each school type. Table 1, Table 2, Table 3, Table 4, Table 5, and Table 6 show 

the descriptive statistics for the covariates, dependent variables, and adjusted means for the data 

used in this study.  

Math Growth 

Descriptive statistics for H01 report the means and standard deviations for the covariates 

and dependent variables of math growth across the different levels of the independent variable 

(Green & Salkind, 2017; Warner, 2013). Table 1 shows the descriptive statistics for the covariate 

(sixth-grade scores). As part of the selection process, the researcher selected students with sixth-

grade math scores that fell within the basic range (897-999) established by the PDE for the exam 

(Data Recognition, 2017c, 2018, 2019). Consequently, the lowest covariate score was 901 and 

the highest was 995 for students in all three types of schools. Table 2 presents data obtained for 

the dependent variable of math growth across the three different school types. Math academic 
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growth ranged from a low of -175 to a high of 131 in BCPS, -141 to 149 in NCPS, and -178 to 

147 in TPS. While Table 3 displays statistics for the dependent variable (Adjusted Means) of 

math growth.  

Table 1 

Descriptive Statistics for H01 Covariate 

Covariate: Grade 6 Score 

School Type n M SD 

 1 - Black-operated charter schools (BCPS) 156 939.43 28.27 

2 - Non-black operated charter schools (NCPS) 154 940.72 28.47 

3 - Traditional public schools (TPS) 153 937.24 26.75 

 

Table 2 

Descriptive Statistics for H01 Dependent Variable 

Dependent Variable: Math Growth    

School Type n M SD 

1 - Black-operated charter schools (BCPS) 156        -10.52                 55.04 

2 - Non-black operated charter schools (NCPS) 154    4.44 51.40 

3 - Traditional public schools (TPS) 153   -5.65 62.52 
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Table 3 

Descriptive Statistics for H01 Dependent Variable (Adjusted Means) 

Dependent Variable (Adjusted Means): Math Growth    

School Type n M SE 

1 - Black-operated charter schools (BCPS) 156 -10.48 a 4.52 

2 - Non-black operated charter schools (NCPS) 154 4.67 a 4.55 

3 - Traditional public schools (TPS 153 -5.94a 4.56 

a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: Grade 6 Score = 

939.13 

ELA Growth 

Descriptive statistics for H02 report the means and standard deviations for the covariates 

and dependent variables of ELA growth across the different levels of the independent variable 

(Green & Salkind, 2017; Warner, 2013). Table 4 shows the descriptive statistics for the covariate 

(sixth-grade scores). As part of the selection process, the researcher selected students with sixth-

grade ELA scores that fell within the basic range (875 to 999) established by the PDE for the 

exam (Data Recognition, 2017a). Consequently, the lowest covariate score was 880 and the 

highest was 995 for students in all three types of schools. Table 5 presents data obtained for the 

dependent variable of ELA growth across the three different school types. ELA academic growth 

ranged from a low of -131 to a high of 120 in BCPS, -157 to 134 in NCPS, and -159 to 123 in 

TPS. While Table 6 displays statistics for the dependent variable (Adjusted Means) of ELA 

growth.  
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Table 4 

Descriptive Statistics for H02 Covariate 

Covariate: Grade 6 Score 

School Type n M 

                                           

SD 

 1 - Black-operated charter schools (BCPS) 169   945.99 30.75 

2 - Non-black operated charter schools (NCPS) 169   945.76 36.00 

3 - Traditional public schools (TPS) 168  940.27 33.95 

 

Table 5 

Descriptive Statistics for H02 Dependent Variable 

Dependent Variable: ELA Growth    

School Type 

                                  

n 

                                                           

M SD 

1 - Black-operated charter schools (BCPS) 169        -16.32                 52.28 

2 - Non-black operated charter schools (NCPS) 169    -7.11 55.29 

3 - Traditional public schools (TPS) 168   -13.30 59.75 
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Table 6 

Descriptive Statistics for H02 Dependent Variable (Adjusted Means) 

Dependent Variable (Adjusted Means): ELA Growth    

School Type n M SE 

1 - Black-operated charter schools (BCPS) 169 -16.62 a 4.29 

2 - Non-black operated charter schools (NCPS) 169    -7.38 a 4.28 

3 - Traditional public schools (TPS 168 -12.73 a 4.30 

a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: Grade 6 Score = 

944.01. 

Results 

Null Hypothesis H01 

Hypothesis H01 stated that there is no statistically significant difference in mathematics 

academic growth (from seventh to eighth grade) among Black students enrolled in black-

operated public charter schools, Black students in non-black operated charter schools, and 

Black students in traditional public schools when controlling for sixth-grade math scores. 

Data Screening 

Data screening was conducted on each group’s covariate and dependent variable. 

Screening of the covariate (sixth-grade math scores) and math academic growth dependent 

variable indicated no missing data, errors, or inconsistencies that could skew results (Green & 

Salkind, 2017). Box and whiskers plots were used to detect extreme outliers on the covariate and 

dependent variable. Figure 1 shows no outliers for BCPS, NCPS, or TPS on the covariate. Visual 

inspection of the box and whiskers plots in Figure 2 indicated five outliers for BCPS, four for 

NCPS, and four for TPS on the dependent variable. The researcher converted all these data 
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points to z-scores to determine if they were extreme outliers (Warner, 2013). Two NCPS points 

(30 and 121) scores and three TPS points (369, 439, and 406) fell outside of +3 and -3 standard 

deviations of the sample mean for each school (Warner, 2013, p. 153). Thus, those five points 

were removed since they were extreme outliers (Green & Salkind, 2017; Warner, 2013). See 

Figures 1 and 2 for the math growth box and whisker plots. 

Figure 1  

Box and Whisker Plots H01 Covariate 

 

Figure 2  

Box and Whisker Plots H01 Dependent Variable  

  

Assumption Tests 
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An ANCOVA was used to test this null hypothesis. The ANCOVA required that the 

assumptions of normality, linearity and bivariate normal distribution, homogeneity of slopes, and 

homogeneity of variances are met (Green & Salkind, 2017; Warner, 2013).   

The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was useful for testing the assumption of normality since 

the sample size (n = 463) is greater than 50 (Warner, 2013). The data showed that each school 

type violated normality (p <.001 and p = 001) for the covariate (sixth-grade math scores). Thus, 

the researcher proceeded with the analysis since ANCOVA is robust to such violations and 

histograms for each school type indicated a reasonably normal distribution (Warner, 2013). 

There were no violations of normality for the dependent variable. Thus, the data met the 

assumption of normality. See Table 7 for normality tests and Figure 3, Figure 4, and Figure 5 for 

the math covariate histograms.   

Table 7 

Tests of Normality for H01 

Kolmogorov-Smirnova  

 School Type Statistic df Sig. 

Grade 6 Score 1 - BCPS .161 156 <.001 

 2 - NCPS .128 154 <.001 

 3 - TPS .098 153 .001 

Math Growth 1 - BCPS .070 156   .057 

 2 - NCPS .037 154  .200* 

 3 - TPS .051 153  .200* 

*. This is a lower bound of the true significance. 

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction 
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Figure 3  

Histogram for Covariate H01 (BCPS) 

 

Figure 4  

Histogram for Covariate H01 (NCPS) 
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Figure 5 

Histogram for Covariate H01 (TPS) 

 

The assumptions of linearity and bivariate normal distribution were tested using scatter 

plots for each group. Linearity was met and bivariate normal distributions were tenable as the 

shapes of the distributions were not extreme (Warner, 2013). Figure 6, Figure 7, and Figure 8 

show the scatter plot for the school types. 

Figure 6  

Scatter plot for H01 (BCPS)  
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Figure 7  

Scatter plot for H01 (NCPS)  

 

Figure 8 

Scatter plot for H01 (TPS)  

 

The assumption of homogeneity of slopes was tested and no interaction was found where 

p = .704 (Warner, 2013). Therefore, the assumption of homogeneity of slopes was met. The 

assumption of homogeneity of variances was examined using Levene’s test. No violation was 

found where p = .169 (Warner, 2013). The assumption of homogeneity of variances was 

satisfied. 
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Results for Null Hypothesis (H01) 

The researcher conducted a one-way ANCOVA to test the null hypothesis regarding the 

effects of three different school types on math academic growth in eighth-grade Black students 

while controlling for grade 6 scores. The null hypothesis was not rejected at a 95% confidence 

level where F(2, 459) = 1.43, p = .054, Ƞ2 = .013 (Warner, 2013). The effect size was small and 

no post hoc analysis was conducted since the researcher failed to reject this null hypothesis 

(Warner, 2013). 

Null Hypothesis H02 

Hypothesis H02 stated that there is no statistically significant difference in ELA academic 

growth (from seventh to eighth grade) among Black students enrolled in black-operated public 

charter schools, Black students in non-black operated charter schools, and Black students in 

traditional public schools when controlling for sixth-grade ELA scores. 

Data Screening 

Data screening was conducted on each group’s covariate and dependent variable. 

Screening of the covariate (sixth-grade scores) and ELA growth dependent variable indicated no 

missing data, errors, or inconsistencies that could skew results (Green & Salkind, 2017). Box and 

whiskers plots were used to detect extreme outliers for the covariate and dependent variables. No 

extreme outliers were identified for the ELA covariate points. Analysis of the plots indicated two 

outliers for BCPS points (170 and 23), three for NCPS (206, 298, and 248), and two for TPS 

(505 and 343) school types across the dependent variable. The researcher converted the data 

point to a z-score to determine if they were extreme outliers (Warner, 2013). One BCPS (23), 

one NCPS (206), and two TPS points (505 and 343) fell outside +3 and -3 standard deviations of 

the sample mean of each school type (Warner, 2013, p. 153). Thus, all four points were 
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considered extreme scores and thus removed from the data set (Green & Salkind, 2017; Warner, 

2013). See Figure 8 and Figure 9 for the ELA growth box and whisker plots. 

Figure 9 

Box and Whisker Plots H02 Covariate 

 

Figure 10 

Box and Whisker Plots H02 Dependent variable

 

Assumption Tests 

An ANCOVA was used to test this null hypothesis. The ANCOVA required that the 

assumptions of normality, assumption of linearity and bivariate normal distribution, assumptions 

of homogeneity of slopes, and homogeneity of variance, are met (Green & Salkind, 2017; 

Warner, 2013).  
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Normality was examined using a Kolmogorov-Smirnov test. Kolmogorov-Smirnov test 

since the sample size (n = 506) was greater than 50 (Warner, 3013). Results revealed violations 

of normality for BCPS (p =.003), NCPS (p <.001), and TPS (p =.001) across the covariate. Since 

ANCOVA is robust to violations of normality, visual inspection histograms for all three school 

types showed a reasonably normal distribution of the covariate (Warner, 2013). In contrast, no 

violations of normality were found for the dependent variable (ELA Growth). Thus, the data 

were suitable for an assumption of normality for an ANCOVA. See Table 8 for Tests of 

Normality and Figure 11, Figure 12, and Figure 13 for the ELA covariate histograms.   

Table 8 

Tests of Normality for H02  

Kolmogorov-Smirnova 

 

 
School Type Statistic df Sig. 

Grade 6 

Score 

1 - BCPS .088 169          .003 

 2 - NCPS .098 169 <.001 

 3 - TPS .092 168 .001 

ELA 

Growth 

1 - BCPS .041 169   .200* 

 2 - NCPS . 058 169  .200* 

 3 - TPS .033 168  .200* 

*. This is a lower bound of the true significance. 

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction 
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Figure 11 

Histogram for Covariate H02 (BCPS)  

 

Figure 12 

Histogram for Covariate H02 (NCPS)  
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Figure 13 

Histogram for Covariate H02 (TPS)  

 

The assumptions of linearity and bivariate normal distribution were tested using scatter 

plots for each group (Warner, 2013). Linearity was met and bivariate normal distributions were 

tenable as the shapes of the distributions were not extreme (Warner, 2013). Figure 14, Figure 15, 

and Figure 16 show the scatter plots for the school types. 

Figure 14 

Scatter plot for H02 (BCPS) 
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Figure 15 

Scatter plot for H02 (NCPS)  

 

Figure 16 

Scatter plot for H02 (TPS) 

 

The assumption of homogeneity of slopes was tested and no interaction was found where 

p = .355 (Warner, 2013). Therefore, the assumption of homogeneity of slopes was met. The 

assumption of homogeneity of variances was examined using Levene’s test. No violation was 

found where p = .184 (Warner, 2013). The assumption of homogeneity of variances was met. 

Results for Null Hypothesis (H02) 
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The researcher conducted a one-way ANCOVA to test the null hypothesis regarding the 

effects of three different school types on ELA academic growth in eighth-grade Black students 

while controlling for sixth-grade scores. The null hypothesis was not rejected at a 95% 

confidence level where F(2, 502) = 1.17, p = .310, Ƞ2= .005 (Warner, 2013). The effect size was 

very small and no post hoc analysis was needed since the researcher failed to reject this null 

hypothesis (Warner, 2013). 
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSIONS 

Overview 

This ex post facto causal-comparative study sought to determine if there were differences 

in the academic growth of Black students enrolled in black-operated charter schools (BCPS), 

non-black operated charter schools (NCPS), and traditional public schools (TPS) in the 

Philadelphia School District (PSD). Chapter Five discusses the study’s findings and compares 

the results to the extant relevant literature. The study’s implications and limitations follow a 

discussion of the findings for the two research questions. Lastly, the researcher suggests 

recommendations for further research based on the results of the study.  

Discussion 

The purpose of this causal-comparative, quantitative study was to compare the academic 

growth (from seventh to eighth grade) between Black students enrolled in black-operated public 

charter schools (BCPS), non-black operated charter schools (NCPS), and in traditional public 

schools (TPS) when controlling for sixth-grade scores. The main intent of the study was to assess 

whether Black charter school leaders positively influenced the academic growth of eighth-grade 

Black students. The dynamic model of educational effectiveness provided a theoretical lens with 

which to evaluate the results of this study. According to the model, a leader’s ability to positively 

influence the school learning environment (SLE) depends on their ability to leverage school-

level factors in their practices and policies (Kyriakides, Creemers, & Charalambous, 2018; 

Kyriakides et al., 2020). The researcher used 463 Pennsylvania System of School Assessment 

(PSSA) math scores and 506 PSSA English Language Arts (ELA) scores from low-income 

Black students in Philadelphia to conduct this study.  

Discussion of Research Questions 
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 The researcher used two one-way analyses of covariance (ANCOVA) to examine the 

PSSA math and ELA data. For the first research question (RQ1), the researcher examined 

whether there was a difference in math academic growth (from seventh to eighth grade) among 

Black students enrolled in BCPS compared to those in NCPS and TPS when controlling for 

sixth-grade math scores. The results of the one-way ANCOVA indicated no statistically 

significant differences in math academic growth between students enrolled in BCPS, NCPS, and 

TPS. Thus, the researcher failed to reject the null hypothesis for RQ1.  

For the second research question (RQ2), the researcher assessed whether there was a 

difference in ELA academic growth (from seventh to eighth grade) among Black students 

enrolled in BCPS compared to those in NCPS and TPS when controlling for sixth-grade ELA 

scores. The results of this one-way ANCOVA also showed no statistically significant differences 

in ELA academic growth between students enrolled in the three types of schools. Thus, the 

researcher also failed to reject the null hypothesis for RQ2. 

Although the ANCOVA results for RQ1 and RQ2 were not significant for this study, 

other aspects of the data showed significant differences between the three types of schools. 

Previous studies have shown that same race principals had a positive effect on the academic 

performance and non-academic behaviors of Black children in certain schools (Bartanen & 

Grissom, 2019; 2021; Doyle, Kim & Hernandez-Cruz, 2019a; Grissom, Egalite, & Lindsay, 

2021; Grissom, Rodriguez & Kern, 2017). However, the math and ELA means and adjusted 

means for NCPS students outpaced those for BCPS students in this study. The PSSA math 

academic growth mean for BCPS students was -10.52 compared to 4.44 for NCPS students. 

Comparable results occurred with ELA, where BCPS students attained a mean of -16.32 versus -

7.11 for NCPS students. Moreover, controlling sixth-grade math and ELA scores had minimal 
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effects on the means for each type of school. On the math PSSA, the adjusted means for BCPS 

students were -10.48 for math and -16.62 for ELA. While the adjusted means for NCPS students 

stood at 4.67 for math and -7.38 for ELA.  

 Another consideration of this study was the academic performance of Black students in 

BCPS versus those in TPS. Previous studies revealed that Black and low-income students in 

charter schools located in urban areas tend to outperform their TPS counterparts (Center for 

Research, 2017, 2019; Gulosino & Liebert, 2020; Winters, 2020). Those findings contrast with 

the results of this study which showed no statistically significant differences in the math and 

ELA academic growth of Black students in BCPS compared to TPS counterparts in Philadelphia. 

Other state-wide studies reported mixed results (positive, no differences, minimal differences, 

and negative) CPS student performance compared to TPS (Foreman et al., 2019; Spees & Lauen, 

2019). On the other hand, the descriptive data for this study showed the means and adjusted 

means for BCPS students were -10.52 and -10.48 for math and -16.32 and -16.62 for ELA 

respectively. While the means and adjusted means for TPS students were -5.65 and -5.94 for 

math and -13.30 and -12.73 for ELA. Thus, despite the lack of statistical significance, Black 

students in TPS managed to outperform their BCPS peers for both math and ELA academic 

growth. Additionally, findings from previous studies have shown that charter schools at the 

elementary and middle schools have the most positive effects on students’ academic achievement 

(Woodworth, et al., 2017). Thus, the negative trend in both math and ELA scores from seventh 

to eighth grade for both TPS and CPS is of concern.  

The extant research literature also revealed traits common to successful charter schools. 

Researchers found that most successful charter schools in urban locations enforced a wide-

ranging student behavior system, increased instructional time (i.e., longer days, tutoring, etc.), 



108 

and held students to high academic expectations (Center for Research, 2015, 2019; Gleason, 

2017; Gulosino & Liebert, 2020; Winters, 2020). Most of these traits fell outside the scope of 

this study, however other essential factors can also influence and thus improve the SLE thereby 

increasing school effectiveness. The PSD documented some of these factors in their annual 

charter evaluation (ACE) reports. See sample ACE along with background information and data 

for BCPS and NCPS in Appendix D. 

Years in operation and affiliation with charter organizations are two key factors that may 

positively influence student academic outcomes in charter schools (Baude et al., 2020; Center for 

Research, 2019; Spees & Lauen, 2019). The BCPS in this study were operational for an average 

of six years with openings ranging from 1998 to 2016 (Philadelphia School, 2022). While NCPS 

averaged ten years of existence with openings ranging from 1997 to 2013 (Philadelphia School, 

2022). Researchers also noted that new schools started by charter networks tend to perform 

better than their public school and independent charter operator counterparts (Spees & Lauen, 

2019; Woodworth et al., 2017). The ACE reports showed that 39% of BCPS and 44% of NCPS 

were affiliated with charter organizations or networks (Philadelphia School, 2022). This meant 

that over 50% of both BCPS and NCPS were operated by independent operators. It is unknown if 

these slight NCPS advantages over BCPS in both average years of operation and charter network 

affiliation accounted for the differences in math and ELA means. See Appendix D for a summary 

of the data for BCPS and NCPS.  

According to the dynamic model of educational effectiveness, school leaders can 

leverage several factors to improve organizational effectiveness and increase student academic 

success (; Kyriakides et al., 2020; Leithwood et al., 2017). School-level policies and practices 

that enhance instructional quality and improve the SLE lead to increased school effectiveness 



109 

(Kyriakides, Creemers & Charalambous, 2018; Kyriakides et al., 2020; Panayiotou et al., 2016). 

Decentralized school leaders have a greater influence on the school-level factors that impact 

effectiveness (Gawlik, 2018b; Krowka et al., 2017; Kyriakides et al., 2020; Leithwood et al., 

2017). Their ability to impact the SLE is greater because they operate under fewer constraints 

and requirements from the context level (Gawlik, 2018b; Krowka et al., 2017; Kyriakides et al., 

2020; Leithwood et al., 2017). They also have greater latitude and flexibility in determining and 

implementing school-level policies, selecting curricula, and in hiring practices (Gawlik, 2018b; 

Krowka et al., 2017). 

However, leaders in Pennsylvania may not have as much influence as postulated by the 

dynamic theory and other school leadership experts. National charter organizations consistently 

rated Pennsylvania’s charter law as one of the lowest and most detrimental laws to the success of 

these schools because they reduced flexibility (National Alliance, 2016; Ziebarth, 2020; Ziebarth 

& Palmer, 2018). Other reasons for the low rating included insufficient funding and requirements 

for standardized tests such as the PSSAs and Keystone exams which may reduce the selection of 

curriculum and hinder other school-level factors (Kyriakides et al., 2018; Kyriakides et al., 2020; 

National Alliance, 2016; Ziebarth, 2020; Ziebarth & Palmer, 2018). A preliminary review of the 

charter schools’ websites showed that 39% (9 of 23) of MCPS had specialized curricula that 

focus either on STEM, culture, music, art, or language (Philadelphia School, 2022). The 14 

(61%) that had no special curricula emphasized their alignment with Pennsylvania state 

standards which are based on the Common Core (Philadelphia School, 2022). None of the 

special curricula MCPS belonged to a charter network while 64% (9 of 14) of the schools lacking 

a special curriculum focus belonged to a network or organization. In contrast, 40% (10 of 25) of 

NCPS schools had a special curriculum focus and 40% of them belonged to a network or 
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organization. While 15 of 25 had no special curriculum with 58% belonging to a network or 

organization. See Appendix D for a summary of background information for BCPS and NCPS. 

Dynamic model theorists also suggested that school leaders who focus on changing 

alterable factors (e.g., motivation, thinking, expectations, etc.) contribute to greater student 

academic success (Kyriakides et al., 2020; Leithwood et al., 2017). Moreover, schools that 

provide tutoring and other academic support for students, coaching and feedback for teachers, 

and data-driven instructional practices help improve student achievement (Gleason, 2017; 

Grissom, Egalite, & Lindsay, 2021). A preliminary review of the CPS websites included mission 

and vision statements which indicated that such schools do indeed have elevated expectations, 

sought to improve thinking, and help students fulfill their potential. Moreover, a review of BCPS 

websites and comprehensive plans found only five mentioned the use of data to drive instruction, 

two mentioned tutoring and extra instructional support for students, and 6 described extensive 

professional development and coaching support to improve teacher quality (Philadelphia School, 

2022). For NCPS, seven mentioned using data to inform instruction, five had intensive tutoring 

services, and nine provided extensive professional development and training for teachers 

(Philadelphia School, 2022). Despite most schools missing this type of information, one can 

safely assume that since most of them (except for three NCPS) are Title I schools have additional 

student (tutoring, etc.) and staff support (professional development, etc.) and resources to comply 

with federal regulations.  

The abundance of Title I schools (those with 40% or more low SES students) with 

underperforming students in Philadelphia is consistent with findings from previous studies. 

Research has shown that students in schools with higher poverty rates score significantly lower 

on standardized tests (Hussar et al., 2020; Taylor et al., 2018). The BCPS in this study had 
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average poverty rates of 75.5, 80.8, and 81 percent for the school years of 2016-2017, 2017-

2018, and 2018-2019 (Philadelphia School, 2022). For NCPS the rates were 57.5, 59.3, and 64 

percent for those school years (Philadelphia School, 2022). The average poverty rates for 

Philadelphia’s entire charter sector were 62, 64, and 67 percent (Philadelphia School, 2022). 

While SES rates for the Philadelphia school district (TPS) were 74, 73, and 70 percent 

(Philadelphia School, 2022). Thus, the SES rate for BCPS was higher than the rates for NCPS, 

the entire charter sector, and district schools which was consistent with research showing that 

most Black students tend to attend CPS with higher poverty rates (Hussar et al., 2020; National 

Alliance, 2020; Philadelphia School, 2022). See Appendix D for a summary of the SES data for 

BCPS and NCPS. 

High poverty rates combined with the prevalence of certain ethnic groups in schools were 

correlated with lower academic performance (Hussar et al., 2020). Students in schools with 

remarkably high percentages of Black or Hispanic students tend to experience lower academic 

achievement (Berkowitz et al., 2017; Logan & Burdick-Will, 2016; White et al., 2016). The 

BCPS in this study had Black student population averages of 72.7, 72.2, and 71.8 percent for the 

school years of interest (Philadelphia School, 2022). Only three (out of 23) BCPS schools had 

Black student populations below sixty percent (Philadelphia School, 2022). In comparison, the 

NCPS averages were 39.9, 39.4, and 39.6 percent for Black students in 2016-2017, 2017-2018, 

and 2018-2019 (Philadelphia School, 2022). While the PSD had average Black student 

populations of 50 and 48 percent for the 2017-2018 and 2018-2019 school years respectively, no 

comparative data were listed for 2016-2017 (Philadelphia School, 2022). See Appendix D for a 

summary of the student race data for BCPS and NCPS.  
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The high poverty rates and the high percentage of Black students in Philadelphia’s 

charter schools were consistent with that found by the Center for Research on Education 

Outcomes (CREDO) in their most recent statewide study (Center for Research, 2019). CREDO 

researchers found that all CPS students matched their TPS counterparts in ELA achievement and 

lagged behind them in math (Center for Research, 2019). In contrast, this study found that Black 

students in BCPS underperformed their TPS and NCPS peers. While NCPS students had higher 

math and ELA means than similar students in BCPS and TPS. Of note, all the NCPS had 

citywide admissions policies while only 69.5% (16 of 23) of BCPS admitted students from 

across Philadelphia (Philadelphia School, 2022). See Appendix D for a summary of BCPS and 

NCPS admissions policies. The effect of those admission policies on student performance 

remains unknown. The following section contains some pertinent implications that resulted from 

this study’s findings.  

Implications 

The expressed purpose of this study was to examine the effects of Black principals on the 

academic growth of Black students in CPS. The intent was to gather the information that would 

guide the decision making of the PDE and local school officials as they seek to address the 

challenges facing Black students in Philadelphia’s public schools. Black and Hispanic students 

along with children from low-income backgrounds usually lag behind their Caucasian and Asian 

peers on standardized tests, high school graduation rates, college enrollment, and other indicators 

(Berkowitz et al., 2017; de Brey et al., 2019; Howard, 2019; Hussar et al., 2020; Logan & 

Burdick-Will, 2016; White et al., 2016). This present study examined the effects of same race 

principals on the math and ELA academic growth of Black students in Philadelphia’s charter 

schools. Although the results demonstrated no statistically significant differences in the academic 
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growth of BCPS students compared to those in NCPS and TPS, there are certain meaningful 

implications that the education community, policymakers, and other key stakeholders should 

seriously consider. 

First, the extant literature reported inconsistent findings about the academic performance 

of Black students in charter schools compared to those in traditional public schools (Center for 

Research, 2015, 2017, 2019; Foreman et al., 2019; Spees & Lauen, 2019). According to certain 

studies, Black students enrolled in CPS in urban settings tend to outperform their peers in TPS. 

However, those enrolled in CPS in other contexts (i.e., suburban schools) had minimal positive 

outcomes, showed no significant differences, or underperformed compared to their peers 

(Foreman et al., 2019; Spees & Lauen, 2019). Notably, the data examined in this study revealed 

an overall downward trend in the PSSA scores for both charter and TPS students. The math 

academic growth for students in CPS and TPS was negative and while NCPS students 

experienced a growth of 4.44. Black students in all three types of schools experienced negative 

academic growth on the ELA exams. A review of these schools’ performance on their ACE 

reports along with this study’s findings underscored the need to address the academic struggles 

of Black students at the middle school level.  

 This study also adds to the existing literature since it provides further insights into the 

challenges faced by both charter schools and Black students. Many TPS officials, teachers’ 

unions, and other education stakeholders view charter schools as threats and adversaries (due to 

competition for students, funding, etc.) instead of education partners (Bulkley & Henig, 2019; 

Ladd, 2019; Ridley & Terrier 2018). The response of Philadelphia’s African American Charter 

Schools Coalition (AACSC) to charter school closures exemplifies this animosity (Bailey, 2020). 

This researcher also witnessed this adversarial stance firsthand on two separate occasions. First, 
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the newly appointed superintendent of a large urban Pennsylvania school district listed charter 

schools as a threat in the SWOT analysis during a public presentation on the state of the district. 

On another occasion, the superintendent of a neighboring city district posted a message stating 

that charter schools were not accountable to taxpayers. These claims were quite perplexing since 

local school districts approve charter applications, assess performance, and renew charters 

(Gross et al., 2019; Miron, 2017; National Alliance, 2019; Philadelphia School, 2022). 

Despite the hostility and tensions that exist between TPS and CPS, we should no longer 

disregard the clamor of Black parents for better educational opportunities. TPS continually fails 

to meet the obligation to provide high quality and equitable educational opportunities for 

disadvantaged children (Goodridge, 2019; Kahlenberg & Potter, 2014; Winters, 2020). Perhaps it 

is time to revisit Albert Shanker’s original vision in which CPS serve as incubators for 

innovation and positive change, especially for the most disadvantaged students (Gleason, 2017; 

Gross et al., 2019; Kahlenberg & Potter, 2014; Miron, 2017). The PDE and local officials should 

promote and incentivize collaboration and partnerships between TPS and CPS so that they can 

work together to ensure a high-quality and equitable education for the most disadvantaged 

children. Such collaboration would allow both types of schools to benefit from instructional and 

professional development strategies that leverage school-level factors to positively impact 

students’ academic performance (Berends et al., 2018; Kyriakides et al., 2020).  

Limitations 

Certain external and internal threats limit the generalizability and internal validity of this 

ex post facto causal-comparative study. First, the study only included Black students in 

Philadelphia’s CPS and TPS. Thus, because of this limitation, results are not necessarily 

generalizable to schools in other Pennsylvania locations or other states (Gall et al., 2007). 
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Secondly, the researcher only used academic growth based on math and ELA scores for Black 

students from low SES backgrounds without special education and English language learner 

requirements. The research set these conditions to limit the differences among the students to 

increase internal validity (Gall et al., 2007). So, it is safe to assume that these academic growth 

metrics were not complete and accurate assessments of these schools and their leaders.  

Two significant threats to internal validity center around the selection of schools and 

Black principals. The researcher filtered the data to select schools with Black principals during 

the 2016 to 2019 school years and then for TPS in the same zip codes as the BCPS (Pennsylvania 

Department, 2022; Philadelphia School, 2022). This process did not allow for controlling for 

school size, student to teacher ratio, teacher experience, curricula focus, years in operation, 

differences in resources, or other factors that according to the dynamic model could influence 

school effectiveness (Kyriakides et al., 2020; Leithwood et al., 2017). For instance, several 

schools had STEM curricula while others had language, culture, music, or art as their specialties. 

Thus, one can reasonably expect the STEM schools to have better results on the math PSSA. 

Interestingly, all the NCPS accepted students from the entire city, which gave them access to 

students with more diverse academic and SES backgrounds (Philadelphia School, 2022). While 

48% of BCPS had neighborhood acceptance policies, which may explain why these schools had 

much higher percentages of Black and low SES students (Philadelphia School, 2022).  

Additionally, the research did not control for other pertinent students and principal 

factors that could affect academic growth. The scope of the research did not allow for the control 

of gender, length of time spent in the school, and other factors that may influence student 

performance (Ackerman & Egalite, 2017; Spees & Lauen, 2019). Key elements that could affect 

a principal’s ability to influence students’ academic performance include leadership experience, 
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philosophy, and style, policies, practices, and tenure within the school building (Doyle, 

Hernandez-Cruz & Ellison, 2019; Grissom, Egalite, & Lindsay, 2021; Kyriakides et al., 2020; 

Leithwood et al., 2017). This study’s scope and design limited the researcher’s ability to further 

investigate these factors.  

Recommendations for Future Research 

Extant literature contains few studies on the effects of same race principals on their 

students in any educational context. The study intended to help fill this gap in the literature by 

determining if same race principals in the charter school context helped low SES Black children 

overcome the academic struggles that have disproportionately plagued this student subgroup. 

The inconclusive results of this study and the persistent nature of this problem should compel 

researchers to conduct studies in several areas. Since this was an ex post facto, causal-

comparative quantitative study only standardized test scores, demographic data, and information 

gleaned from school websites were used to examine the effects of school-level factors in charter 

schools. Thus, a qualitative or mixed methods study could provide invaluable descriptive data 

and other information on the actual policies and practices of Black principals. Areas of interest 

could be the specific policies and practices in charter schools that influence both instructional 

quality and the SLE (Kyriakides et al., 2020; Leithwood et al., 2017). Finally, studying the non-

academic effects of same race principals on Black students and parents may useful yield 

information for policymakers. 

Secondly, a comparison of the practices and policies in NCPS and BCPS might also yield 

meaningful information and help promote collaboration. Most of the BCPS and NCPS had high 

percentages of Black and some also had a higher percentage of Hispanic students from low SES 

backgrounds, a combination that usually results in lower academic performance (Philadelphia 
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School, 2022; Hussar et al., 2020; Logan & Burdick-Will, 2016; White et al., 2016). Yet, NCPS 

students earned higher math and ELA scores than BCPS and TPS. A study that examines the 

NCPS strategies that enable success could be helpful to both BCPS and TPS. Finally, sharing 

these successful practices and policies can help guide PDE decision makers and state 

policymakers as well as promote further collaboration between CPS and TPS. 
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Black-Operated Charter Schools (BCPS) Background Information1 

BCPS # Year Opened Network Affiliation 

Citywide 

Admissions 

Special 

Curriculum 

BCPS 1 1998 None Yes Yes 

BCPS 4 1999 Yes Yes None 

BCPS 5 1999 None Yes Yes 

BCPS 7 2001 None Yes Yes 

BCPS 8 2001 None Yes None 

BCPS 9 2005 Yes No None 

BCPS 10 2003 None Yes None 

BCPS 11 2003 None Yes Yes 

BCPS 12 2004 None Yes None 

BCPS 13 2004 None Yes Yes 

BCPS 14 2005 None Yes None 

BCPS 16 2006 Yes Yes None 

BCPS 17 2007 None Yes Yes 

BCPS 18 2007 None Yes Yes 

BCPS 21 2009 None Yes Yes 

BCPS 22 2009 Yes Yes None 

BCPS 24 2009 None Yes None 

BCPS 26 2011 Yes No None 

BCPS 27 2012 Yes No None 

BCPS 28 2012 Yes No None 

BCPS 29 2012 Yes No None 

BCPS 30 2013 Yes No No 

BCPS 31 2016 None No Yes 

Note: 

1.  Information compiled from websites and 2019-2020 Annual Charter Evaluation (ACE) 
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BCPS Student SES Data1 

BCPS # 2016-2017 2017-2018 2018-2019 

BCPS 1 63 65 64 

BCPS 4 57 69 69 

BCPS 5 64 68 65 

BCPS 7 47 48 48 

BCPS 8 68 68 66 

BCPS 9 89 93 91 

BCPS 10 51 58 59 

BCPS 11 58 61 61 

BCPS 12 56 53 61 

BCPS 13 77  n/a2 n/a2 

BCPS 14 62 51 58 

BCPS 16 65 63 63 

BCPS 17 69 69 66 

BCPS 18 52 52 52 

BCPS 21 80 80 77 

BCPS 22 57 68 68 

BCPS 24 67 67   

BCPS 26 82 82 81 

BCPS 27 55 72 72 

BCPS 28 89 89 86 

BCPS 29 69 79 83 

BCPS 30 78 83 83 

BCPS 31 80 80 81 

Average 75.5 80.83 81 

Notes:  

1. Information compiled from websites and 2019-2020 Annual Charter Evaluation (ACE) 

2. No data are available for BCPS 13 for these years. 
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BCPS Student Race Data1 

BCPS # 2016-2017 2017-2018 2018-2019 

BCPS 1 97 97 97 

BCPS 4 93 94 95 

BCPS 5 94 93 93 

BCPS 7 82 86 89 

BCPS 8 90 87 87 

BCPS 9 92 92 93 

BCPS 10 94 94 95 

BCPS 11 27 25 23 

BCPS 12 77 79 86 

BCPS 13 85 87  n/a2 

BCPS 14 60 60 60 

BCPS 16 96 95 95 

BCPS 17 95 95 94 

BCPS 18 96 95 94 

BCPS 21 91 89 92 

BCPS 22 95 94 95 

BCPS 24 91 95  n/a2 

BCPS 26 88 87 87 

BCPS 27 40 38 36 

BCPS 28 32 30 30 

BCPS 29 90 91 91 

BCPS 30 93 93 92 

BCPS 31 93 94 95 

Average 72.67 72.17 71.83 

Notes:  

1. Information compiled from websites and 2019-2020 Annual Charter Evaluation (ACE) 

2. No data were available for BCPS 13 and BCPS 24 for these years. 
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Non-Black Operated Charter Schools (NCPS) Background Information1 

NCPS # 

Year 

Opened 

Network 

Affiliation 

Citywide 

Admissions 

Special 

Curriculum 

NCPS 1 1997 None Yes None 

NCPS 2 1999 None Yes Yes 

NCPS 3 1999 None Yes None 

NCPS 4 1999 Yes Yes None 

NCPS 5 1999 None Yes None 

NCPS 6 2000 Yes Yes Yes 

NCPS 7 2000 None Yes Yes 

NCPS 8 2000 None Yes None 

NCPS 9 2001 Yes Yes None 

NCPS 10 2001 None Yes None 

NCPS 11 2001 None Yes None 

NCPS 12 2002 Yes Yes Yes 

NCPS 13 2002 None Yes None 

NCPS 14 2005 Yes Yes None 

NCPS 15 2007 Yes Yes None 

NCPS 16 2007 None Yes Yes 

NCPS 17 2010 Yes Yes Yes 

NCPS 18 2010 Yes Yes None 

NCPS 19 2000 None Yes Yes 

NCPS 20 2013 Yes Yes None 

NCPS 21 2005 None Yes Yes 

NCPS 22 1998 Yes Yes Yes 

NCPS 23 2009 Yes Yes None 

NCPS 24 1998 None Yes Yes 

NCPS 25 2000 None Yes None 

Note: 

1. Information compiled from websites and 2019-2020 Annual Charter Evaluation (ACE) 
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NCPS Student SES Data1 

NCPS # 2016-2017 2017-2018 2018-2019 
NCPS 1 68 74 74 
NCPS 2 26 26 26 
NCPS 3 43 42 42 
NCPS 4 64 69 77 
NCPS 5 24 34 33 
NCPS 6 40 44 64 
NCPS 7 29 30 56 
NCPS 8 80 82 81 
NCPS 9 68 70 70 

NCPS 10 37 44 53 
NCPS 11 79 73 80 
NCPS 12 70 69 70 
NCPS 13 17 12 9 
NCPS 14 69 71 71 
NCPS 15 n/a2 n/a2 n/a2 
NCPS 16 34 40 78 
NCPS 17 86 81 85 
NCPS 18 65 79 79 
NCPS19 75 76 80 
NCPS 20 79 81 80 
NCPS 21 63 63 63 
NCPS 22 79 79 79 
NCPS 23 57 56 56 
NCPS 24 52 52 56 
NCPS 25 75 76 80 
Average 57.46 59.29 64.25 

Notes:  

1. Information compiled from websites and 2019-2020 Annual Charter Evaluation (ACE) 

2. No data are available for BCPS 13 for these years. 
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NCPS Student Race Data1 

NCPS # 2016-2017 2017-2018 2018-2019 

NCPS-1 15 15 14 

NCPS-2 8 8 10 

NCPS-3 18 16 17 

NCPS-4 91 90 91 

NCPS-5 8 9 11 

NCPS-6 29 29 27 

NCPS-7 16 16 17 

NCPS-8 15 15 16 

NCPS-9 82 76 76 

NCPS-10 40 39 41 

NCPS-11 95 95 95 

NCPS-12 45 44 44 

NCPS-13 17 18 18 

NCPS-14 42 39 37 

NCPS-15 95 95 95 

NCPS-16 34 33 33 

NCPS-17 14 13 14 

NCPS-18 93 92 92 

NCPS-19 4 6 5 

NCPS-20 92 93 94 

NCPS-21 15 15 13 

NCPS-22 5 4 4 

NCPS-23 33 33 35 

NCPS-24 88 86 86 

NCPS-25 4 6 5 

Average 39.92 39.4 39.6 

Note: 

1. Information compiled from websites and 2019-2020 Annual Charter Evaluation (ACE) 
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